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Dear Esteemed Advisors and Delegates, 

It is with great pleasure that I welcome you the 20th session of the Bruin Model 
United Nations conference! BruinMUN will be held from Saturday, November 
17th to Sunday, November 18th, 2012 on the prestigious UCLA campus. 
Once again, Model United Nations at UCLA welcomes high school students 
throughout the country and world to participate in a competitive and engaging 
simulation of United Nations bodies and international organizations. At 
BruinMUN, students have the opportunity to interact with their peers, discuss 
global issues, and debate a plethora of contemporary topics, ranging from wild 
animal trafficking to the Korean War! Through a combination of competitive 
debate, guest speeches from UCLA faculty, and exciting crisis committees, we are 
confident that BruinMUN 2012 will be the best yet!  

In the spirit of our 20th anniversary, BruinMUN will be offering all new Novice 
committees, for our delegates just entering into the world of Model United 
Nations. These committees extend the opportunity for delegates to learn first 
hand through interactive training and teaching in committee workings, rules, 
procedure, and debate at a pace designed to facilitate learning and 
understanding. After participating in one of our novice committees, delegates can 
expect to be more than ready for what future conferences might throw at them! 

This year, the secretariat and staff of BruinMUN 2012 are making a commitment 
to improve the efficiency of our conference and the expertise of our staff, always 
holding the delegate’s experience as our number one priority. Delegates can 
expect a level of competition that will encourage them to be their best, whether 
they are well seasoned veterans or newcomers to the world of Model United 
Nations. Our staff and chairs are specifically trained to teach and provide 
guidance, as well as challenge the delegates to problem solve and to find creative 
diplomatic solutions. Registration is now open and background guides will be 
available starting August 1st. 

It is my sincere hope that you will join us November 17th-18th, 2012 in a weekend 
that promises to enrich and fulfill the academic experience of high school 
students on the beautiful and historic UCLA campus. If you have any questions 
pertaining to registration or the conference, please contact our Director of 
External Relations, Joey Donaldson at ExternalDirector@bruinmun.org. I look 
forward to meeting you all this fall! 

Sincerely, 
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Michael Murrietta 
Secretary General, BruinMUN 2012 
Model United Nations at UCLA 

 
 
6th Legal Committee 
Kelsey Ziomek 
6thLegal@bruinmun.org 
 
Dear Delegates, 
 
        It is with great pleasure that I welcome you to BruinMUN 2012’s 6th Legal 
Committee. My name is Kelsey Ziomek and I will be your chair. I am originally 
from a small town in northern California, Chico. Outside of MUN, I love to go on 
hikes and attend music festivals. I am currently a sophomore at UCLA double-
majoring in political science and economics. I have always been interested in 
foreign affairs and MUN at UCLA has provided a constructive outlet through 
which I can study such an amazing subject. Although my high school did not offer 
Model United Nations, MUN at UCLA has provided me with amazing experiences 
throughout the last year. 
 
        I am very excited to chair our committee at this year’s BruinMUN because 
there certainly is a lot of progress that needs to be made regarding our topics. 
Thus far, the United Nations has yet to regulate unmanned weapons system. 
Given that unmanned weaponry is likely to be prevalent during the years to 
come, it is necessary that the United Nations tackle this issue and clearly state it’s 
stance as an international organization. More importantly, failure to regulate 
unmanned weaponry now will only result in more trouble down the line. 
Although Security Council reform is an ongoing topic of discussion in the United 
Nations, little has been done to resolve the issue. As a result, the United Nations 
remains an organization that is ill-equipped to accurately represent the world 
body. In order for the United Nations to move forward and remain an 
authoritative figure on the global stage, it must change. Therefore, I’m looking 
forward to seeing the solutions you will suggest in committee.   
 
Please contact me if you have any questions regarding our committee or MUN in 
general. 
 
Sincerely, 
Kelsey Ziomek 
6th Legal Committee, Chair 
  

mailto:6thLegal@bruinmun.org
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Topic 1: Unmanned Weapons Platforms 

 
Relevant Definitions 

1. Unmanned Combat Aerial Vehicle: An unmanned combat aerial vehicle 
(UCAV) is an airplane or drone that is equipped for combat and remotely 
controlled by either military personnel or civilians.  
 

