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1. The Background and Why the Topic Matters
‘Collective security’ as envisaged under the United Nations Charter forms the cornerstone of the mandate of the
United Nations (‘UN’) to uphold international peace and
security.1 This has ultimately been made the primary responsibility of the UN Security Council,2 which makes
the exercise of the veto power relevant to the health of the
world’s collective security system.3
As a founding member of the UN, India has played
an important role in its functioning and has demonstrated
commitment to its cause. With India’s growing presence
in international politics, her status as an emerging world
power4 and a voice for the developing world,5 it becomes
important to examine India’s view on the collective security system under the UN Charter and the exercise of
the veto power as part of its operation. Additionally, this
brief considers the role that India should play in ensuring
effective authorisation as well as implementation of collective security measures, a question of growing importance as the Security Council has found itself paralysed
in recent crises such as the tragic war in Syria.
India’s perspective on collective security has evolved
since her status as a founding member of the League of
Nations under the British Empire, where India agreed to
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an early version of this policy. Article 11 of its Covenant
declared that the League would be responsible for adopting appropriate measures in situations of war or threat
of war that immediately affect any of its members or are
declared as matters of concern to the whole League.6 Indian leaders were largely critical of the League’s inaction
in numerous instances, like the Japanese attack on Manchuria and the Italian invasion of Ethiopia.7 The League’s
response to the Manchurian crisis was seen as a symbol
of its failure to achieve its mandate.8 Nevertheless, as a
founding member of the UN, India pledged her support
for the newly-formed organisation,9 reflecting her continued faith in the principle of collective security as enshrined in the UN Charter.
2. India on Collective Security
Strengthened by her newly-achieved independence and
comforted by the broad membership of the UN, India accepted the UN Charter and its collective security
system.10 India insisted that the objectives of collective
security are not, and should not be, limited to Chapter
VII of the Charter.11 There are multiple factors that can
challenge the international peace and security of the
world, and they may not necessarily involve the direct
use of hard power or armed force.12 In reducing conflict
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and ensuring peace and security in the world, India’s focus has been on the solution of issues such as political
subjugation and racial inequality. She has also opted for
diplomatic, political and peaceful means instead of hard
sanctions to ensure security,13 in search of a political and
peaceful solution to the conflict, as in the case of imposing sanctions on Libya.14
However, the contemporary situation differs given
the nature of the threats facing the world, ranging from
terrorism, genocide and civil wars, to scourges carried
out by venal dictators.15 In light of these realities and India’s considerable military and economic growth,16 her
role in collective security has also changed. Her participation in collective security measures is most evident
in peace-keeping missions. Until 2000, India had contributed more than 67,000 personnel to 37 out of 56 UN
peace-keeping missions.17 India’s firm belief in the collective security system stems from her conviction of the
indispensability of the United Nations organisation.18
One thing has remained consistent in India’s stance
towards collective security, namely her view that the use
of the veto power in the Security Council should be limited or curtailed, and that, as long as it continues, it should
be equitable, that is, available to all.19 According to Article 27(3) of the UN Charter, all decisions of the Council,
except those procedural in nature, require concurring or
abstaining votes of the permanent members.20 Hence, collective security action, being a non-procedural decision
under Article 39 of the Charter, requires the consent or abstention of the permanent members of the Security Council. This restricts the authorisation of collective security
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measures in situations when it is required but lacks support from one permanent member, for reasons of national
interest or otherwise.

