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BEAAPYCH B OPTAHUBAILIMY OB BbEAMHEHHDBIX HAHMﬂ:
OLEHKA ITOAUTNYECKNX AOCTUXEHNN

B. B. MAKEH "V

1)Mw-lucmepcmso uHocmpauHslx des Pecnybnuku benapyce, yi. Jlenuna, 19, 220030, 2. MuHck, Benapyce

B cBs13M ¢ mpasgHOBaHMeM 75-meTus ocHoBaHus Opranusanus O6benuHeHHbIX Haluii mpuBaekaeT Bce 60/blile BHM-
MaHMsI, UTO, B CBOIO OUepe/ib, MOPOKIAeT MHOTOUMCIEHHbIE OKUAaHus OT opranmsaiun. OnHako cuctema OOH crioco6Ha
CliesaTh POBHO CTOBKO, CKOTBKO MO3BOJISIET €€ MHCTUTYI[MOHAIbHOE CTPOUTENIbCTBO. B 4aCTHOCTH, ee IesiTeTbHOCTD 10 KOM-
TIJIEKCY BOITPOCOB MIEPBOTO YPOBHS — BOITPOCAM MMpa 1 6e30TIaCHOCTY — OTpaHMYeHa B GOJIbIIIEl! CTerieHy, HEXKeNu TesaTelb-
HOCTbH I10 BOIIPOCAM BTOPOT'O YPOBHSI, He OTHOCSIIMMCS K 6e3omacHocTu. C 1945 r. Pecriy6nnka Benapych ¢ mmepeMeHHbIM
ycrexom cotpyaHmuaet ¢ Opranusanyeii O6bequHeHHbix Hatmii. Hanbonee 3ameTHa fesitebHOCTh Benapycu B OOH, Ha-

ynnHas ¢ 2005 1., 6;1aromapst BIABVSKEHMIO psifia 00beANHSIOMNX MHUIIATHUB.

Kniouesvle cnoea: Opranusanys O6benyHeHHbIx Haruit; Pecrty6imka Benapych; MHCTUTYIIMOHATIbHOE CTPOUTETHCTBO
OOH; BOIIpOCkHI ITEPBOTO YPOBHSI; BOIIPOCHI BTOPOTO YPOBHS ; 00beIMHSIIONIME€ MHUIMATUBBI.

BaazodapHocmw. ABTOD CTaTby XOTe ObI BHIPA3UTh 0COGYIO MPU3HATEIbHOCTh 3aMECTUTENI0 MUHUCTPA MHOCTPAHHbBIX
nen Pectiybnvky benapych AHpero JIanikioHacy 3a IieHHbIe 0611yie peKkoMeHaaIum 1o pa6ore B cucteme Opranusanyy O0b-
enyiHeHHBIX Hatuit, koTopblie 66u1M chOpMMPOBaHbI HA OCHOBE €r0 MHOTOJIETHETO OITbITA PAOGOTHI B JOIKHOCTY [TOCTOSTHHO-
ro npefcrasutens Pecry6nvku Benapycs mpu OOH B Hero-Hopke.

Takske XOTen0Ch Obl MOGIArofaApUTh HaUaTbHMKA [TIABHOTO YIIPABAeHMs MHOTOCTOPOHHEe! JUIioMaTuy MUHUCTEPCTBA
MHOCTPaHHbIX e Pecrry6nmky benapych MpuHy Benmuko, KOTopast paHee 3aHMMaJIa JO/KHOCTb 3aMeCTUTest [I0CTOSTHHOTO
npencrasurens Pecrry6nuku Benapych mpu OOH B Hbio-Vlopke, 3a ee mpe/iioskeH1s 10 BOITPOCaM TOPTOB/M TIOAbMIM.

KpomMe Toro, aBTOp CTaTby BhIpakaeT MPU3HATENbHOCTb [I0CTOSSHHOMY TIpeficTaBUTeNio Pecry6imky Benapych npu oT-
nenenryi OOH B JKeHese IOpuio AMOpa3eBuuy 3a 9KCIIepTHbIE pEKOMEH AL 110 ITPo6eMaM CTPaH CO CPeTHMUM YPOBHEM
JIOXO/1a, KOTOPbIE SIBJISTIOTCSI Pe3Y/IbTATOM €ro COGCTBEHHOTO KOMIUIEKCHOTO MCCIeIOBaHMSI, OITyOIMKOBAHHOTO B JKypHAaJIe

“SKeHeBCKMi1 MonUTHUYECKMii 610/1eTeHs” B uiosne 2019 1.