2. Unmanned Aerial Vehicle: An unmanned aerial vehicle (UAV) is an airplane 
or drone that is not equipped for combat and is remotely controlled by 
either military personnel or civilians. Typically, UAVs are used for 
surveillance and reconnaissance missions in order to help government or 
military officials to make informed decisions when taking action. UAVs are 
used both domestically and internationally.  

 
3. Unmanned Aircraft System: An unmanned aircraft system (UAS) is the 

official term used by the United States Federal Aviation Administration 
(FAA), International Civil Aviation Organization (ICAO), and other 
governmental regulatory organizations, in which the term aircraft is used 
inclusively to emphasize the fact that regardless of the pilot or flight crew, 
the operations must adhere to the same regulatory operations as do those 
aircraft in which the pilot and flight crew are present onboard the vehicle. 

 
4. Robot: According to the Department of Defense, a robot is a ‘machine or 

device that works automatically or by remote control.’ There are three 
command modes under which a robot may be controlled: autonomous, 
semiautonomous, and remote control. A robot that is under autonomous 
command is capable of making decisions for itself and is not under the 
influence of human control. A semiautonomous robot is capable of 
functioning without human control until a critical point is reached, at 
which point the human must resume control. A remote control robot is 
under the full command of a remote human operator.  

 
5.  Targeted Killing: A targeted killing is the intentional killing of a targeted 

civilian by a government or it’s agents, when the civilian is not in their 
custody. In contrast to ‘assassination,’ which is illegal, a targeted killing is 
justified using self-defense because the targeted civilians are alleged 
terrorists and therefore take part in an armed conflict against the 
government who orders the killing. While ‘targeted killing’ is not defined 
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6. under international law, it is currently used in reference to the U.S. drone 
attacks in Pakistan and other regions of the Middle East. 

 
Background Info/History 

  The history of unmanned weapons began in 1898 when Nikola Tesla designed 
and demonstrated a radio-controlled boat to a government official. Tesla offered 
his invention to the US Navy as a prototype for future radio-controlled torpedoes. 
Although the Navy saw no use for Tesla’s invention, his design forecasted the 
future of military combat.  
  The use of unmanned weapons began during World War I. In order to work 
around the stalemate conditions in the trenches, countries utilized land-based 
devices, such as the electronic dog and the land torpedo. Accordingly, the United 
States began to design an unmanned aerial torpedo, known as the Kettering Bug. 
Although the Kettering Bug was not combat-ready by the war’s end, it shifted the 
focus towards the possibility of unmanned aerial vehicles as weapons. 
  During the 1930s, the Soviet Union began to toy with the concept of unmanned 
weaponry in the form of the ‘Teletank.’ The Teletank was a pair of tanks, the TT 
and TY, which completed a remote operating system. While the TT was remote 
controlled tank that was heavily equipped with the most advanced weaponry of 
the time, the TY served as the crew’s command center. During World War II, the 
Third Reich developed a remote controlled, mobile land mine, known as Goliath. 
The Goliath did not deliver weapons to the target, but instead would blow up 
once it reached it’s target. Given that the Goliath was not reusable and therefore 
not cost effective, the prototype was unfeasible as a weapon of war.  
  Today’s most prominent form of unmanned weaponry is the unmanned aerial 
vehicle, or drone. Although UAVs were first developed for anti-aircraft training in 
1916, Ryan Aeronautical created the first prototype drones in 1948 under a 
contact with the US Air Force. From the first prototype, the XQ-2 Firebee, was 
successfully air-launched in 1951, thus inspiring a series of vast improvements 
that ultimately led to the BQM-34A, the first successful target model. The success 
of the BQM-34A led Ryan Aeronautics to create a reconnaissance version, known 
as the Model 147 Firefly and Lightning Bug series, which was used extensively in 
the Vietnam War. China found remnants of these vehicles in the aftermath of the 
Vietnam War and ultimately used the parts to reconstruct a drone model of their 
own, known as the WZ-5 UAV. 
  The arms race to create unmanned aerial vehicles has contributed to a 
proliferation of drones in the international market. Many of the world’s more 
developed nations have drone programs. Some of the more notable drone 
programs include China’s  Guizhou WZ-2000, Israel’s IAI Heron, and the United 
States’ MQ-1 Predator and MQ-9 Reaper. These programs focus on research 
into the capabilities of unmanned flight in warfare. Thus, although many UAVs 
were initially created for surveillance and reconnaissance missions, their role has 
expanded into areas including strike missions, electronic attack, suppression 
and/or destruction of enemy air defense, communications relay, combat search 
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and rescue, and other deviations of these forms. 
  Accordingly, UAVs are becoming increasingly autonomous with the 
exponential development of technology. Such systems currently being used and 
refined by developmental programs include sensor fusion, communications, path 
planning, trajectory generation and regulation, task allocation, and cooperative 
tactics.  
 