3. India on the Veto Power
The requirement of concurrence of permanent members
is termed a ‘veto’ or a negative vote, which can result in
the stalling of any decision. The veto power has come under persistent criticism due to the nature of its use and its
dated reflection of the world.21 For instance, it has been
observed that clients and allies of the permanent members may act as shareholders of the veto power22 and demand its use for their benefit.23
In relation to the permanent members of the Security
Council, Article 27(3) is inherently unequal.24 In practice,
this built-in inequality is further accentuated by non-permanent membership, with the rotation implying limited
experience and expertise to influence the decision-making process in the Security Council.25
India has acknowledged that the veto is the most unpopular aspect of the Security Council’s functioning.
Politically, its abolition is acknowledged as being extremely difficult.26 However, India has stated that the limited membership of the Security Council and the limited
number of persons the members actually represent are a
blow to its legitimacy and credibility.27
According to India, the permanent members of the Security Council should not exercise the right of veto until
the question of its extension to new permanent members
has been decided upon.28 The External Affairs Minister
has stated in the Indian Parliament that there should be no
distinction between the old and new members by not pro21
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viding the veto power to newer members, so as to avoid
the creation of two separate classes within the Security
Council.29
India’s concerns about the veto power have been consistent since the inception of the Charter.30 India believes
that the exercise of the veto has the effect in some cases
of inhibiting the implementation of the majority-will in
the Council, and thus advises moderation and restraint in
the exercise of the veto.31 Additionally, she holds the view
that unrestrained use of this power is to be condemned as
much as the abuse of any other power.32
India has been critical of the abuse of the veto power
and the way its scope has been expanded to subsidiary
bodies of the Security Council such as the sanctions committees, where the veto has been extended to all 15 members of the committees who can block, object to, or place
on hold any request of a Member State, in effect killing
any proposal on the grounds that consensus is required.33
Highlighting the demographic changes since 1945, India
has stated that as both the total population of the UN’s
membership and the number of UN Member States have
increased more than three times, opposition to a corresponding or smaller increase of the size of the Security
Council is not reasonable.34
India has consistently maintained that the world’s
international institutions, in particular, the UN and its
Security Council, require fundamental change to reflect
contemporary realities.35 She has stressed the role of developing countries in this reform process.36 India remains
convinced that, until comprehensive reform of the Security Council is undertaken, the overall reform of the UN
can only be regarded as piecemeal and incomplete.37 An
important component concerns the exercise of veto.
Article 39 of the UN Charter authorises the Security
Council to make the crucial determination of the existence of a “threat to the peace, breach of the peace, or act
of aggression” and to decide which of the measures enu29
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merated in Articles 41 and 42 to invoke in dealing with
the problem.38 This places the responsibility for ensuring
the peace and security of the entire world on a select few
countries that hardly represent the contemporary global
reality. This affects the legitimacy of the Security Council’s mandate.39
Working groups on Security Council reform have
stated that the Council needs to be more representative,
and have proposed adding additional seats and limiting
the veto power of the permanent members.40 India along
with G4 nations have pushed for reform of the Council
by increasing the number of seats for both the permanent
and non-permanent members: the G4 seek four permanent
seats for themselves, and one more seat for the African
continent.41 As a member of the Non-Aligned Movement,
India had also suggested restricting the use of the veto to
matters under Chapter VII, and requiring at least two vetoes to be cast for a resolution to be defeated.42
4. What Should India Do?
The United Nations Charter lays down a vision of a world
of international peace and security43 where there are enforcement measures to ensure that this is the reality. One
of the most powerful of these measures is collective security, which indicates a resolve of the international community to fight against what is understood as an international
wrong. The decision on when and how to use this measure
was left to the victorious states at the end of World War II.
Their leaders were, in effect, expected to shape the future
of international peace and security through their strength
and expertise.

But the international community is dynamic, not static. It has evolved into a world very different from when
the United Nations Charter was adopted in June 1945.
This has affected our understanding of the foundation of
the exercise of the responsibility that was given to the
powerful nations – the permanent members of the Secu38
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rity Council – to ensure international peace and security.
From an Indian perspective, the current situation therefore amounts to an extended period of morally illegitimate use of the power bestowed upon select powerful
states. India believes there is an urgent need to reassess
the veto power of the permanent members of the Security
Council, and to ensure reform that enables effective use
of collective security measures by the Council.
A permanent member should not be able to prevent
the Security Council from playing its role to maintain or
restore international peace and security. The interest of
humankind in international peace is, at the end of the day,
more fundamental than the more limited interests of any
one government.
India continues to call for a more open, inclusive and
participatory membership and decision-making process
of the Security Council, more accountable to the contemporary world. This would help improve the system of collective security, thus serving the wider needs and interests of humankind. India should continue to push for an
open and more inclusive Security Council which could
increase the legitimacy of the authorisation of collective
security actions.
In certain situations – such as grave humanitarian crises – India should exert pressure on permanent members
of the United Nations Security Council to not use the
veto power. Along this line, France has proposed that the
permanent members should voluntarily refrain from using their veto when dealing with mass atrocity crimes.44
It is appropriate to remind ourselves that in the outcome of the 2005 World Summit, the UN General Assembly adopted a resolution that highlighted the responsibility of the UN to undertake “collective action, in a
timely and decisive manner, through the Security Council, in accordance with the Charter”, including Chapter
VII.45
In the 2009 UN General Assembly debate on the responsibility to protect, India expressed her support for

the use of peaceful means to prevent atrocities. She expressed concerns over interference by Western powers in
the name of humanitarian crises which could jeopardise
sovereignty, but said that measures under Article 42 of
Chapter VII should be implemented on a case-by-case
basis and in co-operation with relevant regional organisations with the proviso that such action should only be
taken when peaceful means are inadequate and national
authorities manifestly fail in discharging their duty.46 The
responsibility to protect stipulation that force can only be
used once the approval of the Security Council has been
obtained appealed to India’s preference for authorised interventions.47
Furthermore, India can initiate the realisation of the
full potential of Article 43 of the UN Charter by pushing for a permanent UN force48 which could de-polarise
the current military interventions of the UN that are based
on mere authorisation of use of force by the UN, implemented by a small group of like-minded states outside the
UN. A permanent, multinational force under the control of
the UN can enhance the effective implementation of collective security action, even when not backed by dominant
contributors.
In consonance with India’s policy to exhaust all
means of pacific settlement of disputes before authorisation of the use of force, India could also push for mandatory utilisation of provisions under Chapter VI of the
UN Charter. The growing complexity in the international
arena makes it pertinent for India to lead by example in
this respect, and to undertake the aforementioned measures for a more inclusive and effective UN.
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