Xorenoch 66 TO6MaronapuTh 3amectutesi IloctosHHoro npencrasuTens bernapycu npu otgenennn OOH B JKeHese Ba-
nvMa IlncapeBuya 3a ero npejjioxkeHue oTpasuThb cxoncrso Mexxay Coserom besonacnoctr OOH n Cucremoii EBporneiicko-
ro KoHuepra XIX B., a TaKKe 3a TOMOIIb B T0A60pe HEKOTOPBIX MCTOUHMKOB M MaTepuaa JIisl UCCIIeLOBaHMSI.

Introduction

Anniversaries of international organizations usual-
ly attract great global media and public attention. Fur-
thermore, they present a unique opportunity to take
stock of international organizations’ track records and
to ponder over their future relevance. Something along
these lines we have witnessed as recently as June 2019,
when the International Labour Organization (ILO)
staged its centenary celebration, with numerous heads
of state and government coming to Geneva to pay tribu-
te to the ILO’s indispensable and commendable work.

As for the year of 2020, it is undoubtedly the Uni-
ted Nations that is poised to capture the limelight as
the organization is celebrating its 75" anniversary.
Three quarters of a century is rather a long period for
an international organization. The mere fact that the
United Nations still exists testifies to the continued
relevance of the organization. When asked whether
the world needs the UN, the overwhelming number of
respondents worldwide would certainly answer in the
affirmative.

However, the situation with the UN is not as sim-
ple as it may appear to an ordinary observer. Indeed,
throughout its history the United Nations has gone
through many successes, but it has experienced as well
many failures. Some praise it for its permanent quest
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for peace, justice and prosperity. Others accuse it of
irrelevance, internal corruption and bloated bureauc-
racy.

Political scientists associated with the realist inter-
national theory would claim that the United Nations
is nothing more than the reflection of great power po-
litics and can go as far as great powers allow it to go.
Their intellectual opponents from the liberal interna-
tional theory would counter that the United Nations
and its multiple agencies have made us all interde-
pendent and interwoven to such an extent as to rule
out the possibility of a major great power war. Perhaps,
both camps are right.

What the anniversaries present, however, is not just
an opportunity to celebrate the achievements and de-
liver earth-shattering statements. Even more so, it is
an opportunity to take a critical look at organizations,
to glean something from their past experience that
would allow us to apply it with success in the future to
the advantage of all.

It is exactly with this logic in mind that this essay
has been written. Therefore, the essay is neither an at-
tempt at writing a history of the United Nations, nor is
it an effort at narrating Belarus’ activities in the United
Nations. Numerous books and articles on both abound.



MexnyHapoIHbIe OTHOIIEHUS
International Relations

So, what it is instead is an undertaking at realizing
a number of objectives. First, the essay will take a close
look at the UN institutional building in order to reveal
what is possible and what is not possible in the Uni-
ted Nations. Second, the essay will analyze how Belarus
was able to tap into those opportunities at the United
Nations presented by the organization’s institutional
structure. Finally, the essay will try to predict how the
UN is likely to evolve in the years to come and what

the past experience of Belarus at the United Nations
tells us about its future role in the organization.

Basically, it will be an assessment of Belarus’ po-
litical track record at the United Nations, that is, an
appraisal of its political initiatives, because it is these
kind of initiatives that contributed to the common
good of all member states, and which also served in
the bargain to raise the geopolitical profile of our own
country.

The UN institutional building

One can often hear accusations that are lavishly
thrown at the United Nations, for example: “Who was
responsible for genocide in Rwanda in 1994?”, “Surely,
it was the United Nations because it failed to step in”,
“Who was responsible for the US invasion in Iraq in
2003?” “It was the United Nations, and specifically, its
Security Council, as the latter failed to prevent it”.

Such kinds of accusations actually have very little
to do with reality. Their purpose is, rather, is either to
serve someone’s political ends at the expense of the
universal organization or to create media hype and
sensation. Thus, the UN often appears as the “culprit”.
But the organization finds itself in this situation ab-
solutely unfairly. There are actually limits to what the
United Nations can do. It is important to see and un-
derstand those limits before laying the blame for all
troubles in the world on the United Nations.

True, the United Nations did not emerge from
scratch. Its founders had before their eyes the expe-
rience of the League of Nations (League), an interna-
tional organization that had been established in the
wake of the World War I. Naturally, much has been
“copied” from what had worked in the League and has
been “pasted” onto the newly created United Nations
Organization.

For example, the League had an Assembly, which
included all members, and a Council, a body with li-
mited membership. Similar structures emerged in the
UN, they are the General Assembly and the Security
Council. The League had a secretariat, a position of a
Secretary General and a mandates system over colonial
territories. Similar institutional features were created
in the United Nations (the Secretary General, the Sec-
retariat and the Trusteeship Council).