History of international Involvement 
 The use and proliferation of unmanned weaponry is a fairly recent 
development in international history. While the United Nations has been 
involved in the regulation of long-range missiles and other powerful weaponry, it 
has yet to outline exactly where it stands in regards to unmanned weapons. The 
United Nations is not equipped to regulate the production of such weaponry, but 
rather to set up standards of accountability and regulation in regards to the use of 
unmanned weapons in the international arena.  Accordingly, the United Nations 
has recently taken steps towards an international consensus on the use of 
unmanned weapons. 
 On May 28th 2010, special rapporteur, Phillip Alston, spoke to the Human 
Rights Council about the legal violations of targeted killings. Most specifically, 
Alston drew light on the United States’ targeted killing program headed by the 
CIA. Alston claims the United States adopted a secret policy of targeted killing 
using drones, special operations forces, and even civilians to complete this task. 
More specifically, Alston called for an end to the U.S.’s targeted killing of Al-
Qaeda and Taliban suspects in Afghanistan and Pakistan. Alston argued that 
these programs, which utilized drones extensively, violate international law. 
Furthermore, Alston made it evident that the lack of accountability and 
regulation would prove problematic in the years to come. 
 Following Alston’s report to the Human Rights Council, another special 
rapporteur, Christof Heyns, implored the world body to investigate the ethics and 
legality of unmanned weaponry. Heyns argued that the use of unmanned 
weapons could contribute to a “Playstation mentality” for those involved. 
Accordingly, Heyns  said that there was a need to ensure that the use of 
unmanned weaponry complies with humanitarian law, discuss the responsibility 
for civilian casualties, and the need to regulate the development of the technology 
involved.  Most importantly, Heyns stated that the study is “the fundamental 
question of whether lethal force should ever be permitted to be fully automated.” 

During this past year, Heyns, working in conjunction with the American 
Civil Liberties Union (ACLU), made a more urgent call to the United Nations 
asking for the United States to disclose information regarding the targeted killing 
programs in Pakistan and Afghanistan. Heyns argued that the practices of the 
United States could set a dangerous precedent in the international sphere, saying 
that “the United States has cobbled together its own legal framework for targeted 
killing, with standards that are far less stringent than the law allows.” 
 While the United Nations has yet to take a stand on the legality of this issue, 
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it is pertinent that member states consider the regulatory role that this world 
body should play in the future. It is imperative for delegates to come prepared 
with a breadth of knowledge on domestic policies regarding unmanned weapons. 
Furthermore, delegates must be prepared to exercise such knowledge in 
committee and contribute to the international discussion on this issue.  
 

Recent Developments 
  The most controversial and extensive application of unmanned weaponry has 
been that of the United States. Citing the “Authorization for Use of Military 
Force,” or AUMF,  the United States has instated targeted killing programs in the 
Middle East under the conditions of self-defense. These programs draw heavily 
upon the use of drones and other unmanned weapons to kill suspected members 
of Al-Qaeda and the Taliban. However, these programs have drawn the attention 
of international and humanitarian law experts who say that the United States has 
over-extended their claim of ‘self-defense.’ While these programs are reportedly 
highly successful, unmanned weaponry inherently involves an element of 
autonomy, which some believe may contribute to such errors as civilian 
casualties. Accordingly, the nations afflicted by such drone attacks believe that 
this application of unmanned weaponry is illegal and a threat to their 
sovereignty. While the United States has not suggested that this program will be 
coming to an end anytime soon, much of the rest of the world would like to see 
this program stopped.  
 

