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GCF New Shape Prize 

At the end of 2017, we at CUNCR had submitted a proposal to the Global Challenges 

Foundations’ New Shape Prize. The purpose of this competition was to try to find a “new shape” 

for global governance that was better suited to addressing the unique and pressing challenges 

facing the world today. CUNCR’s submission outlined not a new shape for global governance, 

but a path to get there, via the San Francisco Promise and Article 109(3) of the UN Charter. 

We were very happy to be told this spring that out of the 2700 proposals submitted, ours had 

been chosen as one of 60 semi-finalists. Although we did not make it to the final round of 14 

finalists, our status as semi-finalists meant that we were invited to the New Shape Forum in 

Stockholm at the end of May, where we met many like-minded individuals and also attended 

the ceremony where they announced the winners of the Prize. Despite their initial plan to 

disburse 5 million USD to the winner, GCF instead decided to select three winners and award 

them 600,000 USD each. This strategic change in resource allocation enabled GCF to create and 

nourish working groups and projects devising solutions to global challenges. 

CUNCR’s submission to the New Shape Prize has opened a number of doors to other 

opportunities, which will be discussed below. It also gave us the opportunity to create a 

proposal that fully explains the San Francisco Promise and our plan to realize it, which clarifies 

our mission and strategies for the future. The full proposal as we submitted it to the New Shape 

Prize follows, or can be read online here.

CHALLENGES: 
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Here you’ll find the latest ideas regarding global governance on global risks.

New Shape Library

< Back to the library

Authors

INTRO READ THE ENTIRE ENTRY

Upholding the San Francisco Promise: The Roadmap to a

Constitutionalized United Nations

: Shahr-Yar Mahmoud Sharei

The submission proposes using the Review process in Article 109, Chapter XVIII of

the UN Charter, particularly its Paragraph 3. When the United Nations was formed

in San Francisco in 1945, there was a great deal of opposition to the democratic

deficit of the Security Council and its veto. As a compromise, the permanent five

members of the UN Security Council agreed to a clause that allowed for Charter

Review, ten years after the UN came into force. This “San Francisco Promise” was

activated in 1955, but was later breached and abandoned. The review conference

endowed in the Charter, and legally still valid, could pave the way for a process of

writing a constitution for the UN, allowing it to reinvent itself to better face current

and future global challenges. Thus help transform the UN into a global governance

fulfilling the objectives set out in the UN Charter’s preamble.
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Shahr-Yar Mahmoud Sharei
Dr. Shahr-Yar Mahmoud Sharei, PhD,
international law, is the founding Executive
Director of CUNCR. Prior to embarking on his
civil society accomplishments, in 2008, Dr.
Sharei managed several IT projects and
business enterprises internationally. Currently,
he is in the process of publishing his legal
research on the UN Charter review process and
its potential for democratizing the UN. His book,
Reconstructing Article 109(3) of the UN Charter,
as the Constitutionalization of the United
Nations and International Law, is due to be
published in 2018.
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Upholding the San Francisco Promise: The Roadmap to a 

Constitutionalized United Nations 
Authors: Shahr-Yar Mahmoud Sharei 

The submission proposes using the Review process in Article 109, Chapter XVIII of 

the UN Charter, particularly its Paragraph 3. When the United Nations was formed in 

San Francisco in 1945, there was a great deal of opposition to the democratic deficit of 

the Security Council and its veto. As a compromise, the permanent five members of 

the UN Security Council agreed to a clause that allowed for Charter Review, ten years 

after the UN came into force. This “San Francisco Promise” was activated in 1955, but 

was later breached and abandoned. The review conference endowed in the Charter, 

and legally still valid, could pave the way for a process of writing a constitution for the 

UN, allowing it to reinvent itself to better face current and future global challenges.  

Thus help transform the UN into a global governance fulfilling the objectives set out 

in the UN Charter’s preamble. 
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1. Abstract 

Upholding the San Francisco Promise: The Roadmap 
for a Constitutionalised United Nations 

Recognising that globalisation has outpaced fragmented state-centric global 

governance, and that world-wide threats in areas such as the violation of human 

rights, climate change, armed conflicts, and the use of conventional and nuclear 

weapons continue to exist, this proposal recognises that elusive global governance 

and its instrument of international law are, in the absence of a global government, ill -

equipped to deal effectively with these problems without borders. 

We and our research team, before entering into the discussion on the design and its 

abstract, would like to put forward that our solution is actually a process where global 

governance institutional designs and their international rule of law can be developed 

and improved, based on the global challenges we face and the solutions required. 

Further, our proposed process is in fact a (re)discovery of a powerful methodology 

that already exists, has legal force, has universal application and universal coverage, 

but needs triggering.  

In context of the Competition we considered the following: 

Despite our strong belief in supra-national models, such as the European Union, 

where the interests of the community and its citizens are served, while applying the 

principles of subsidiarity and proportionality so is the independence and sovereignty 

of states and their multilevel governance is also preserved. However we are not 

proposing a specific supra-national model. 
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With over 25 countries in the world, representing 40% of the world’s population, 

living in a federal system of government.[1] It is recognised that the citizens of those 

countries have a better than average global standard of living, widely enjoy stability 

and sustainability, and are invariably democratic. However, despite our strong belief 

in the applicability of the national federal models to “good” global governance, 

through their higher degree of political and economic integration and better suited to 

handle global challenges, we are not proposing any specific world federal model. As to 

its ideal design specifications, what its main branches should be, where the separation 

of powers would lie, or how the sovereignty-sharing, and law-making powers of both 

its citizens and the states should be structured and guaranteed. 

On the fundamental topic of democracy in the context of global democracy, and global 

citizens right to representation in global law-making and administration, again, our 

process, does not profess or give a specific design. As to whether there should be a 

global parliament directly elected, or indirect representation through a parliamentary 

assembly, and whether the voting should be based on a one-person-one-vote, only, or 

factors such as regional presentations, or some other type of weighted voting be 

applied.  

However, our proposed solution, is instead, a process that can potentially 

accommodate any of the above models. That process, already existing, if triggered and 

allowed to operate, gradually incubates and develops global governance models that 

are collaborative in nature, with tremendous member states’ resources and knowledge 

base at its disposal. And can incubate the suitable supra-national models mentioned 

above, or a combination one, or a new one, suit for purpose. With the appropriate, 

laws, regulations, decision-making paths, and including the needed legal review and 
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control mechanisms. Further, the process being dynamic and with periodic reviews 

and revisions would create the potentials on not only handling current global 

challenges, but also adaptable to adjust and enhance itself to face future global 

challenges, currently unknown to us. 

What our solution process lacks in design specifics, it makes up for with its ease of 

activation and implementation, the fact that it is already embraced in the UN Charter, 

that its outcome is legally binding on all, and the fact that, that process has already 

partially started with effective legal force. 

The solution is the Review process, in Article 109, Chapter XVIII of the UN Charter, 

particularly its Paragraph 3. When the United Nations was formed in San Francisco in 

1945, there was a great deal of opposition to the democratic deficit of the Security 

Council and its veto. As a compromise, the P5 agreed to a clause that allowed for 

Charter Review, ten years after the UN came into force. This “San Francisco Promise” 

was indeed activated in 1955, but never came to fruition – the Committee that was 

established to organize the review was never disbanded, but stopped meeting after 

1967, and there has been no further progress on this matter since. The P5, determined 

to remain entrenched in their positions of power, have quashed all subsequent 

substantive attempts to reform the UN, by threatening use of the veto.  

The proposal, then demonstrates a legal strategy of how to reactivate Article 109(3), 

neglected by researchers and politicians, to uphold this promise. Our analysis will 

show that the P5 veto is not the invincible roadblock that is so often feared (Table 2), 

and therefore action must be taken.  
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It will be argued that, if such a review conference is convened now, it would have the 

potential to trigger a “constitutional moment” leading to UN constitutionalisation, 

and thus help transform the UN, by ultimately fulfil the objectives set out in the 

Charter’s preamble—including guaranteeing and the protecting the fundamental 

rights of “we the peoples”. Such a democratic and empowered UN can then face the 

current and future global challenges. 

Avslutningsvis, med våra begränsade svenskakunskaper, vi tacka Global Challenges 

Foundation grundare och anställda för deras arbete kring att främja forskning och studier 

om hanteringen av de globala problem som kräver globala lösningar. Oavsett vem som får 

motta priserna kommer de verkliga vinnarna att vara oss världsmedborgare, då den bästa 

lösningen eller rekommenderade processen kommer att bereda väg för en mer fredlig och 

hållbar värld. 

[1] http://www.forumfed.org/countries/ 
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2. Description of the model 

Upholding the San Francisco Promise: The Roadmap for a  Constitutionalised United 

Nations 

If such a [review] conference has not been held before the tenth annual session of the 

General Assembly following the coming into force of the present Charter, the proposal to 

call such a conference shall be placed on the agenda of that session of the General 

Assembly, and the conference shall be held if so decided by a majority vote of the members 

of the General Assembly and by a vote of any seven members of the Security Council. 