Notwithstanding these similarities, the United Na-
tions was given by its founders two crucial new func-
tions that the League did not have. First, the founders
created the Economic and Social Council as one of the
main organs of the United Nations. It was clearly done
with the Global Depression of the 1930s in mind. The
1930s global economic travails were thought to have
contributed immensely to the World War II, whereas
the League did not have a mandate to tackle them. So,
the shortcoming was rectified in the context of the
United Nations.

Second, and most importantly, the League was
paralyzed in its action by the requirement of consen-

sus. Indeed, decisions in both the Leagues’ Assembly
and its Council were made only by consensus. This
institutional arrangement was actually the League’s
major flaw, because it forestalled any collective action
against aggressive foreign policies that Axis powers
began demonstrating in the 1930s.

Thus, the founders came up with the idea of a Coun-
cil with two categories of membership (permanent and
non-permanent), which, they thought, would be a sig-
nificant improvement over the Leagues’ Council. In-
deed, while the League’s Council could have been para-
lyzed by any of its members, the UN Security Council,
according to its designers, would be incapacitated only
by any of its five permanent members — USSR, USA,
France, Britain and China (the Big Five), which were
given by the UN Charter the right of veto, but not by
non-permanent members.

But, the idea of an “exclusive club” was not a no-
velty either because there was also a historic precedent
for it. Following the Napoleonic Wars great powers of
the day established at the Congress of Vienna in 1815
the Concert of Europe. This structure aimed, above all,
at forestalling revolutions and fighting liberalism in
Europe.

As Henry Kissinger noted in his “Diplomacy” (1994),
“the Concert of Europe implied that nations that were
competitive on one level would settle matters affecting
overall stability by consensus” [1, p. 83]. Indeed, the
Concert operated on the basis of consensus among
the five key European powers which are Austria, Bri-
tain, France, Prussia and Russia. Over the following
four decades these powers almost always thought in
unison that allowed for their collective action when
it was needed. But, as their foreign policy priorities
changed with time, they began thinking differently,
common action became impossible and the Concert
fell apart.

Why the idea of a Concert-like “exclusive” club was
replicated in the UN context? Perhaps, because at the
end of World War II nothing indicated unequivocally
that its victorious powers would not be able to coop-
erate for many years to come as effectively as their
predecessors did in the Concert of Europe. As Henry
Kissinger pointed out in his “Diplomacy”: “Roosevelt’s
[Frank Delano Roosevelt] concept of the Four Police-
men [USSR, USA, Britain and China] was in fact struc-
turally similar to Metternich’s Holly Alliance. Each
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system represented an attempt to preserve the peace
through a coalition of victors upholding shared values”
[1, p. 397].

Therefore, in terms of institutional arrangements
the United Nations is not, and has never actually been
conceived, as an ideal universal structure destined to
resolve all problems in the world. It is certainly far from
being a kind of a world government that many may in-
correctly take it for and thus expect impossible from it.
The organization was merely designed as an improved
variant of the League with some useful borrowings
from the even earlier collective governance experien-
ces such as the 19™ century’s Concert of Europe.

Consequently, the realist theory proponents are ab-
solutely right by saying that the United Nations can go
only as far as its permanent members can allow it to
go. Consider, for example, two very similar cases rela-
ted to the invasion of Iraq. In the first case dated from
1991 the five permanent members of the UN Security
Council gave their “green light” for collective action
against Iraq. Thus, the war was declared legitimate,
and the UN was praised worldwide.

By contrast, in 2003, the Security Council’s Big Five
were divided. Consequently, the US and its allies went
to war without international “blessing”. As a result, the
2003 war was declared by the world’s majority to be
illegitimate, and the UN was vilified.

The key conclusion from these musings is that the
United Nations can effectively deliver on critical issues
of international peace and security only if the Big Five
think identically. More than two hundred vetoes cast
by the permanent members in the Security Council
since 1945 indicate that they have differed in opinion
far too often!.

What can also be inferred from this analysis is that
as the Organization’s institutional arrangement has
empowered the Big Five on international peace and se-
curity matters, so has it significantly limited the scope
for other UN member states to pursue and realize their
own ideas and initiatives in these crucial domains.

It means that other member states can realize
their peace and security-related initiatives, which
for the sake of convenience may be dubbed first-tier
issues, only if those conform to the permanent five’s
individual vision and interests. A clear example of
this is provided by the never-ending process of the
UN Security Council reform. All attempts at enlarg-
ing this main organ over the past three decades have
run into nowhere, largely because of the Big Five’s
attitudes.