Bloc Positions 
African Bloc: UAV and UCAV technology is rare in the region. It is likely that 
the African Bloc would support regulation of such technologies, so as to prevent 
the increasing technological gap between the African nations and more developed 
nations. 
 
Asian Bloc: While autonomous weaponry is not as prevalent in this region, 
some nations in this Bloc have developed and utilized autonomous weaponry. 
However, the economic disparity between these nations and those who do not 
have autonomous weaponry will spurn disparaged nations to seek regulation. 
 
Eastern Bloc: Economic disparity between eastern bloc nations is less of an 
issue and therefore nations of the Eastern Bloc will be less concerned with 
regulation as a means of halting the technological arms race. Given that many 
nations in this region are known to hold terrorist suspects, Eastern bloc nations 
will be more concerned with matters of sovereignty. 
Latin Bloc: The majority of the Latin bloc does not possess autonomous 
weaponry and therefore would be most concerned with stalling the technological 
gap. 
 
Middle East Bloc: The majority of UAV and UCAV use takes place in this 
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region and members are expected to hold strong opinions against the use of such 
technology. Member states will be concerned with the ethical nature of such 
technologies and maintaining their sovereignty. 
 
Western Bloc: The Western bloc has led the technological arms race to it’s 
current position and is likely to defend the use of such technology outside 
national borders. While this group cites the laws of war and of self-defense as 
justification, these opinions may very depending on the international laws to 
which the nation chooses to most subscribe to.  
 

Concluding Remarks  
Questions to consider: 

1. Under what conditions is the use of unmanned weaponry in the 
international sphere justifiable? 

2. Where does a nation’s responsibility lie in regards to autonomous 
weaponry and collateral damage? 

3. When does the use of unmanned weaponry constitute a human rights 
violation? Furthermore, what actions should the United Nations take 
against nations when unmanned weaponry kill civilians? 
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Topic 2: Security Council Reform 
 
“Unless we find the determination to advance on this issue, the United Nations 
will lose its credibility. Our organization will be marginalized, and important 

issues will be discussed in other forums and groupings which are perceived to be 
more efficient and more representative of the new realities of the day.”  

General Assembly President Joseph Deiss 
 

Note to delegates: Reform of the Security Council requires the agreement of at 
least two-thirds of UN member states and that of all permanent members of the 
UNSC, enjoying the right to veto. 
 