-Article 109(3) of the UN Charter 

Contents 

1.1 Governing the World:  Government, Governance or Anarchy. 2 

1.2 Constitutions,  Constitutionalism and Global Governance Constitutionalisation: 

The Terms of  Reference. 3 

1.3 International  Law Constitutionalisation and the Role of the United Nations. 4 

1.4 The San  Francisco Anti-Veto Rebellion. 5 

1.5 The San  Francisco Promise: The Great Compromise and the Statutory Antidote to 

the  Yalta Formula. 8 

1.6 The UN  Constitutional Question and the Activation of Article 103. 9 

1.7 Article 109  Paragraph 3—Obsolete or neglected?. 9 

1.9  Constitutionalisation of the UN and International Law.. 11 

The Elusive  UN Reform.. 11 
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2.0 Convening the Review: The Legal Strategies to  Effectuate Article 109(3) 12 

I.ICJ Contentious Cases: One or More States  vs. the Permanent Five. 13 

II. ICJ  Advisory Opinions: Application by One or More UN Organs or Agencies. 14 

III.  General Assembly Decision: Reactivate the “Arrangements Committee”. 15  

2.1 Convening the Review: Is the Veto Invincible?. 16 

2.2 Convening the Review: Towards a Constitutional  Moment?. 19 

2.3 Conclusion. 22 

The GCF proposal being submitted here is a neglected UN Charter review process, 

(re)discovered by our researches, and therefore not a specific model or a solution. This 

description part covers the background of why the process is needed. The legislative history 

of how it was created and its legal spirit. The description also covers the legal strategies to 

reactivate it, and what happens if a UN review conference is held now and why it might 

lead to a “constitutional moment”. 

1.1 Governing the World: Government, Governance or 
Anarchy 

David Kennedy, in his article on “The Mystery of Global Governance”, reflects on 

“how little we in fact know about how we are governed”.[1] Many scholars would say 

that there is no effective global order and the state of the world is merely what states 

can make of it.[2] Of course, for the traditional public international lawyer, there is a 

world order, consisting of domestic laws and international laws, with the cardinal 

principle in this order being states as sovereign equals.[3]  
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Koskenniemi and his UN commission report produced in 2006 tell us that we have a 

fragmented international law, with consequential conflicts in norms and jurisdictions. 

This hints at a dysfunctional global governance.[4] Arguably, international law is not 

“real” law, as it is not based on democracy, and lacks sufficient transparency, 

accountability, legitimacy, adjudication, and enforcement powers.[5] 

Therefore we can infer that we do not in fact enjoy global governance, but, at best, are 

subject to international hegemony, and, at worst, global anarchy.[6] 

It is suggested, then, that “global governance” is not about how such governance is 

working to solve the world’s problems, but how it is not working, and is, at best, 

reduced to administering and managing their negative effects.  

1.2 Constitutions, Constitutionalism and Global 
Governance Constitutionalisation: The Terms of 
Reference 

Can we constitutionalise global governance? What do we mean by international 

(global) law and UN constitutionalisation?  

Global governance can be defined in a number of ways, all of which are attempts to 

encapsulate the fragmented, overlapping, and complex systems of international laws, 

regulations, organisations, and customs.  

Economics Nobel Laureate Stiglitz characterises the current shortcomings of global 

governance as follows: 

“Unfortunately, we have no world government, accountable to the people of every 

country, to oversee the globalization process in a fashion comparable to the way 
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national governments guided the nationalization process. Instead, we have a system 

that might be called global governance without global government” [7] 

In view of this democratic deficit, and given the known negative effects of 

globalisation, can we regulate and put a leash on this “unfortunate” global 

governance? International law constitutionalisation might be the answer. This could 

transform global governance—whatever that is—into good governance. 

To provide a basic understanding of these derivatives of the constitutional terms in 

the global context, we propose the following definition: 

Constitutionalisation is the process by which the ideals of constitutionalism are 

translated into a constitution, as the supreme legal order, with the necessary structure, 

primary rules, and secondary rules and procedures to achieve those constitutional ideals, 

and, further, guarantee its adaptability and dynamism. 

To clarify, international or UN constitutionalisation is not a prescription of a 

centralized unitary world state. As with the existing models of multi-constitutional 

states with multi-level governments, the ultimate global constitution will take away 

from states some of their sovereignty, such as the EU or federal models, granting 

them in exchange collective global rights. 

As in any constitutional project, the global constitution should be constructing the 

normative and axiological values prescribed by constitutionalism for the global 

citizens, fundamental amongst them, the protection of universal human rights.[8]   

1.3 International Law Constitutionalisation and the 
Role of the United Nations 

15



A constitutionalised international law would most likely remedy some of the fuzzy or 

unenforceable concepts in the current international legal regime – by codifying the 

supreme and compelling norms in the constitution, concepts such as jus cogens and 

customary international law would become obsolete. A constitutionalised 

international law could also address the current opacity of a global governance 

seemingly guided by an invisible hand. 

How might this be achieved? Recent history tells us that, unless there is a major 

global calamity, such as another world war, we cannot expect urgent global action in 

the convening of conferences similar to that which led to the creation of the League of 

Nations or the UN. Such a scenario is neither foreseeable nor desirable. It is therefore 

preferable to take the core components of an already-existing agency and gradually 

make a constitutional transformation. 

Although the WTO is arguably the most legally sophisticated and effective IO, even 

with considerable transformation, as a trade organization it is not equipped to 

address international criminal law or armed conflicts. In contrast, the UN already 

possesses some features of quasi-world government in its charter and how it operates. 

It is an excellent candidate due to its supranationality, legal supremacy, and 

universality. The principal features of constitutionalisation include: democracy, 

protection of fundamental rights, separation of powers, and the due process of law.  

The UN being the primary source of international law,[9] its constitutionalisation 

therefore by and large encompasses international law. 

1.4 The San Francisco Anti-Veto Rebellion 
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Towards the end of World War II, the United Nations, by design was intended to be at 

the apex of international law and the legal order to govern the world. At the San 

Francisco United Nations Conference on International Organization (UNCIO), the 

Dumbarton Oaks (DO) proposal was termed the proposal for a “general” IO, which 

would not only keep international “peace and security”, but would also be concerned 

with social and economic affairs of the world. The UN was essentially the work of the 

Big-3 (USA, UK, and USSR) at the time, and mostly the design of the United States. 

Therefore, at San Francisco, none of the invited states, other than China, had any 

participation or any say in the proposed UN Charter.At the Conference, upon a closer 

examination of the Dumbarton Oaks proposal and its Yalta formula, particularly the 

“veto”, it became apparent to nations that the liberal majority procedure was only for 

insignificant matters. Opposition to the veto was voiced collectively by many of the 

weaker states, first sparked by Peter Fraser, the New Zealand Prime Minister. In one 

of the earlier sessions of the plenary meetings of the Conference, he stated his 

government’s view as follows:[10] 

The veto … if retained and exercised, [will] be destructive not only to the main purposes of 

the International Organization but to the Organization itself. 

The Minister of Foreign Affairs of Egypt, Badawi Pasha, like many other critics of the 

Council, favoured expanded representation and qualified-majority voting on the 

Council. Badawi Pasha, who later became an ICJ judge, remarked:[11] 

Permitting any power great or small to sit both as judge and jury in its own case does not, 

in our opinion, contribute to build world-wide confidence so necessary to the success of a 

plan for world order. 
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Ecuador’s Minister of Foreign Affairs, Camilo Enriquez, in his objection to the veto, 

said:[12] 

[W]e would have not an association of states, but the almighty will of a single state against 

the consensus of the others, that is, an undeniable example of anarchy within a seemingly 

internationally organized world. 

Eelco van Kleffens, Foreign Minister of The Netherlands, described the veto as a 

“quasi-judicial” organ that mixes the jury, the judge and the executioner.[13] These 

remarks encouraged small nations to begin formally submitting amendments and 

proposals to the SC structure to correct the democratic deficit of the Council.   

By the second week of the Conference over 20 states submitted formal amendment 

requests to revise the Security Council section of the Dumbarton Oaks proposal. By 

the third week of the Conference, 33 of the 50 states participating at the Conference 

(representing a 73% majority not counting the P5), had either written or oral 

communications, going on record objecting to the proposed Security Council. (See 

Table 1 supplementary document).  

With the Conference coming to a standstill, the United States declared, on behalf of 

the permanent five, that the SC proposal and its structure was not subject to 

negotiations, that the delegates could take those provisions of the Charter as they 

were or “go home”.This realpolitik was further exacerbated due to the fact that not 

only were “enemy states” not invited to the Conference, but also a large number of 

states in San Francisco were under the political, military, or economic influence of the 

Big-3 at the time (Table 1). On 13 June 1945, near the close of the Conference, the 

opposition was quelled and the SC structure and its voting procedure, as proposed by 
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DO and essentially the same as today, was adopted. As a historical record, and by 

recommendation of Australia, a large block of abstention votes was cast to show the 

silent opposition, while allowing the Security Council to be formed. 

1.5 The San Francisco Promise: The Great 
Compromise and the Statutory Antidote to the Yalta 
Formula 

In parallel, the anti-veto opposition was working to neutralise these undemocratic 

and extraordinary powers of the P5 at some future date, after the UN’s  formation. An 

option preferred by the majority of the anti-veto opposition was to allow for a future 

date for review of the Charter, reforming or replacing the structure or the voting 

procedures at the SC. 

Breaking the deadlock, a compromise was achieved:the promise of a future review 

conference, where all the constitutional options would be on the table again, and the 

world-governance rules could be reviewed and the veto neutralized. More concretely, 

a promise was made to hold such a review by 1955, and added as paragraph 3 of 

Article 109 in Chapter XVIII of the UN Charter.  