But, the United Nations is not only about peace
and security. Its founders demonstrated great fore-
sight by establishing the Economic and Social Council
(ECOSOC). Conceived initially as a body to deal with
the 1930s depression-like challenges, the ECOSOC ac-
tually grew into something far larger. It became an um-
brella or an overarching framework, if you will, under
which a whole array of functional commissions, stand-
alone agencies, programmes and the like on economic,
social, environmental and other adjacent issues was
subsequently created.

As a result, the United Nations, when it comes to
these non-security matters, which for the sake of con-
venience can be called second-tier issues, presents
something that the world has never experienced be-
fore. Indeed, neither the League nor the Concert of
Europe were ever preoccupied with such concerns. But
these kind of issues are extremely important insofar
as they closely interconnect all of us, make us inter-
dependent, and as the liberal theorists claim, make a
major great power war unimaginable.

What is more, it is here, in this second-tier realm, in
which the Big Five see less, if often any, strategic con-
cerns, where other UN member states can take the lead
on some issues, bring their ideas to fruition, and, thus,
do something that brings benefit to everyone.

So, where does Belarus, a founding member of the
United Nations, with its 75 years of experience, stand
in the organization in the context of this institutional
arrangement?

Belarus at the United Nations

With the view to answering the question posed
above it would make sense to introduce three condi-
tional time periods of Belarus’ engagement with the
United Nations: 1945-1990, 1990-2005, and 2005 -
present.

1945-1990. Belarus started at the United Nations
very well indeed. At the first session of the General
Assembly, held in 1946, the delegation proposed a re-
solution entitled “Extradition and punishment of war
criminals”. The resolution requested both UN mem-
ber states and other countries to take most vigorous
measures to search for war criminals, arrest and extra-

dite them to the countries, where they had committed
crimes.

Belarus went further with the topic of war crimes
and tabled a draft resolution at the 23" session the UN
General Assembly in 1968 on “Question of the punish-
ment of war criminals and of persons who have com-
mitted crimes against humanity”, which main idea was
not to apply the statute of limitations to war crimes
and war criminals. The resolution was adopted by con-
sensus.

These two resolutions undoubtedly fell to the first-
tier peace and security cluster, but we succeeded be-

ISee: United Nations Security Council veto power [Electronic resource]. URL: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/United Nations_Se-

curity_Council veto power (date of access: 20.04.2020).
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cause everyone in the UN General Assembly, including
the Big Five, agreed with our proposed action.

A couple of years later, at the 28 session of the
General Assembly, held in 1973, Belarus sponsored a
resolution on “Use of scientific and technological de-
velopments in the interests of peace and social develop-
ment”. The resolution contained a number of relevant
appeals to member states and international orga-
nizations. It was our first “inroads” into the second-
tier cluster on the United Nations agenda. We succeed-
ed and the resolution was adopted by consensus.

The year of 1973 was memorable for Belarus for
another reason, namely, because it was elected to the
UN Security Council as a non-permanent member. We
served on there in the course of the two subsequent
years (1974-1975). It was the only time that Belarus
has ever served on the Security Council. It goes with-
out saying that in the bitter atmosphere of cold war
politics we, while in the Security Council, strictly ad-
hered to the Soviet foreign policy line.

So, this four and a half decade-long period was gene-
rally marked for Belarus by a few initiatives, although
generally our freedom of action was constrained by the
fact that Belarus was not an independent country.

1990-2005. 1t makes sense to begin this second
period not from 1992, when Belarus began acting in
the United Nations as an independent state, but rather
from 1990. It is so because in 1990 Belarus proposed at
the UN General Assembly a draft resolution on Cher-
nobyl that became and still remains one of the areas
for priority action for our foreign policy.

The resolution under a rather lengthy title “In-
ternational co-operation to address and mitigate the
consequences of the accident at the Chernobyl nucle-
ar power plant”, adopted by the UN General Assembly
by consensus, has generally tasked the United Nations
to tackle the problem of Chernobyl. Subsequently, the
Inter-agency task force on Chernobyl was established
and many UN agencies began their long-term involve-
ment in Chernobyl related activities.

In the context of this resolution Belarus has al-
ways closely cooperated with the Russian Federation
and Ukraine, the other two most affected countries.
The latest resolution on Chernobyl, submitted by Be-
larus as a main sponsor, entitled “Persistent legacy of
the Chernobyl disaster” was adopted by the UN Gene-
ral Assembly in December 2019. Its main focus is on the
need to promote sustainable development of the Cher-
nobyl-affected regions. This mandate is fully in line
with the United Nations’ overall mandate for sustain-
able development. On the initiative of Belarus 26 April
was proclaimed the International Chernobyl Disa-
ster Remembrance Day in the UN since 2017.