Background Info/History 
 Since the creation of the United Nations after World War II, much has 
changed around the globe. The winners of the second World War shaped the 
Charter of the United Nations in their own interests by giving themselves 
permanent membership to the Security Council. The five permanent members of 
the Security Council, the P5, are the United States, the United Kingdom, China, 
Russia, and France. The Charter of the United Nations also allotted for 10 non-
permanent members. The P5 was granted veto power over resolutions voted on in 
the Security Council, but non-permanent members were not allotted the same 
privilege.  
 Over time, membership has increased in the United Nations and the 
domestic status of many nations has changed drastically since the original 
formation. Accordingly, it has become more apparent that membership is 
imbalanced between P-5 states and those who do not have permanent 
membership on the Security Council. The political and economic strategies of the 
P-5 states frequently differ, thereby preventing necessary agreement on crucial 
issues, such as humanitarian aid. Many member states want fair representation 
in the United Nations and would like to decrease the power of the P-5 nations in 
the Security Council.  
 Currently there are three main groups with relevant proposals. The first 
group is known as the Group of Four, or G4. G4 is comprised of Japan, Germany, 
India and Brazil. G4 members seek permanent membership to the Security 
Council without the power to veto. G4 has the largest support from P5 members, 
namely the United Kingdom, France, and Russia. However, the Group of Four 
has faced difficulty in garnering enough support because of their regional rivals, a 
group now known as Uniting For Consensus. Italy, Spain, Argentina, Canada, 
Mexico, South Korea, and Pakistan are all apart of Uniting for Consensus. This 
group was brought together around the common goal to stop their regional rivals, 
members of the G4, from attaining permanent membership on the Security 
Council. Uniting for Consensus has proposed two plans, the Green Model and the 
Blue Model. The Green Model proposed to increase the total number of non-
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permanent seats to 20 and make all non-permanent seats renewable. The Blue 
Model is similar to Model B (mentioned in the Recent Developments section), 
except that it proposed a third category of membership with three or four year 
terms and two more non-permanent seats.   
 Lastly, the African Bloc came together to form the African Group. The 
African Group’s plan for reform is the expansion of the Security Council to 26 
members. Similar to the G4 plan, the African Group endorses the addition of six 
more permanent seats on the Security Council. However, the position of the 
African Group differs from that of the G4 by proposing five new non-permanent 
memberships rather than four suggested by the G4. The African Group also calls 
on other nations to “redress the historical injustices” done to the continent by 
other member states. Accordingly, the African group demands democratic justice 
in the form of veto power. 
 Other major proposals for reform include the Regional Model and the 
Panama Proposal. The Regional Model, which was initially proposed by Italy, 
includes the addition of ten permanent seats without veto power. The Regional 
Model assigns these permanent seats based on region, rather than an assignment 
to particular countries. This plan could prove problematic because it lets the 
regions decide who should be their permanent representative. Panama Proposal 
offers an increase in membership from six to 21 in total. The proposal allots one 
new seat for Latin America and the Caribbean, one for Western Europe, and two 
seats each for Asia and Africa. The plan also proposes a rotational election of six 
seats every five years. However, if one nation is elected four times in a row, that 
nation will be allotted permanent membership to the Security Council. More 
importantly, the Panama Proposal argues for the elimination of veto power. 
  

History of international Involvement 
 Since the creation of the Charter of the United Nations, conflict has been 
rampant amongst members to change the Security Council. Such efforts began in 
1950 when the General Assembly adopted Resolution 377, also known as the 
“United for Peace” Resolution. Resolution 377 enabled the General Assembly to 
decide on matters whenever the Security Council fails to address issues of 
international peace and security. The only other reform to the Security Council 
occurred in 1966 when the Security Council added four more non-permanent 
members, bringing the total number of members to fifteen. 
 However, with the election of Secretary-General Boutros Boutros-Ghali in 
1992 came a wave of discussions about reforming the Security Council. Boutros 
began his term with the Summit of the Security Council and later published “An 
Agenda for Peace,” in which he argued for the reformation of the anachronistic 
procedures of the United Nations. Not surprisingly, a large number of countries 
banded together around compromised plans to reform the United Nations.  
 More importantly, the nations formed strategic alliances so as to secure the 
vote necessary for them to be admitted as a permanent member of the Security 
Council. One such group is the ‘group of four,’ or G4, comprised of Japan, 
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Germany, India, and Brazil, all of whom sought for permanent membership 
without veto power. On the other hand, regional rivals of the G4 created a group 
of their own known as “Coffee Club.” “Coffee Club,” which was later renamed 
“Uniting for Consensus.” Members of Coffee Club sought to increase the number 
of non-permanent members, who would be elected on a regional basis. Another 
similar group, known as the African Group, demanded two permanent seats to be 
rotated amongst African nations.  
 Although the P5 were unable to join these groups, they had an opinion as to 
what should be done. The United States publicly supported the permanent 
membership of Japan and India, alongside a small increase in the number of 
non-permanent member seats. France and the United Kingdom favored the G4 
plan for the accession of Germany, Japan, India, and Brazil to permanent 
membership. Accordingly, France and the United Kingdom supported greater 
representation of the African nations on the Security Council, as well as increased 
permanent and non-permanent membership. While China publicly supported the 
permanent membership of India on the Security Council, China also argued for 
greater representation of developing nations. Like China, Russia also supported 
the India’s permanent membership on the Security Council. 
 Although few member states agree on how many seats should be added, of 
what kind, and who should be granted these seats, there is a general consensus 
that reform of the Security Council is pertinent. In 1993, A/RES/48/26 passed 
through the General Assembly. A/RES/48/26 set up “an Open-ended Working 
Group to consider all aspects of the question of increase in the membership of the 
Security Council, and other matters related to the Security Council.” The 
opportunity to reform the Security Council engaged the majority of member 
states, but it became increasingly clear that reform would be difficult to attain. 
From 1993 on, member states began to discuss the methods and procedures of 
the Security Council in depth. While some were concerned with the Security 
Council’s interaction with the General Assembly, others were more concerned 
with equal representation in the Security Council. 
 In 1997, Razali Ismael of Malaysia, the chairman of the Working Group, 
unveiled a three-part reform plan. Ismael suggested to increase the size of the 
Security Council from 15 to 24, with five additional permanent members. While 
this proposal was not ultimately successful, it inspired other member states to 
draft plans of the same kind. As a result of his proposal, resolution A/RES/5/30 
passed on November 23, 1998 by the General Assembly. Ismael’s resolution 
stated that all future resolutions on Security Council reform would require 2/3 
majority to pass. Although Ismael was a proponent of reform, A/RES/5/30 has 
made reform incredibly difficult. 
 