This great compromise was a statutory promise was expressed unequivocally by 

India’s chief delegate, Mr. Ramaswami Mudaliar, stating what was shared by many of 

the opposition:[14] 

On that understanding, my country was prepared to agree to the Yalta formula over a 

period. And I made my position clear, and that of my country clear—and I believe several 

other countries did the same in the course of those discussion—that while they were 

prepared to agree to the Yalta formula over the next ten years, it would be a very proper 

19



proposition on their part to urge that the whole position should be reexamined, de 

nouveau, without prejudice, and without commitments either of one kind or another, at the 

end of that period. That naturally took us to a consideration of the amendment sections 

and on what conditions amendment of the Charter may be proposed. And we felt that if this 

unanimity rule were not to be applied at the end of ten years to any proposal regarding the 

amendment of the Charter, we could safely, and with good conscience and with complete 

trust and confidence in the five great powers, agree to the complete Yalta formula during 

the intervening period of ten years. 

1.6 The UN Constitutional Question and the Activation 
of Article 103 

Ten years after the completion of the UN Charter, a forum for ideas on the 

constitution of the UN took place at the 10th session of the Assembly, 1955. Secretary-

General Dag Hammarskjöld, in execution of Article 109(3), added the item proposal 

to call a General Conference of the Members of the United Nations for the purpose of 

reviewing the Charter to the Assembly’s agenda.[15]By December of that year and 

after initial “constitutional” meetings held by the GA, the invocation of Article 109 

Paragraph 3 and holding of the “general” review conference was put to a vote, and 

adopted by the General Assembly as Res. 992(X) and subsequently received the 

Security Council concurrence as SC Res. S/3504. 

1.7 Article 109 Paragraph 3—Obsolete or neglected? 

Due to both the heightened tensions during the Cold War and the especially complex 

legal history of this amendment, there has been very little scholarship regarding the 

current status of Article 109(3). One of the few sources available is Georg Witschel, 
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who has declared the paragraph to be “obsolete” and a “classic example of a ‘UN 

burial.’” His primary reasoning for this is that when the Security Council was 

expanded to 15 members, there was a corresponding amendment to change the 

number of votes needed for the adoption of Article 109 paragraph 1, but not 

paragraph 3. [16] 

This argument has two weaknesses, however. First, paragraph 3 (unlike paragraph 1) 

had a time-triggered one-time application which had already expired and had been 

effectively operated on. Therefore, the paragraph did not require any consequential 

adjustment because of the subsequent SC expansion amendment.  

Secondly, and more importantly, Witschel fails to follow the final debate that took 

place at the 6th Committee (the Legal Committee) on the subject, in which the 

decision was made to keep paragraph 3. The Australian representative’s argument, 

representing the majority view, was that keeping paragraph 3 would help to clarify 

questions that might arise in the future, and would serve to make clear that in fact the 

paragraph “had not been fully implemented” and was still legally “in effect”.[17]  

In technical legal terms, unless the review conference is held, or unless this is 

formally determined to be unnecessary in a future repealing or reversing resolution of 

the GA, Article 109(3) is not obsolete,but in fact remains in effect, partially breached 

and not fully implemented. 

The Arrangements Committee was created in 1955 to fulfil the terms of Article 109(3), 

tasked with fixing the date and venue for the Charter review conference. The 

Committee was active for twelve years, but by 1967, it was still not able to find 

an auspicious time to convene a Review conference.[18] Therefore, with Resolution 
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2285 (XXII), it was decided that the Committee would be kept “in being,” but with no 

deadline of when to report next on its findings, and the Committee became dormant. 

[19] 

Our research shows that to date, from 1955 to 2016, no follow-up GA resolutions or 

formal memorandums have been issued with the effect of killing or repealing the 

Committee.  

1.9 Constitutionalisation of the UN and International 
Law 

The Elusive UN Reform 

In the last 50 years, member states’ UN reform efforts have been mostly ineffective, 

fragmented, and apparently diverging in different directions. These reform initiatives 

have taken the form of multiple and sometimes parallel efforts, often lasting many 

years (with some lasting decades), and without challenging the P5’s unequal 

privileges constitutively. On the other hand, the permanent members, while paying 

lip service and lending passive support, have become more entrenched in their 

foreign-policy resolve to prevent any reforms that would diminish their exclusive and 

superior powers. 

With the UN Reform deadlocked can the member states take the bolder step of 

Charter review? Perhaps in the direction of its constitutionalisation?  

Constitutionalisation involves shifting from a sovereignty of states to a sovereignty of 

peoples, granting global rights to global citizens. This is not to imply that states would 

disappear, but simply that global governance will be shouldered jointly between states 
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and peoples, as seen in supranational or federal governments. Such an arrangement 

would require parliaments and elections to ensure representation and accountability, 

as is the case in domestic governments.  

Recognition of individuals as subjects as well as objects of international law would 

also empower the international law system by creating mechanisms to prosecute 

serious international crimes committed by non-state actors that currently go 

unpunished under the state-centric model. A constitutionalised UN would be better 

equipped to focus on protection and promotion of human rights, as those would be 

the rights of all global citizens and recognized as such in law. 

The process of constitutionalisation would be based on rule of law and provide 

mechanisms for due process, create accommodations for vertical and horizontal inter-

governmental relationships, and implement systems of proportionality and 

subsidiarity. Charter review would allow for these structural changes to be put in 

place in an effective and democratic manner. The question, then, is only how to get 

there. 

2.0 Convening the Review: The Legal Strategies to 
Effectuate Article 109(3) 

In strictly legal terms, unless the review conference is held, or unless, in a repealing 

or reversing resolution of the Assembly, it is proclaimed undesirable, Article 109(3) is 

not obsolete, but has been only partially implemented and has continuing legal force. 

How then can the partially implemented article be given legal effect to complete its 

operation? 
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There are three legal strategies to fully implement paragraph 3. The first two draw on 

cases at the ICJ, while the third is triggering it by an Assembly decision.  

I.ICJ Contentious Cases: One or More States vs. the Permanent Five 

One or more states may institute contentious proceedings against the P5, holding 

them responsible for the dysfunctional SC and the breach of responsibilities entrusted 

to its permanent members by the Charter to effectively maintain “international peace 

and security.” The applicant states can then establish a linkage to Article 109(3) as the 

statutory means to renegotiate this power-responsibility matrix in the Charter and the 

Court to order full P5 cooperation in conducting the review. 

The applicant state(s) would have to argue for “breach” of the review obligation, 

rather than adopt the “it is still-in- force-but- not-implemented” argument. Possibly, 

for example, the materialisation of the P5 intent and act of breach could be linked to 

when the Arrangements Committee— “kept in being”, but not actually meeting—

finally “disappeared” from the roster of the GA’s active committees, in 1991.  

The contentious case could be brought by a coalition of founding member states who 

opposed the veto at the 1945 conference. That is who the San Francisco Promise was 

made to; therefore they have a strong case for arguing that the clause has been 

breached. 

II. ICJ Advisory Opinions: Application by One or More UN Organs or Agencies 

The ICJ Statute allows UN organs or specialised agencies (but not states) to ask the 

Court for an advisory opinion.[20] The opinions are non-binding but carry significant 

moral and legal weight. Some of these advisory opinions have also had the flavour of 
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Charter interpretation, and in effect have set legal frameworks and rules for the UN. 

The usefulness of this legal strategy is that it widens the scope to non-state actors and 

to a wide array of current topics. 

There is legal precedent for the type of strategy being recommended in this option. In 

1993, the WHO requested an advisory opinion from the ICJ regarding the legality of 

nuclear weapons. The Court was reluctant to take on the matter and, in 1996, formally 

cited “the Court’s lack of jurisdiction” as the reason for its refusal to accede to the 

WHO’s request.[21] 

That was not the end of the case, however. This initiative on the part of some 

audacious individuals at WHO, with the backing of a few dedicated NGOs, [22] 

prompted significant public debate, and subsequently states’ interest in the issue, 

finally culminating in the GA taking up essentially the same question with the Court. 

This time, the ICJ could not deny its jurisdiction, and issued its opinion on 8 July 

1996. [23]  

According to the dissenting opinion of Judge Weeramantry, this level of state and 

non-state actors’ participation was “unparalleled in the annals of this Court”. 

According to the Court’s registrar, 35 states submitted written statements and 24 

States made oral submissions. In addition, a “multitude” of NGOs and, by the Court 

archivist’s count, over three million global citizens endorsed and 

submitted Declarations of Public Conscience to the Court.[24] 

Therefore, based on that precedent, a number of global challenges such as climate 

change, extreme poverty, and conflict-related migration can be linked by the 
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corresponding UN organisations such as UNEP, UNHCR, ECOSOC, or UNDP to non-

performance of the UN as founded, and therefore, charter review.  

III. General Assembly Decision: Reactivate the “Arrangements Committee” 

The most direct way of convening the review would be by a GA decision. A resolution 

in reaffirmation of the 1955 to 1967 efforts to convene the Charter review, based on 

the adoption of Article 109 Paragraph 3, and in consideration of the need to follow up 

and fulfil that effort, would be submitted, with the actual time and venue of the review 

conference unequivocally specified in its text.[25] 

The GA’s adoption of the proposed resolution should be very likely: almost every year, 

UN reform-type resolutions are adopted, corresponding committees created, or their 

mandates renewed—all adopted with at least a simple majority. [26] 

The above three separate legal strategies are most effective as a three-pronged action. 

The primary reason being to create synergy and encourage not only the member 

states, but also the global public and NGOs to become engaged and put pressure on 

the politicians and states’ foreign offices and their UN representatives to take the 

review seriously, and, unlike in 1955, to bring it to a conclusion, and to stay 

accountable. One further initiative that could be added to help give momentum is the 

“European Citizens’ Initiative”, which would further encourage EU as a block to ask 

for the Review. 

2.1 Convening the Review: Is the Veto Invincible?  

The fear of the veto stillshadows any Charter revision. Historically, however, the two-

step process of adoption then subsequent ratification on amendments, with the time 
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window of approximately two years in between, has demonstrated unexpected 

conformity to the majority’s wishes in the P5’s voting behavior.  