The topic of Chernobyl is one falling into the se-
cond non-security cluster. Belarus, as the most af-
fected of all, has certainly been the most vigorous in
raising this issue at the United Nations. Our political
lead here is well established and respected by both UN

membership and relevant international organizations.
Suffice it to say that in recent years it has invariably
been Belarus that sponsored various side-events on
the International Chernobyl Disaster Remembrance
Day whether in Geneva, New York, Vienna or else-
where. Other countries and partners fully acknowledge
our leadership and always join us.

Apart from the issue of Chernobyl, the 1990-2005
period was notable for some of our initiatives in the
realm of security issues.

Belarus became the first among successor states of
the former Soviet Union to renounce nuclear weapons,
and complete the withdrawal of all nuclear wea-
pons from its territory by the end of 1996.

Belarus’ aspiration to strengthen security and sta-
bility in the European region transformed into initia-
tive to establish a nuclear-weapon free zone in Central
and Eastern Europe put forward in the beginning of
1990s. Consequently, a relevant resolution was tabled
by the delegation of Belarus at the 53" session of the
UN General Assembly in December 1998. The resolu-
tion was adopted by a vote.

Belarus’ consistent policy in the field of interna-
tional security, disarmament and non-proliferation
was reflected in the resolution titled “Prohibition of the
development and manufacture of new types of wea-
pons of mass destruction and new systems of such
weapons”, which is being tabled by our country in the
UN General Assembly on a regular basis since 1990.
This resolution is of warning nature, as preventive
measures are the best way of dealing with potential
threats to international peace and security.

To sum up, during this 15-year long period Belarus
generally has been more visible in the United Nations
than during the preceding four decades. We have laid
the foundation for the UN system to address Cherno-
byl on a permanent basis. We have made significant
“inroads” into the peace and security domain of the
United Nations. But the fact that some of our initia-
tives were put to a vote indicated that the interests of
great powers were at stake.

Furthermore, Belarus has actively participated in
various UN conferences and events on economic and so-
cial matters held in abundance throughout this period,
for example, the 1994 International conference on po-
pulation and development, the 1995 Social Summit,
the 1996 Habitat conference, the 2000 UN Summit, the
2001 International conference on financing for deve-
lopment. However, during this period we have not
come up with our own initiatives in this second-tier
realm that would be demanded by the international
community and that would make us really visible and
indispensable in the United Nations.

That, perhaps, explains the fact that during this
time frame Belarus has twice lost election to the Uni-
ted Nations Security Council in 1993 and in 2001.

2005 - present. The year of 2005 truly marked a
watershed in Belarus’ approaches to the United Na-
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tions. At that year’s central event (the United Nations
Summit) President of the Republic of Belarus Alexandr
Lukashenko announced two important initiatives.

First, the President called upon the international
community to recognize the diversity of ways towards
progressive development. Was it really necessary to
state such an obvious thing? Yes, it was, because this
postulate was not so obvious in the harsh geopolitical
atmosphere of the new millennium’s early years, when
some Western countries tried to impose their will on
the rest of the world by means of war and disregard for
international law.

Many back then thought that the unipolar moment
with all its negative implications was for long with us
to stay?. But Belarus was not among those pessimists.
We have unambiguously stated that it is diversity, not
uniformity, that drives human development and pro-
gress. As a matter of fact, it was a very bold step to
state such a thing loud and clear from the UN General
Assembly’s rostrum.

With the benefit of hindsight, however, it can safely
be said that the vision of global diversity voiced by the
President of the Republic of Belarus has been fully vin-
dicated. Indeed, by the end of that decade the unipolar
moment faded away and with it disappeared any seri-
ous attempt by Western countries to impose so-called
democratic and liberal forms of domestic governance
on others. Ever since 2005, Belarus did its best at the
United Nations to draw attention to the “diversity” ini-
tiative and reflect it in the organization’s various docu-
ments.

Moreover, the “diversity” initiative has been pro-
perly developed in conceptual terms and presented to
the global public in a comprehensive piece written by
me under the title “The emerging global system: em-
bracing diversity-politic and partnerships” [2].

Its central tenet is that while global politics in the
past was characterized by “concentrated” systems in
terms of actors and types of challenges, the current
system is a “diffused” one. This new system can effec-
tively be governed with the logic of diversity and the
tool of inclusive partnerships [2, p. 66—74]. More on
partnerships will be said below in this essay.