 
Recent Developments 

“The world needs strong and capable States, effective partnerships with civil society 
and the private sector, and agile and effective regional and global intergovernmental 
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institutions to mobilize and coordinate collective action. The United Nations must be 
reshaped in ways not previously imagined, and with a boldness and speed not 

previously shown.” 
-Kofi Annan, “In Larger Freedom” 

 
 In 2005, Secretary General Kofi Annan recommended Security Council 
reform among other recommendations to the United Nations in a proposal 
known as “In Larger Freedom.” Annan’s proposal outlines two suggested plans 
for reform, Model A and Model B.  Model A proposes 11 permanent seats (6 in 
addition to the 5 already present) and 13 two-year, non-renewable seats. Model B 
proposes 5 permanent seats, alongside 8 four-year, renewable seats and 11 two-
year non-renewable seats. Accordingly, at the World Summit in 2005 leaders 
openly supported Security Council reform.  
 In September 2007, the president of the United Nations,  Sheikha Al 
Khalifa, sent a statement to all member states encouraging an open and 
progressive discussion on reform of the Security Council in the 62nd session of the 
General Assembly. In her statement, Al Khalifa established five definitive tracks 
for reform: membership, veto power, regional representation, the size of the 
enlarged Security Council, and the working methods of the Security council and 
it’s relationship with the General Assembly. At the start of the 62nd session, the 
newly-elected President of the General Assembly, Sgrjan Kerim, convened a 
General Assembly debate on the topic. Kerim outlined seven basic principles, 
which he argued should be used to guide reform. Following his statement, at least 
90 member states spoke on the topic, laying out their frustration with the slow 
process. Uniting for Concensus, the African Group, and the G4 continued their 
talks, but as the debate progressed, it became more evident that a solution would 
be harder to reach than previously envisioned. While Kerim continually 
encouraged the Working Group to remain focused on reform throughout 2007 
and 2008, little was accomplished towards reformation.  
  In 2009, Zahir Tanin, a UN ambassador from Afghanistan, was appointed 
chair of the Intergovernmental negotiations on Security Council reform. In 
November of 2009, Tanin sent a letter to all member states encouraging them to 
take steps towards reform rather than continuing an endless debate. While 
Tanin’s proposal was encouraging, little progress has been made recently. Many 
fear that Ban Ki-moon will stall debate on the issue because of his South Korean 
origin and regional conflict with Japan’s bid for permanent membership. 
Although talks continually take place on the subject, the Security Council is still 
dangerously in need of reformation. 
 However, most recently the S5 (Costa Rica, Liechtenstein, Singapore, 
Switzerland, and Jordan) presented a draft resolution focused on improving the 
working methods of the Security Council. Specifically, the S5 wanted a clearer 
definition of the Security Council’s methods and interactions with the greater UN 
organization. However, this proposal was opposed by China, Russia, France and 
the United States and it is unlikely that the S5 proposal would pass. 
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Bloc Positions 

African Group: Currently, the African Group only has three non-permanent 
seats on the Security Council. The African Group and their proposal represents 
the larger African Bloc in the debates on Security Council Reform. While some 
member states of the African Bloc also endorse the L69 position, these states 
remain committed to the advancement of the African Bloc and thus, remain 
united with the African Group.  
 