In the history of the UN, there have been three amendments that altered the 

composition of major UN bodies. In all three cases, two or more of the P5 formally 

cast their opposition, but ultimately, their earlier veto was overruled and the 

amendment was in fact ratified. (Table 2). 

In 1963, amendments were introduced to expand the composition of both the SC and 

ECOSOC, for which the USSR and France cast “no” votes. In 1971 ECOSOC 

membership was expanded again, which was opposed by the UK and France. But in 

all three cases, at the deadline date of two years for country ratifications to be 

registered, all of the P5, regardless of their earlier veto or lack of concurrence, had 

ratified the amendments, and allowed the Charter to be changed.  

Consequently, it appears that the veto may not be invincible after all. Once the issue 

had left the UN and New York and returned to national capitals and governments, the 

veto was in effect overruled by the citizens and national legislatures.[27]For the P5  

executive branches, the veto option might be legally available, but not politically. The 

global political liability for a P5 state is too high for it to go against the majority and 

oppose the ratification of Charter amendments, as this would mean opposing what 

has been adopted by at least two-thirds of virtually all the states in the world. 

In the context of Charter review, a question may arise that what if a P5 and especially 

the USA as the most powerful of them decides to veto the outcome of a Charter 

review, by in effect staying outside of the UN? The answer can be found in the 

argumentation section of our proposal. 
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2.2 Convening the Review: Towards a Constitutional 
Moment? 

If the conference is convened, the review process may first go through a frustrating 

period of trying to focus on solving some issues and not others, which may not be 

possible in the complex and highly-integrated, and interrelated, globalised world.  

The review conference, most likely at first, would find itself deadlocked on the 

questions of Council reform. In fact, the past failed attempts at reforming the Council 

cannot all be attributed to the P5’s unwillingness and manipulation; it has also been 

partly because the stakeholder states could not agree among themselves.  

Such a standstill on the question of Council reforms at the Review cannot just be set 

aside, since it impacts many other institutional reforms. Perhaps after some months 

(if not years) of unsuccessful attempts to resolve substantive global governance 

questions in fragments and isolation, the conference might then reach a critical 

“constitutional moment”. 

This moment would be reached when at least the two-thirds majority of the states at 

the review would come to three fundamental realisations:  

That addressing these challenges requires coherent, holistic, collective and integrated 

approaches in governing—a transformation from governance to government—

democratically, with the necessary representation, transparency and accountability 

[28]  

that the peoples are objects and subjects of international law, and its ultimate 

legitimisers; therefore, the formal recognition and protection of a rights-basedglobal 

citizen is necessary;that the states, in their collective approach to the global 
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commons and peace and security, are compelled to share limited sovereigntymutually 

with other states as well as the global citizens. 

This paradigm shift from states’ absolute sovereignty to a multi-level governmental 

system of states and peoples in a federal or supranational model is not a new 

phenomenon.  

For example, in the case of the US, it is generally agreed that America’s constitutional 

moment occurred in 1787, eleven years after the American Revolution and 

independence. This is when the original 13 sovereign states, in order to solve their 

interstate problems, met in Philadelphia to review and to amend the Articles of 

Confederation. At the Convention, the Articles of Confederation were essentially 

turned upside-down, from state-centric to popular sovereignty, and the focus became 

“we the people”. Therefore, the Philadelphia conference transformed into the 

Constitutional Convention of the United States of America, producing a full-fledged 

Constitution which incorporated an unprecedented and significant Bill of Rights [29]. 

Of the 25 federal states in the world, covering 40% of the world’s population, such as 

India, Brazil, South Africa, Germany, and Switzerland, there are many examples of 

constitutional moments[30]. 

In the case of supranational regional states, the EU can be cited. Although it is 

difficult to link a specific conference or treaty with the Communities’ transformation 

into the European Union and its constitutionalisation [31], the Maastricht Treaty of 

1992 is generally associated with the “constitutional moment” for Europe, when the 

European Parliament was granted more powers, and the people of the Union granted 

a rights-based European citizenship [32]. 
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As for the review conference, and whether it would turn into a constitutional 

convention, on the basis of similar past experiences, the prospect seems to be high. 

After the review comes to a stalemate and it acknowledges the earlier mentioned three 

realisations, the conference will reach its transformational moment—towards a 

democratised and constitutionalised UN. Only then will the required institutional 

structure and components start to fall into place at the Conference. 

In the UN transformation path from a United Nations to a “Union of Nations”, and 

the path to democratisation, a peoples’ assembly (global parliament) needs to be 

established. Perhaps the dysfunctional Security Council, which has embarked on 

adjudicative and legislative roles before, can now be formally replaced by a 

democratic parliament towards legitimate legislation of our “global commons”. In 

addition, such a parliament could feature a security committee as a subsidiary, rather 

than a powerful and separate Council. 

The Secretariat and the operation of the UN must become independent of the P5’s 

financial and power politics, and the election of the Secretary-General and the senior 

officials should be merit-based and democratic. Further, an empowered and 

independent ICJ and judiciary is vital and one of the main pillars of constitutionalism 

that must be grounded in any future Charter revision. [33]  

That said, it would be hard to imagine that, at the first review of the Charter, there 

will be a major constitutional turn and union of states, similar to that experienced by 

the US. However, once the transformational awareness is reached, most likely at the 

review, the foundations are laid and the initial steps taken, the complementary steps 

can be left to subsequent reviews and future dynamics of the constitutionalisation 

process.  
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For example, on the subject of democratic representation, the first step might be to 

adopt a UN Parliamentary Assembly, as the Independent Expert and some NGO 

observers have recommended.[34] The first review may also implement another of 

the HRC’s expert recommendations, which is the establishment of a global human 

rights court, perhaps similar to the European Court of Human Rights. [35]  

The path to global governance constitutionalisation is gradual and long, but it seems 

“we the peoples” have been endowed by the legacy of article 109 to trigger that 

process. 

2.3 Conclusion 

The world order we have today was never meant to be frozen into its current shape. 

As we have shown, review was part of the compromise that allowed the United 

Nations to be created in the first place. Rather than rebuilding the world order from 

scratch, it is vastly preferable to utilize the tools that are already in place; rather than 

envisioning a rigid system that may not be right for the future, success is far more 

likely with a process that allows for a multitude of possibilities. Article 109 (3) is 

simply a means to bypass the legal and procedural roadblocks that have held up 

necessary reforms for the last 70 years. We have shown that the process already exists 

to bring about meaningful reform; now it must be activated. Once that occurs and a 

charter review is convened, a constitutionalized system of global governance that 

recognizes the rights of global citizens can take shape – whatever that precise shape 

might be.  

The forum and the legal place to start, it seems, is what we were endowed in the 

Charter with the General Review to bootstrap the process of the transforming the 
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United Nations and consequently international law. Article 109(3) holds the intent 

and the spirit and it seems that its fulfillment would set the wheels of international 

law constitutionalisation in motion. 

[1] (Kennedy 2009) 

[2] (Verbeek 2011) also (Wendt, 1992). 

[3] (Kelsen, 1949) 

[4] (Koskenniemi, 2006). also (Pauwelyn, 2003) and (Andenas and Bjorge 2015) 

[5] (Hart, 1994). also (Payandeh, 2011), (Liste 2011).(Posner, 2009) and (Mansell and 

Openshaw, 2013) 

[6] (Alvarez, 2005). also (Vagts 2001).  

[7] (Stiglitz 2003) 

[8] (Tsagourias 2007) : also Walker 

[9] (Joyner 2010) 

[10] (UN Doc) 

[11] (Hurd 2007) 

[12] (UN Doc 1946-2000): 

[13] (UN Doc 1945) 

[14](UN Doc 1945) 
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[15] (ODS 1993-2012): A/2919 

[16](Witschel 2012) and (Simma, Mosler, et  al. 2002) 

[17] (UN Doc 1965) ; also (UN Docs 1946-2000): A/5974. 

[18] (UN Doc 1966-1969) 

[19] (UN Doc 1967) 

[20] (UN Doc 1945) 

[21] (UN Doc 1993) also (UN Doc 1996) 

[22] (Green, 2010) 

[23] (UN Doc 1996). 

[24] (Lindblom 2006) also (Weeramantry 1996) 

[25](UN Doc). 

[26] (UN Doc 2014).  

[27] (Sharei 2014) 

[28] (UN Doc 2013) 

[29] (Ackerman 2000). also (Baratta, 2004):(Perez 1996): 399-403. 

[30] (Forum of Federations 2014). 

[31] (Weiler,1991) 
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[32](Schutze 2014) (Maas, 2007) 

[34] (Zayas 2013) (UN Doc 1946-2015) 

[35] Ibid. 
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3. Motivation 

Assessment Criteria 

Upholding the San Francisco Promise: The Roadmap for a 

Constitutionalised United Nations 

Core Values 

With the title of the solution and focus on Constitutionalisation of the United Nations. 

It seems the core values for all the global citizens through the promotion and 

protection of their fundamental rights would be the ultimate objective and so is the 

core of this solution.  

The Universal Declaration of Human Rights of 1948, along with the International 

Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (ICCPR) and the International Covenant on 

Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (ICESCR) (both in force as of 1976) have become a 

global core of rights, and are together known as the International Bill of Human 

Rights. However, there is no enforcements of these rights and there is no 

international human rights court. 

The mission of the constitutionalisation of the UN would be to in fact turn these HR 

declarations and the associated new ones that have been defined or yet not defined 

(such as the right to clean environment and climate) into binding and enforceable 

laws. Ultimately constitutionalisation, in the global context, involves shifting from 

sovereignty of states only to global citizens as well, granting global rights to global 

citizens.  