Second, at the 2005 UN Summit President Alexan-
der Lukashenko urged the international community to
take vigorous action against the crime of trafficking in
persons. No one envisaged at that time that over the
coming years combating human trafficking will have
become Belarus’ hallmark initiative.

Foreign partners often ask Belarusian diplomats
what drives us to be so proactive in this field. First and

foremost, it was our domestic action. Namely, Belarus
has erected and implemented very robust anti-traf-
ficking legislation in 2003-2005, which allowed us
to reduce the crime to such an extent that it actually
ceased to bother the public.

That success, in turn, enabled us to share national
experience at higher levels. What is more, our active
engagement in global anti-trafficking discourse since
2005 has served to raise our knowledge of the problem,
which allowed Belarus to consistently propose new
solutions®.

To name just some of them. Following the Presi-
dent’s call, the delegation of Belarus has proposed at
the 60 session of the UN General Assembly in 2005
to forge a “Global partnership against human traffick-
ing”, which implies close co-operation among coun-
tries, international organizations, civil society and
private sector. This notion has since then invariably
been reflected in all anti-trafficking resolutions, dec-
larations, reports, etc.

Next year, in 2006, Belarus tabled at the General As-
sembly for the first time a draft resolution on “Improv-
ing the coordination of efforts against trafficking in
persons”. The resolution gave birth to the Inter-agen-
¢y coordination groups against trafficking in persons
(ICAT), which today brings together 23 international
agencies. ICAT is the crucial international body that
closely coordinates activities of its members, carries
our research and offers advice to countries and other
stakeholders.

Belarus sponsors the above resolution on a biennial
basis. The latest resolution was adopted by consensus
by the UN General Assembly in December 2019. It is
the key omnibus UN anti-trafficking resolution that
provides relevant mandates to the United Nations
and many of its agencies and contains important ac-
tion-oriented recommendations to member states.

Since 2005 Belarus began advocating the need to
develop a global plan of action on human trafficking.
In our view, a global plan was needed in order to pro-
vide a comprehensive overarching political framework
to global anti-trafficking efforts, which would also
spell out roles for various stakeholders. The case for a
global plan was well and succinctly laid out by Sergei
Martynov, former Minister of Foreign Affairs of the Re-
public of Belarus, in his article entitled “Human traf-
ficking: beyond the protocol” [3].

It took Belarus five years of relentless and pains-
taking work to bring the idea of a global plan to fru-
ition. As a result, the UN General Assembly adopted
the Global Plan to Combat Trafficking in Persons on

’The term “unipolar moment” was invented by American political scientist Charles Krauthammer. See: Krauthammer C. The
unipolar moment [Electronic resource] // Foreign Affairs. 1990. Vol. 70. No. 1. URL: http://users.metu.edu.tr/utuba/Krauthammer.

pdf gdate of access: 20.04.2020).

For more information on how Belarus’ knowledge on human trafficking evolved see: Makei V. Human trafficking in the post-
cold war period: towards a comprehensive approach [Electronic resource] // Journ. of Internatl. Affairs. URL: https://jia.sipa.colum-
bia.edu/online-articles/human-trafficking-post-cold-war-period-towards-comprehensive-approach (date of access: 20.04.2020);
Sychov A. Human trafficking: a call for global action [Electronic resource] // Globality Studies Journ. 2009. Issue 14. URL: https://gsj.
stonybrook.edu/article/human-trafficking-a-call-for-global-action/ (date of access: 20.04.2020).
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30 July 2010. By the way, in a couple of years that day,
the 30 July, was declared by the UN General Assem-
bly to be the International Day against Trafficking in
Persons.

Belarus succeeded with the Global Plan, because
it was able to rally around it a group of committed
countries that vigorously pushed the initiative to its
completion. This group was institutionalized under
the name of the group of friends united against hu-
man trafficking (Group). Today, it has in its ranks
22 UN member states from different parts of the world.
It operates in New York, Vienna, Geneva and Paris. Its
members cooperate closely in advancing anti-traffick-
ing resolutions and stage various relevant side-events,
including in partnership with ICAT.

Since its establishment in 2010, the Group has in-
variably been chaired by Belarus. Since then the Group
has organized five meetings at the ministerial le-
vel, with the latest being held in September 2019. The
meetings end up with declarations, which set forth
some guidance for the Group’s “field” activities. The
Group’s primary focus has always been the Global Plan
of Action. In particular, members of the Group work
together in advancing regular Belarus-sponsored reso-
lutions on the Global Plan at the UN Commission on
crime prevention and criminal justice (UN Crime Com-
mission) and at the ECOSOC.