Asia-Pacific Group: The Asia-Pacific Group currently has three seats on the 
Security Council, one permanent seat for China and two non-permanent seats.  
  Given Japan’s status as a G4 nation, Japan wants permanent membership in 
the Security Council. While many Asian nations, such as Singapore and Vietnam, 
support Japan’s application, Japan still lacks the support of China and South 
Korea. Moreover, China has publicly endorsed India as a candidate for 
permanent membership. Given South Korea’s regional rivalry with Japan, South 
Korea joined Uniting for Consensus, which seeks to increase non-permanent 
membership to 20. Although China supported Uniting for Consensus’ proposal, it 
is unclear who will prevail. Other Asian nations are most likely to choose to 
support a plan similar to the country, South Korea, China, or Japan, provides the 
most economic support for their country.  
  While the opinion on Japan is largely divided amongst the Asian bloc, the 
majority of these nations endorse India’s candidacy for permanent membership. 
While China and many other Asian nations have openly supported India’s bid for 
membership, Pakistan, Japan, and South Korea have not publicly endorsed 
India’s bid.  
 
Eastern European Group: Currently, the Eastern bloc has two seats on the 
Security Council, one permanent, which is held by Russia, and one non-
permanent seat. The majority of the Eastern bloc is most likely to follow suit with 
Russia and the Western Bloc. While Russia is a member of the P5, Russia has 
endorsed Germany, India, and Brazil., but is most opposed to Japan’s bid for 
permanent membership because of their long history of frosty relations. 
 
Latin and Caribbean Group: Currently, the Latin and Caribbean Group, or 
GRULAC, has two non-permanent seats on the Security Council. Despite Brazil’s 
bid for permanent membership, many smaller GRULAC nations oppose Brazil’s 
bid. Many nations argue that Brazil’s Portuguese heritage is not representative of 
the majority of Latin American nations. Accordingly, many nations, including 
Mexico and Argentina, favor the Uniting for Consensus proposal as a means of 
opposing Brazil’s bid. Along a similar line, Panama’s proposal is likely to be 
considered amongst the GRULAC representatives.  
 
Middle Eastern Bloc: The majority of the Middle Eastern bloc is apart of the 
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Asia-Pacific Group, however members of the Middle Eastern bloc are particularly 
concerned with the permanent membership of a Muslim majority nation. 
Representatives from the region would be particularly interested in Islamic 
representation on the Security Council.  
 
Western European and Others Group: Currently, the Western Bloc, or 
WEOG, has 5 seats on the Security Council, three permanent and two non-
permanent seats. France and the United Kingdom support all of the G4 members. 
Italy and the Netherlands have suggested a common seat for the EU instead of a 
third permanent European seat for Germany. While Germany has suggested that 
it would be open to accepting a common European seat, it is unlikely that France 
or the United Kingdom would be willing to give up their seats. Accordingly, the 
majority of Western European  
  While the US has publicly supported Japan and India’s bid for permanent 
membership, the United States has also indicated a willingness to support 
Brazil’s bid if it’s bid comes up to a vote. Since the Clinton administration, the 
United States has not openly supported Germany’s bid for permanent 
membership.  
 

Concluding Remarks 
Questions to Consider: 

1. Who should be given the power of the veto in the Security Council? Should 
any countries have the right to veto? 

2. What is your nation’s position on membership on the Security Council? 
a. How many nations should be granted permanent membership? 

How many should be granted non-permanent membership? 
b. How should membership be decided? By region, or by vote? 
c. Should non-permanent membership be on a rotational basis? If so, 

how long should each period last? 
3. Which working methods in the Security Council are out of date and in 

need of reform?  
4. Why does the Security Council need reform? What injustices has your 

country witnessed as a result of the Security Council’s inability to decide or 
respond to a crisis? 
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