Decision-Making Capacity 
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The San Francisco promise and the legislative history of Art. 109 (3) was ultimately 

about the limitation and elimination of the veto and democratisation of the UN. Based 

on a democratic UN, there will not be any possibility of a P5 or any one nation’s veto. 

The international law will be based on some sort of majority (or qualified) decision-

making with no consensus rule that typically bugs down the treaty process and no 

possibility of one state, such as the US case in Paris Accords, just walking out and 

shouldering their commitments. 

Effectiveness 

The UN System, with its associated organs and agencies, is already the authority on 

dealing with multitude of global challenges. Agencies, such as UNEP, WHO, UNDP, 

UNHCR, ITU, are by and large sophisticated, what they may be lacking in 

effectiveness, is that these organs cannot mandate binding regulations or adopt global 

laws. With the constitutionalised UN and some of the most fundamental rights being 

the political and representation rights, the process solution will most likely create 

some sort of world parliament or assembly as part of the constitutional process. This 

would give the current and future UN agencies and organs, more effective resources, 

enforcement, and therefore governance in their related fields. 

Resources and financing 

In a constitutionalised UN with an associated parliament or assembly, an EU type of 

member state financing can be devised. The transformed UN can never again depend 

on one or two, member states as large contributors. 

Trust and Insight 
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The proposed process leading to a constitutionalised UN would provide for maximum 

transparency exercised similar to the good national models. With representation of 

global citizens, separation of powers, rule of law and judicial independence, and due 

process of being cardinal in a constitutionalised governance. The trust and insight 

into governance should be at its peak.  

Flexibility 

The San Francisco promise and Article 109 of the Charter are premised on the fact 

that periodic reviews are needed and based on experiences gained and the current 

challenges faced to fine tune the governance model. Article 109 (3) and removal of the 

veto, and the fear of its use, would facilitate that mutation and adaptation process.  

Protection Against the Abuse of Power 

A revised constitutional charter would most likely and gradually have all the features 

of good governance to prevent concentration and abuse of power.For example, legal 

review processes, court systems with universal jurisdiction (whether ICJ, ICC, or new 

courts), always designed with separation of powers and judicial independence.  

Accountability 

A transformed and democratic UN, the main officers would have the power, as well as 

the associated responsibility and accountability, similar to the domestic. No more 

political appointments but merit based elections of the Secretary General and of the 

executive officers of the UN. This could be the first step, eventually the UN parliament 

or assembly can elect the main officers and in case of non-performance dispose of 

them. In addition judicial review can also hold officers accountable. 
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Miscellaneous notes on the GCF proposal submitted 

A caveat on the proposed process solution, what if a super power P5 decides not to 

join the transformed UN? 

Since meeting global challenges requires global cooperation, what if, in the process of 

the constitutionalisation of the UN a P5 decides to leave the UN? Based on our 

researchers’ analysis, this scenario is unlikely, and if it occurs will not last long . For 

the sake of limited word count, this issue is examined here. 

As to the P5, France, Russia, and the UK have a questionable status as the top five 

super states in terms of population or size of their economy. With the P5’s overall 

poor performance in keeping the world free of armed conflicts during the past 70 

years, those states would more likely follow the majority decision at the review 

conference, triggered by Article 109 (3). 

As to the other two permanents members, China and the US, based on the size of their 

populations or their economies, they may be classified as super-powers and could still 

vie for the Yalta formula over any other voting procedure at the review, and opt not to 

ratify the adopted Charter changes. 

But in the global neighbourhood, what are their other options? China’s livelihood and 

economy owes its success to globalisation and it therefore cannot afford the risk of 

staying outside of the global community. 

As for the US, it is probably the only P5 member that is powerful enough and 

presumably independent enough from the rest of the world to opt to stay out of the 

UN. In that unlikely event, such a scenario should not last long, similar to the 1920s 
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and 1930s US isolationism. Therefore, the US too could not deny its global economic 

and other interdependencies and stay outside of the world community for too long.  

In fact, judging by the US’s own constitutional history, it seems a scenario of the US 

not being part of a UN “world community” would be very short-lived. During the 1787 

Constitutional Convention, the then super-power state of New York, having doubts 

about a United States of America, did not adopt the Philadelphia Convention’s 

proposals and was not one of the founding states that ratified the constitution at the 

time that the US was legally created. Shortly thereafter, however, recognising the 

synergy and the moral and material power of the union, New York rejoined its ex-

Confederation members in a constitutionalised United States of America. Therefore, 

in the event of the US not ratifying the review’s proposals, and opting to stay out of a 

new UN, it is likely that they would similarly rejoin its fellow UN members after a 

short period of isolation. 

Notes on citation 

Again, based on limited word count allowed, the documents provided were supplied 

with only footnotes and not the end notes and bibliography. The end notes and the 

complete citation version of the documents will be gladly provided upon request.   

 

39



Table 1 

The San Francisco Rebellion 

Member States support/opposition to the Security Council, and 

Distribution of States as Independent or Under Influence of the Permanent Members 

UNCIO, 11 February to 24 October 1945 

State 
 

P5 
Dependency 

Status at 
UNCIO 

 

Under 
Influence 
Category 

 

Support for 
Security Council* 
Dumbarton Oaks 

Proposal 

Argentina I _ N 

Australia I _ N 

Belarus U M, P Y 

Belgium U M, EX N 

Bolivia I _ N 

Brazil I M N 

Canada I _ N 

Chile I _ N 

Republic of China P5 _ Y 

Colombia I _ N 

Costa Rica I _ N 

Cuba I M N 

Czechoslovakia U M, P Y 

Denmark U M, EX N 

Dominican 
Republic 

I _ Y 

Ecuador U M N 

Egypt U M, P N 

El Salvador I _ N 

Ethiopia U M, EX N 

France P5 _    Y** 

Greece U M, EX N 

Guatemala I _ N 

Haiti U M, P Y 

Honduras I _ N 

India U M, C N 

Iran U M, P N 

Iraq U M, P Y 

Lebanon U M, C N 

Liberia U M, P Y 

Luxembourg U  M, EX Y 

Mexico I _ N 

40



Netherlands U M, EX N 

New Zealand I _ N 

Nicaragua U M, P - 

Norway U M, EX N 

Panama U M, P N 

Paraguay I _ N 

Peru U M N 

Philippines U M, C N 

Poland U M, P _ 

Saudi Arabia U M, P Y 

South Africa U C Y 

Syria U M, C N 

Turkey I _ N 

Ukraine U M, P Y 

USSR P5 _ Y 

United Kingdom P5 _ Y 

United States  P5 _ Y 

Uruguay I _ N 

Venezuela I _ N 

Yugoslavia  U M Y 

Figures: 

33 No’s / 50 states*                           = 66% against SC structure 
33 No’s / 45 states (Excluding P-5)  = 73% against SC structure 
 

 
*    The Security Council structure, competency, and voting procedure, including veto, was what was drafted at 
Dumbarton Oaks and Yalta, and despite the opposition, was adopted and essentially remained unchanged by the end of 
the Conference. 
* *Changed stance: France at the beginning of the Conference had opposed the SC structure 
Criteria:  
Member states partial or whole opposition and negative support for the SC determined by: (i.) submitting formal 
request to amendments the SC section of Dumbarton Oaks; (ii.) Recorded preliminary or committee meetings that they 
spoke against, or requested revisions. 
Index: 
Y = Yes, in favor of the proposed Security as was proposed by the P5 at the Conference. 
N = No, against proposed SC; requesting changes to the voting procedure, its structure, composition, or competency. 
I= Independent 
U= Under Influence 
C = Colonial 
M = Military: significant P5 military presence (friendly or otherwise) 
P = Puppet regime, or significant P5 political and economic influence 
EX = Government in Exile during the War 
50* = (State number excludes Poland due to missing participation from Conference) 
 
Sources: Perhaps pioneering the legitimacy angle of research of the UN Charter, as to formation of the Security Council, 
the data for this section were not found in any concentrated source(s), and had to be collected from various places. 
Two categories of general sources were used: The first being the official 23-volume UNCIO documents published by UN-
DPI. Second, the authored political history of each state immediately prior and during 1945. Available upon request. 
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Table 2 

 

Invincibility of the Permanent Five “Veto” and its Reversal  

as Related to UN Charter Amendments, 1945-2012 

 

 

 SC Expansion 
Res.1991 A(XVIII) 

October 1963 

ECOSOC Expansion  
Res. 1991 B(XVIII) 

October 1963 

ECOSOC Expansion II 
Res. 2847 GA 
December 1971 

Permanent 
Five 

At General 
Assembly 

At 
Ratification 

At General 
Assembly 

At 
Ratification 

At General 
Assembly 

At 
Ratification 

United 
Kingdom Abstain Y Abstain Y Abstain Y 

United States Abstain Y Abstain Y Y Y 

Soviet Union N Y N Y Abstain Y 

France N Y N Y N Y 

China Y Y Abstain Y Did not 
participate Y 

 

In the history of the UN, there have only been three amendments. (There was a fourth which was a technical 
correction to a prior amendment). Of these three, all were opposed by one or all of the P5. However, this two-
step process of adoption then subsequent ratification, related to Charter amendments, with the time window 
of approximately two years in between, has demonstrated remarkable reversal of P5 voting behavior. 