In recent years, Belarus has been in the lead in ad-
vancing a number of specific aspects of the human
trafficking cluster, which experts often refer to as new
dimensions of human trafficking. In particular, in 2014
and 2016 Belarus sponsored at the UN Crime Commis-
sion draft resolutions on organ trafficking*, in 2018 -
on trafficking in persons and technology, the plan for
2020 is to table an ECOSOC draft resolution on traf-
ficking in supply chains.

As was mentioned earlier, in the context of its “di-
versity” initiative Belarus began speaking loudly about
global partnerships. Indeed, in today’s “diffused” world
we can achieve success against any transnational chal-
lenge only when all positive stakeholders (states, in-
ternational organizations, civil society, private sector,
academia) work together.

Partnerships are especially relevant and possible in
the realm of second-tier non-security issues. A clear
example of this can be seen from a Belarus-sponsored
resolution titled “Strengthening the engagement of
all members of society in crime prevention”, which we
proposed at the UN Crime Commission in May 2019.
The resolution was adopted by consensus and was
sponsored by nearly 40 countries, including Austria,
Canada, Japan, France, Italy, Norway, Russia, Sweden,
Thailand, Turkey, United Kingdom, the USA. This fact
clearly indicates one thing, namely, that UN member
states support our vision of partnerships.

There are two more second-tier matters, which Be-
larus holds very dear. These are the topic of middle-in-
come countries (MICs) and the issue of the family.

MICs represent a diverse group of around 100 coun-
tries as classified by the World bank’s income per ca-
pita criteria. The active discourse on MICs, including
in the United Nations, emerged in the middle of the
past decade due to certain global political and econo-
mic developments. What distinguishes middle-income
countries from other groups is the fact that they play
a dual role. Indeed, on the one hand, they still need in-
ternational assistance for their own development. On
the other, they increasingly become donors of interna-
tional assistance.

What is of a particular importance for middle-in-
come countries is to institutionalize their cooperation
with the United Nations system through the develop-
ment of a strategic document because the MICs is the
only major group in the United Nations that lacks such
a document, and hence, it lacks systemic cooperation
with the UN system.

Belarus has been very actively involved in this topic
ever since it emerged. We are a middle-income country
and we share the MICs “dual role” mentality. Belarus
has staged a number of conferences and side-events of
MICs, at which we actively advanced the issue of a stra-
tegic document. Moreover, along with Costa-Rica Be-
larus created and co-chaired in the UN the Like-mind-
ed group of countries supporters of middle-income
countries that brings together 13 UN member states.
To make sure that our efforts are practice-oriented and
bring tangible benefits to MICs, we successfully initi-
ated development of the United Nations Industrial De-
velopment Organization (UNIDO) strategic framework
for partnering with middle-income countries, which
was adopted by the UNIDO General Conference in No-
vember 2019.

One can find a comprehensive and detailed analysis
of this issue in an article titled “Middle-income coun-
tries: a long journey to UN institutionalization”, writ-
ten by Yury Ambrazevich, Permanent Representative
of Belarus to the United Nations Office in Geneva [4].

As for the family, this issue has been in the fore-
front of global discussions for the past two decades.
Yet, the debate is becoming increasingly polarizing
and divisive as Western countries seek to embed in UN
documents their radical views on the diversity of fa-
mily forms. This, however, cannot be accepted by a very
large number of other states, including Belarus, which
historically adhere to the values of the traditional fa-
mily.

Belarus stepped in the debate in 2013. Moreover,
in partnership with Egypt and Qatar we established
the Group of friends of the family. Today this group
comprises 25 UN member states. It naturally works to

“More on the topic see: Makei V. Trafficking in human organs // Forced Migration Review. 2015. Issue 49. P. 91-92.
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advocate the values of the traditional family, often in
cooperation with like-minded partners from interna-
tional organizations and civil society.

Understanding that it is impossible to reconcile
the two camps in their views on the family any time
soon, Belarus tries to make the debate less polarizing
and divisive. Driven by this logic, I wrote a major arti-
cle entitled “Identity politics and culture wars: a new
determinism?” [5].

The article clearly demonstrates why and how so-
called “libertarian” family values emerged in the West as
a result of the 1960s culture wars, and why similar atti-
tudes did not and could not emerge in other parts of the
world [5]. The article’s key message is this: if we cannot
come to a shared view on the family, let us understand
why we have different views, let us respect each others’
views, and let us refrain from imposing on each other
something that the other group does not accept.

By the way, a very similar “unifying” message came
from me even earlier, that time in the area of hu-
man rights, through a comprehensive essay entitled
“Human rights: what and who made them divide the
world” [6].