Perhaps because of the domestic and international political liability, all the P5 in these cases, have 
demonstrated unexpected conformity to the two-thirds majority wish at the General Assembly.  
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Fellowship Program 
 

Under the generous sponsorship of both Joe Schwartzberg and John Sutter, CUNCR began its 

new fellowship program this year. We were happily overwhelmed by a deluge of applications 

from very highly-qualified candidates – about 40 in all – from which we had the very difficult 

task of selecting the best of the best for our program.  

 

As of the beginning of December, we have had ten research fellows in the program, three who 

have completed all the requirements so far, and seven who have yet to finish their time with us 

or submit their finished research projects. 

 

Those who have completed the program are Professor Hung-Jen Wang (Taiwan), Dr. Jamie 

Sommer (USA), and Maria Vizdoaga (Moldova) 

 

Those who are still in progress are Dr. Saeed Bagheri (Iran), Huaru Kang (China), Boshko 

Stankovski (Macedonia), Dr. Chiara Steindler (Italy), Aideé Saucedo Dávila (Mexico), Imad 

Ibrahim (Lebanon), and Dr. Mais Qandeel (Palestine). Please see the photos and bios of our 

resident fellows here. 

 

The fellows so far have greatly enriched the day-to-day work of the Center, including invaluable 

contributions to our GFC projects and our own seminars, helping to build a network of contacts 

across the globe, and raising the research profile of CUNCR. We also feel that the program has 

been of great value to the fellows as well, giving them the opportunity to work on research that 

is important to them, providing access to contacts and resources including within the EU, and to 

connect with one another: several of the fellows, in addition to their own individual research for 

CUNCR, are now collaborating on a number of other academic papers and projects based on the 

mutual interests they found within the program. 

 

To enhance the research and learning experience of the fellows, CUNCR has contracted with the 

European Neighbourhood Council to provide European Unions seminars and training, including 

sessions at the European Parliament.  

 

We have learned a great deal from our first round of fellowships, and fully intend to refine and 

expand on the program in the coming years. We look forward to maintaining good relations 

with the fellows who have already left Brussels, and to welcoming new fellows in the future. 

 

CHALLENGES: 
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Statutes and Mission Founders Staff & Fellows Advisory Board

CUNCR STAFF & FELLOWS

Kelci Wilford
Associate Program
Manager

Princess M.
Alegre
Client and Partner
Relationship Analyst

Jennifer
Froden
Volunteer

Etienne R.
Bowie
Volunteer

Jamie M.
Sommer
Resident Research
Fellow (USA)

Assoc.
Professor
Hung-jen Wang
Resident Research
Fellow (Taiwan)

Aideé Saucedo
Resident Research
Fellow (Mexico)

Mais Qandeel,
PhD
Resident Research
Fellow (Palestine)

Staff & Fellows

Center for UN
Constitutional Research

DONAT
Faceboo

Twitter

LinkedIn

Email

45

http://cuncr.org/who-we-are
http://cuncr.org/who-we-are/founders
http://cuncr.org/who-we-are/advisory-board
http://cuncr.org/
http://cuncr.org/


Maria
Vizdoaga, LLM
Resident Research
Fellow (Moldova)

Assistant
Professor
Antonios
Kouroutakis
Resident Research
Fellow (Greece)
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Resident Research
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Resident Research
Fellow (China)

Dr. Saeed
Bagheri
Resident Research
Fellow (Iran)
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Climate Justice 
In July of 2018, CUNCR held its second annual Climate Justice Seminar in Greece. For more 

information on this event, our outcome document follows or can be found here.  

CHALLENGES: 
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Second Annual Climate Justice Seminar: “Global Governance of Climate: Fit for Purpose?”  

Climate Justice II (CJ2) – 16-20 July, 2018 Corfu & Epirus, Greece 

Outcome Document 

The presentations at the Second Annual Climate Justice Seminar focused not only on the failures of the 

current state-based climate governance structure, but on the emerging successes of circumventing that 

structure and instead finding power in local decarbonization policies and grassroots efforts for climate 

litigation and multilateral cooperation. From both a subnational and a supranational perspective, it is 

increasingly clear that the current strategy of allowing national governments mostly based on self-

interest and not necessarily global interest to steer climate policy is ineffective and insufficient.  

Following a series of presentations that examined these concerns with global governance from various 

perspectives, we held a conference workshop to further discuss the problems with current climate 

governance and its potential solutions, while another group workshopped similar questions about the 

specific case study of water scarcity and security. The seminar culminated in a presentation given to the 

full plenary by Dr. Sharei, Executive Director of the Center for United Nations Constitutional Research 

(CUNCR). This presentation summarized the structural gaps in our current global governance system and 

illustrated how these shortcomings have a direct impact on our global effectiveness and preparedness to 

address climate change issues. He also started to identify some fundamental governance changes that 

need to be made to address these problems. From there, the entire group put together a comprehensive 

list of steps that need to be taken, as seen below: 

ACTION ITEMS 

1. Incorporate environment and human rights into the Charter (constitutionalization of the UN) to 

revise the Charter, as necessary, to promote, protect, and adjudicate (judiciary) fundamental 

rights 

2. World citizens representation and legislation in addressing the democratic deficit of the current 

global governance. Creation of a Global Parliament, or a UN Parliamentary Assembly (UNPA) 

3. International judiciary and Court for the Environment 

4. Formalizing/promoting institutional social responsibility (corporations, non-state actors, 

including NGOs and media) 

5. Harmonization and expansion of global funding structures at the UN level for environmental 

research 

6. Expansion and promotion of sharing of best practices and training in combatting the adverse 

effects of climate change 

7. Ongoing global education through schools, advocacy groups, NGOs, etc. 

8. Reform of Green Climate Fund effectiveness in the areas of adaptation and mitigation 

9. In the name of climate justice, develop a pathway to holding climate change to 1.5 degrees C, 

with automatic triggers for additional climate action if we fall behind on meeting this obligation 

Going forward as a group, we will start to plan Climate Justice III to build off of these action items. 

Continuing our outreach and collaboration is key to improving global environmental governance capable 

of addressing our current and impending climate change issues.  
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SPEAKERS’ PRESENTATIONS – SUMMARIES 

(Chronologically listed as they delivered) 

Nicos Giannis (Greece) - "From Governments to Citizens: The Transformation and Future of Climate 

Policy" 

Climate action must be taken at all levels of government, from better international leadership to 

individual responsibility to use less. 

 

J. Drake Hamilton (United States) – “American Climate Justice Action: Deep Decarbonization at the 

U.S. Subnational Level” 

Minnesota’s nation-leading deep decarbonization policies are effective, have widespread community 

benefits, and do not rely on national governments to be successful. 

 

Wouter Veening (Netherlands) – “Achieving Climate Justice in a Fragmenting World: Squaring the 

Circle?” 

Climate justice requires strong world governance, both in place and time. At this moment world 

order is breaking down at the cost of climate awareness, policy, diplomacy and action.  

 

Kelci Wilford (Canada) - “What Climate Change? What We Did to the Planet, What We Need to do 

Now, and What Happens If We Don't” 

Anthropogenic climate change is real and meaningful action is urgently needed. 

 

Otto Spijkers (Netherlands) - "The Urgenda Case: A Successful Example of Public Interest Litigation 

for the Protection of the Environment?" 

The case in which a civil society group successfully sued the Dutch government for better emission 

reduction targets is a landmark example of how civil society and the courts can be meaningful 

instruments in shaping climate governance. 

 

Wolfgang Pape (Germany) - "Rules for Flows over National Borders and Omnilateral Governance" 

Current backlashes from multi- to bilateralism can only be overcome by further opening up the 

multilateral system to other players (cities, regions; NGOs, GAFA etc.) as well as non-western 

practices beyond merely nation-centered interests. The resulting inclusive omnilateralism (from 

‘omnibus’ Latin: for and by all), for the common good, would render global environmental 

agreements truly effective and legitimate by involving all the stakeholders, public and private, world-

wide. 
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Thomas Muinzer (United Kingdom) - “Domestic Litigation in a Global World – The UK, Ireland and 

Beyond” 

The UK was the first country to place long-term, economy-wide legally binding national emissions 

reduction targets on itself in legislation. This ‘framework’ legislation can facilitate and restrict 

effective climate litigation and can be linked to other climate litigation efforts worldwide. 

 

Hung-jen Wang (ROC) - "The Predicament of Global Governance Practices: Review COP23 

Achievements and Chinese Policy" 

China will not play an entirely new role of leadership when it comes to climate change, but it does 

care about its image as a responsible great power and will act accordingly. 

 

Jamie Sommer (United States) - "Climate Justice in Forestry: A Network Perspective" 

Forestry is an integral part of addressing climate change and needs to be better addressed by global 

governance on every front. 

 

Aideé Saucedo Dávila (Mexico) - "Global Climate Governance: An Alternate Paradigm Conceptualized 

by the Global South" 

The vision to protect the climate, eradicate poverty and promote sustainable development is the 

foundation of modern global climate governance. The perspective of the Global South offers 

alternate development discourses and tailor-made solutions to limit climate change. 

The purpose of this presentation was to present a case study on how developing countries are 

making efforts to tackle climate change and achieving climate justice through enacting climate 

legislation in Latin America, having capacity-development programs in Asia and the Pacific, and 

hosting international dialogues in Africa. 

 

Andrew Hargrove (United States) and Imad Ibrahim (Lebanon) - “Realizing the Human Right to 

Water in the Context of Water Scarcity” 

Water shortages are on the rise, and global governance (international water law, human rights law) is 

currently not capable of providing solutions. Several practical solutions may mitigate the problem but 

are not currently sufficient to resolve it entirely. 

 

Shahr-yar Sharei (Iran – United States) – “Governance of Climate: Fit for Purpose?” 

Global governance of climate is currently based on a fragmented series of declarations, accords, and 

mostly non-binding international agreements, with no institutional hierarchy, court system, or 

accountability. Coupled with lack of global legislation and the democratic deficit in making its rules, 

the current system of climate governance is highly doubtful to be able to meet this monumental 

challenge.  
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GCF Working Group 
Following the New Shape Forum and the announcement of the winners and only partial 

distribution of the New Shape Prize money, the Global Challenges Foundation decided that it 

was not possible to choose one single ready-made solution for global governance. As a result, 

they determined that the best course of action going forward was to provide support and 

funding for a small number of working groups to work on specific proposals over a period of 

time. Out of sixty applications and after some negotiation, they ultimately selected six working 

groups, to be funded from the end of August through to the end of 2018. One of these working 

groups is entitled “Upholding the San Francisco Promise: The Roadmap to a Constitutionalized 

United Nations” and is coordinated by Dr. Sharei. The group is based on our New Shape Prize 

submission about Article 109(3) and Charter Review, but also incorporates the work of 

Democracy Without Borders towards a UN Parliamentary Assembly. The group is made up of 

ten members, which include CUNCR staff and fellows, advocates for a UNPA, and others 

interested in this proposal. The nationalities of the group members span the entire globe, with 

members from Latin America, North America, Europe, the Middle East, Africa, and East Asia. 

With careful selection, our working group is unique in being well-balanced by gender and Global 

South representation. Together we have begun to research which countries may be interested 

in supporting Charter Review through Article 109(3). Our final proposal will be submitted to GCF 

by the end of the year, after which they will announce their plans for possible further support. 

Through correspondence and meetings in both Hamburg and Paris over the last few months, 

GCF staff and members of the other working groups have seemed very interested in the solution 

we provide to UN reform. We hope we will be able to continue our strong and positive 

relationship with GCF beyond the end of our contract into next year.  

CHALLENGES: 
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Group Members: 

USA 

Mozambique 

South Africa 

Palestine 

Japan 

USA 

Romania 

China 

Mexico 

Japan 

Sweden 

Shahr-yar M. Sharei 

Maria Ivone Soares 

Timothy Murithi 

Mais Qandeel 

Takehiko Uemura 

Roger Kotila 

Maria Vizdoaga 

Huaru Kang 

Francisco Plancarte 

Sukehiro Hasegawa 

Hans Leander 

Kelci Wilford 

Marjolijn Snippe
Andreas Bummel

Canada 
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UNSC Reform 
Near the end of the summer, we started to turn our attention to the prospect of hosting a 

symposium on the topic of UN Security Council reform. As we are hoping for this to be a 

significant and groundbreaking event, we decided it was necessary to hold a preparatory 

conference this year in order to kick off the planning of the symposium itself next year. Again we 

ensured key individuals or NGOs from main regions of the world were represented; Asia, Middle 

East Africa, Europe, North and South America. The summary of the decisions made at this prep 

conference follows. 

 

CHALLENGES: 
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United Nations Security Council Reform     
Core-Group Prep Con Meeting—Summary Minutes & Decisions 

Brussels (BXL) & San Francisco (SFO) - 23-24 October 2018 

In attendance
Sam Deese (Boston University, USA), Fritz Pointer (DWF San Francsico, USA), Roger Kotila (DWF San 

Francisco, USA), Bob Hanson (DWF San Francisco, USA), Maria Vizdoaga (CUNCR, Moldova), Boshko 

Stankovski (CUNCR, Macedonia), Saeed Bagheri (CUNCR, Iran), Mais Qandeel (CUNCR, Palestine), 
Shahr-yar Sharei (CUNCR, USA/Iran), Kelci Wilford (CUNCR, Canada), Leo Hoffmann-Axthelm (ICAN), 
Huaru Kang (CUNCR, China), Adriana Abdenur (Igarapé, Brazil)  

Other participants not in attendance: Jakkie Cilliers (ISS, South Africa – Proxy to Sharei), Tadashi 

Inuzuka (Japan) 

Agenda (as determined before the meeting) 

PLENARY 1: Simultaneously held in SFO and BXL 
SFO: Oct 23 8:30-11:00, BXL: Oct 23 17:30-20:00 

• Introduction (including video “grave consequences of an ineffective UN Security Council”)

• Partner Organization Introduction, Participant Introduction

• Academic/Analytic presentation on Security Council Reform on selected topics (see below)

List of Topics (to be expanded upon prior to the meeting and then shortlisted during plenary) 
o Nuclear weapons prohibition and disarmament: acceptable for the P-5? (Leo

Hoffmann-Axthelm, ICAN)

o Veto power: how much misuse and abuse? (Maria Vizdoaga, CUNCR Research Fellow)

o Climate Change and Security (Sam Deese, Boston University])
o Admission of new states: P5 role in preventing state recognition (Palestine, Taiwan,

Kosovo, etc.) (Mais Qandeel, CUNCR Research Fellow)
o Relations with ICJ and ICC: effective interaction? (Kelci Wilford, CUNCR)

o What is the balance between the Responsibility to Protect and non-interference in
internal affairs?

o The Security Council acting as the World’s Judiciary and legislator- ultra vires? (Sharei,
CUNCR)
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o Legislative functions of the SC: A World Government? (Sharei, CUNCR) 

o Maintaining international peace and security: successes and failures  
o Non-conflict security issues: expansion of SC powers? 

o Relations between UNGA and UNSC (from United for Peace to present) 
o UNSC involvement in secretary-general and ICJ elections 
o The relevance of a 1945 SC to today’s geopolitics and how appropriate for the future? 
o UNSC role in conflict and migration 

 

Shortlist of proposals for SC Reform: Partner organizations can submit proposals beforehand: 
o Previous attempts and “high-level” meetings; Different modes of expansion (Maria 

Vizdoaga) 
o Other UN reform attempts and linkages: R2P and boosting SC conflict prevention role 

o Elect the Council (Jakkie Cilliers, ISS) (video) 

o UNSC as enforcer of Climate Change accords? (Sam Deese, Sharei) 
o Framing a constitution? (Roger Kotila, DWF) 

o Non-Charter reforms (Kelci Wilford) 

o Charter Amendments (Art. 108) 
o Charter review (Article 109) (Kelci Wilford) 

o Regional security arrangements under Chapter VIII (Tadashi Inuzuka) 
 

• Discussion of call for papers for the 2019 Symposium (Sam Deese and Michael Holm) 
 

WORKSHOP: Non-Simultaneously held in SFO and BXL 

SFO: 12:30-15:00 (Oct 23), BXL: 14:30-17:00 (Oct 24) 

Note: It was decided to merge the topics of the workshop into the two plenary sessions. However, due to time 
differences, a teleconference meeting was held between participant Tadashi Inuzuka and Dr. Sharei, who 

then acted as his rapporteur during the second plenary session. 
 

• Elect workshop rapporteur and moderator 
 

• Identify potential partners, donors, speakers, and participants 
 

• Discuss SC topics and challenges and create shortlist 

 

• Discuss SC reform solutions and create shortlist 
 

• Creating a framework for the call for papers 
 

• Draft details for 2019 symposium agenda 
 
PLENARY 2: Simultaneously held in SFO and BXL  
SFO: Oct 24 8:30-11:00, BXL: Oct 24 17:30-20:00 

 
• Report from a rapporteur from each workshop 
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• Reconciliation of the two workshop outcomes (moderator CUNCR) 

 

• Final setting of the symposium agenda (provisional) 

 

• Selection of date and venue for symposium 
 

• Election of steering committee 
 

• Election of symposium convener 

 

• Wrap-up and next steps 
 

Summary of Action and Decisions 

 
Venue: Decision by general acclamation to hold the symposium in multiple locations, aiming to be as 
expansive as possible: Europe, Africa, North America, South America, Middle East, Asia, Oceania. 

 
Steering Committee: Plan is to have minimum of five and maximum of 15 committee members, 

including someone from each organization. Jakkie Cilliers (ISS), Roger Kotila (DWF), Shahr-yar Sharei 
(CUNCR), Adriana Abdenur (Igarapé), Tadashi Inuzuka (HRTF – TBC), Sam Deese (Boston University) 
 

Call for Papers: Request 300-word abstract by April 15, 2019, calling for two types of papers: research 

papers critical of status quo, and policy recommendations for reform. 

 
Convener: CUNCR volunteers to be convener of the symposium. Co-conveners are welcome and 

expected to put money up front to fund the symposium.; the possibility for co-conveners remains 
open. Convener after the prep con will publish the minutes and arrange for the steering committee 

meeting. 
 

Dates: Agreement by general acclamation to host the symposium in early September 2019. 
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Paris Peace Forum 
As part of our work with the Global Challenges Foundation’s New Shape Process working group, GCF 

arranged for us to attend the Paris Peace Forum to present our working group’s proposal on the San 

Francisco Promise. The Paris Peace Forum was a project launched by France and President Macron, in 

recognizing global governance is failing, in order to bring governments, civil society, corporations, and 

think tanks together to brainstorm global challenges. More than 10,000 visitors, 65 Heads of State and 

Government as well as 10 international organizations leaders convened for three days at La Grande 

Halle de La Villette for the first edition of the Paris Peace Forum to exchange and discuss concrete global 

governance solutions. 

Please read our following full summary document for more information. 