Indeed, as the essay shows, our “different approa-
ches to human rights stem from the countries’ specific
historical experience of development, which in some
cases forged a centralized and collective nature of so-
cieties, whereas in others they were conducive to de-
centralization and individualism. Understanding the
historical reasons behind other countries’ different
stance on human rights may contribute to non-con-
frontational international relations” [6]. In the current
poisonous atmosphere of the UN Human Rights Coun-
cil, it is a recipe that all would be well advised to heed.

As the above two publications indicate, Belarus
truly attaches great importance to doing something
“unifying”. We never hesitate to propose an action that
may close the gap between UN member states on any
divisive and polarizing topic. As a matter of fact, the
“unifying agenda” has become a distinguishing feature
of all of our initiatives at the United Nations in the pe-
riod since 2005, whether it is diversity, trafficking in
persons, crime prevention, middle-income countries,
family, narcotic drugs, technology and some others.
In all of these instances we propose action that brings
benefit to all and which leaves no one behind.

Looking beyond 2020

How the 75™ anniversary will affect the United Na-
tions? That is the question that is being frequently asked
these days. Many pundits would say that we should ex-
pect nothing significant occurring at the organization
as nothing important has happened to the UN in the
wake of its previous anniversaries and summits.

So, according to this logic, the United Nations will
inevitably revert to its “business-as-usual” once the
world’s leaders deliver their statements at the summit
and leave for home. There is certainly a grain of truth
in this logic, which is buttressed by a number of serious
arguments.

First, as it has been shown in one section above
here, the United Nations is institutionally constrained
and can deliver, especially on peace and security, only
as much as its leading powers allow it. Can we expect
any institutional overhaul in connection with the cur-
rent anniversary like, for instance, an enlargement of
the UN Security Council, which would mend the short-
comings? Unfortunately, we cannot, because these are
not currently on the agenda.

Second, there is certainly some degree of disap-
pointment with the United Nations and disbelief in
what it can do. It is best demonstrated in the prolife-
ration over the past two decades of various close clubs
that bring together a limited number of participants,

who believe that it is easier to decide on a specific is-
sue within a small circle rather than at the United Na-
tions. There are many such: G7, G20, the Middle East
Quartet, BRICS and so on.

Third, and most importantly, history teaches us that
truly drastic international changes are possible only as
a result of global catastrophes, but not during times
of peace, because it is extremely hard to mobilize and
motivate people when they are not much troubled®.
Indeed, both the League and the United Nations are
testimonies to such horrible experiences. Such kind of
understanding also rules out the possibility that the
United Nations will be replaced by a third generation
of international organization any time soon®.

Yet, it will be extremely pity if the United Nations
remains anchored by the above constraints, trends and
developments, which are beyond its current ability to
master. It is especially pity as we realize that these
factors significantly hamstring the organization in
its ability to deliver on its key mandate — supporting
member states in implementing the Sustainable De-
velopment Goals (SDGs). Furthermore, it is particular-
ly pity, because ordinary people around the globe in-
creasingly realize that only by acting together can we
overcome global challenges, like the novel coronavirus
that is ravaging the world as this essay is being written.

>The argument has been well presented by James Traub in his book “The best intentions” (2006). The book is devoted to Kofi

Annan, former UN Secretary-General.

The notion of a third generation of international organizations implies creation of a set of new organizations. The League and
some other organizations founded along with it after World War I are considered the first generation of international organizations,
while the UN system and other organization set up after World War II are regarded as the second generation of international orga-

nizations.
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But what can be done?

Dag Hammarskjold, the highly esteemed second
Secretary-General of the United Nations, once said:
“Never measure the height of a mountain until you
have reached the top. Then you will see how low it
was” [7, p. 265]. Member states, which are not indif-
ferent to the fate of the United Nations, should be well
advised to be guided by that valuable saying. In prac-
tice it means always aspire for impossible.

It is exactly with that attitude with which Belarus
is going to continue its engagement with the United
Nations beyond the anniversary year. We will certainly
continue to be as active as before, if not more so, in

advancing our well known unifying second-tier initi-
atives. What is more, we will aspire for what at pre-
sent seems indeed impossible. In particular, we attach
paramount importance to the idea of launching a com-
prehensive security dialogue that was proposed by the
President of the Republic of Belarus at the opening of
the 26™ session of the OSCE Parliamentary Assembly
in July 2017.

After all, irrespective of how far Belarus can go with
its initiative, we are absolutely convinced that we are
right in proposing a global security dialogue at a time
when one is urgently required. And we hope that histo-
ry will ultimately prove that we were right.
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