CHALLENGES: 
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CUNCR Represents the San Francisco Promise at the First Annual Paris Peace Forum 

From November 11-13, some of the members 

of the Upholding the San Francisco Promise 

working group were invited to attend the Paris 

Peace Forum with the generous funding of the 

Global Challenges Foundation. The Paris Peace 

Forum was an inspiring effort to turn the 

world’s attention to multilateralism and better 

global governance. Many of the projects on 

display were small in scope – environmental 

work to protect a single species, or initiatives 

to promote peacemaking among youth in a 

specific region, for instance – but the sum of 

them gave an impression of a much larger 

global effort of many people working in their 

own way towards the single goal of a more 

peaceful world. The mixed format meant that 

there were always many things happening at 

once – project leaders giving pitches, large 

group events, thematic panel discussions, and the constant buzz around the 120 project booths. There 

were therefore plenty of things to see, and most importantly, plenty of people to meet.  

This started with meeting each other – this was the first opportunity for some of our group members to 

meet one another, and our delegation was joined by the distinguished Sukehiro Hasegawa from Japan, 

the former Special Representative of the Secretary-General of the United Nations for Timor-Leste. It was 

also a good chance to catch up with the GCF staff and members of the other GCF working groups, whom 

some of us originally met in Hamburg in September, and it was especially gratifying to spend some time 

with Francisco Plancarte and his team from CEMERG, who had a booth right next to GCF’s and helped 

bolster our calls for UN reform through their own valuable work. 

 Most importantly, though, the Forum was an opportunity to 

meet people who were interested in what the working group is 

doing. Dr. Sharei was given a time slot in which to pitch our 

project to interested attendees, and our group members had 

numerous opportunities to engage in one-on-one conversations 

with individuals from distinguished organizations and 

governments around the world. Several were very interested in 

the San Francisco Promise of Article 109(3), and we undertook to 

send more detailed information about the proposal once the 

Forum had ended. The governments who expressed interested 

included Ireland, France, and the Netherlands, two of which have 

already been in touch with us and received more detailed 

information about the proposal. We are hoping to convince some 

or all of them to act as champion states for our cause to start 
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building momentum for UN Reform at the state level. We also had the opportunity to meet not one but 

two Nobel Peace Laureates – José Ramos-Horta, former president of Timor-Leste, and Nadia Murad, 

who was this year’s laureate. As our team member Sukehiro Hasegawa is Personal Advisor to Dr. Ramos-

Horta, we are especially happy to have made a connection with him and are looking forward to building 

a relationship with him in the future.  

Overall, the Paris Peace Forum was a crucial chance for CUNCR and the SFP working group to promote 

our proposal and start making the necessary connections to make progress with the San Francisco 

Promise. We at CUNCR are very excited to use this momentum to continue to move forward, both with 

the work we did this year, and perhaps at future Peace Forums as well! 

CUNCR/San Francisco Promise Team in PARIS 

Shahr-yar Sharei, USA/Iran 

Tim Murithi, Kenya 

Mais Qandeel, Palestine 

Huaru Kang, China 

Kelci Wilford, Canada 

Sukehiro Hasegawa, Japan 

Maria Vizdoaga, Moldova 

Roger Kotila, USA 

Francisco Plancarte, Mexico 
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How to Assemble Parliamentary Assemblies Seminar 
We are still assessing results and preparing the outcome document, but it seems the, “How to Assemble 
Parliamentary Assembly: Bringing International Parliamentary Assemblies to the Next 
Level”, was a remarkable success. The program organized by CUNCR on 27-28 of November was not 
only a first for CUNCR, but also for the International Parliamentary Institutions (IPIs), the regional and 
functional Parliamentary Assemblies (PAs), the academics on the subject, and the NGOs, to participate 
all in one place and in the same forum. We had representation from all the continents and major IPIs: 
Parlatino and Mercosur (Latin America), the European Parliament, the Pan-African Parliament, the 
Parliamentary Assembly for the Mediterranean (PAM), the ASEAN Inter-Parliamentary Assembly, the 
Inter-Parliamentary Union (IPU), and the OECD Parliamentary Network, among others. 
As the SF Promise team, our objective was 4-fold: 

1. Promote regional and global democracy through institutional development of PAs, by having
different Parliamentary Assemblies collaborate, interact with academics, and learn from each
other’s evolutionary paths as well as best practices.

2. Promote the UN Parliamentary Assembly as an “emerging” IPI
3. Network and lobby for San Francisco Promise, UNPA, and climate justice
4. Get a consensus of the participating PAs to develop common goals and stances on global

challenges, particularly in the areas of climate change, and UN reform.

On the first three goals, we made varying degree of progress and we certainly accomplished the first 
steps forward. As to the fourth one, on helping regional PAs develop common stances on international 
issues, we ran out of time. This was the topic of our workshop on the 2nd day of the conference. Three 
topics of “challenges” facing the IPIs, their midterm “goals”, and their “common stances” were put on 
the agenda of the workshop. The key points of the first two were collectively identified. But, as to the 
third item of identifying which international issues, whether narrow or general, whether on the 
environment or UN reform, that could be taken as common positions by all the PAs and communicated 
to their constituents, there was not enough time and was deferred. This in our opinion justifies (and I 
think the PAs would appreciate) a second follow-up seminar next year or in 2020. 

 As to the costs, we knew that in addition to subsidizing the travel expenses for the parliamentarians 
from Global South, we had to pay for conference venue facilities and catering, as well as reception 
expenses and catering at the parliament. We estimate that we spent approx. 15000-17000 euros on the 
project. To jump-start the seminar, we had no time to apply for grants, and we were counting on 
voluntary contributions from the participants. However, with the exception of the OECD, and Inter-
Parliamentary Union (IPU), Parliamentary Assembly of Mediterranean, and the assistant to Secretary 
General of ASEAN, we ended up either subsidizing (at least hotel expenses) and/or letting the IPI 
participants attend for free, including the academic speakers. We ended up asking for no fees, or even 
meal costs from rich non-speaker IPI participants such as NATO PA and Small Arms Treaty PA and 
diplomats present from Russia, Mali, Malaysia, and Macedonia. 

We appreciate the invaluable help provided by Andreas Bummel and Democracy Without Borders and 
we have applied to GCF for allocation of part of our SF Promise WG budget to this project. 

CHALLENGES: 
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2019 Programming 
 
 
CUNCR is currently looking into hosting international regional conferences in a variety of emerging or 
key global governance actors’ regions. 
While raising awareness with them, we will also create a united front and stance on global governance: 
  
Africa:  

o We are establishing a partnership with the Institute for Security Studies (ISS) in South 
Africa and their executive director Jakkie Cilliers.  
 

o We also have connections with political figures and members of the Pan-African 
Parliament, Hon. Haidara Aichata Cissé (PAP VP, Mali), and Maria Ivone Soares (MP, 
Mozambique). 
 

o With them, we would seek to put together events on Security Council reform, and San 
Francisco Promise; or, the African Union’s common stance on UN reform 
 

East Asia  
o We have several contacts of note in Japan, including Former UN Secretary General 

Representative Sukehiro Hasegawa, Professor Takehiko Uemura, University of 
Yokohama, and Senator Tadashi Inuzuka.  
 

o We also have institutional ties with the Japanese chapters of both the World Federalist 
Movement and UNA, as well as through our institutional membership of Academic 
Council on UN System (ACUNS), with South Korean scholars. 
 

o Huaru Kang, former CUNCR research fellow, now teaching in China  
 

o The topic we’d like to explore with them would be Security Council reform, and San 
Francisco Promise; or Nuclear Disarmament in relation to San Francisco Promise 
and/or other GCF selected agenda/solutions on global governance. 

Europe & Global 

o Continue work with Global Challenges Foundation, to “Uphold the San Francisco 
Promise” and particularly start global Track II diplomacy within Europe and key 
countries in each continent. 
 

o Inaugurate the Crash Course on Global Governance. The 1-week critical course in global 
governance (or lack thereof) would start in Brussels and end in The Hague, covering 
some UN, ICC, and EU institutions. The target audience is graduate students and junior 
diplomats and practitioners. 
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o Climate Justice III – Governance. In cooperation with Land Beyond, Greece, or 
elsewhere.  
 

o How to Assemble Parliamentary Assemblies II – Brussels, 2019 or 2020 
 

o Model UN Charter Review Conference for Youth. Similar to Model UNs in partnership 
with Victor Gonvach, Interconnect Youth Projects and National United Nations 
Associations, France. 

 

North America  

Working with our North American partners, The Democratic World Federalists, Workable World Trust, 
and Citizens for Global Solutions, and selected US-UNAs to promote UN renewal through Charter 
review Conference. Particular subjects to be researched and developed would be citizens diplomacy on 
the San Francisco Promise with NGOs and law-makers, as well as the topic of “constitutional 
moments”.  As to the latter, amongst other efforts with help of DWF we would push for official 
recognition of SF Promise, by the City Council of San Francisco and a declaration by 2020. 
 
Latin America  
 
We are considering one of the following: 

o Climate Justice and Governance (with UN Reform and the San Francisco Promise as 
related side topics), in Costa Rica, likely in partnership with UPEACE, Costa Rica with 
whom we have a MOU, the Mexican organization CEMERG, which is headed by our 
working group member Francisco Plancarte, and Igarapé in Brazil 
 

o With the same partners, we may also do work on the topic of UN Reform, looking at 
World Parliament Charter Review, in Mexico. The idea of a model UN Charter review 
conference for the youth and its feasibility in Latin America will also be explored with 
CEMERG. 
 

o Finally, we are looking at hosting an event on the topic of transnational crimes, once 
again as it relates to UN Reform and the San Francisco Promise. This event would take 
place in Argentina, in partnership with Fernando Iglesias of the Argentina Chamber of 
Deputies, CEMERG, and Igarapé.  

With these efforts, we are eagerly anticipating building interest and support for our work around the 
world. 
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