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Conflict Prevention and 
the Responsibility to Protect

c
Alex J. Bellamy

Although the International Commission on Intervention and State Sover-
eignty identified the responsibility to prevent as the single most important
aspect of its report The Responsibility to Protect, most scholarly and polit-
ical attention has been given to the concept’s reaction component rather
than to its prevention component. This article aims to correct this imbal-
ance by examining progress with, changes to, and attitudes toward the
responsibility to prevent since the publication of the commission’s report
in 2001. It seeks to explain the relative neglect of prevention in debates
about The Responsibility to Protect, arguing that the answer can be found
in a combination of doubts about how wide the definition of prevention
should be, political concerns raised by the use of prevention in the war on
terrorism, and practical concerns about the appropriate institutional locus
for responsibility. The article moves on to identify some basic principles
that might help advance the responsibility to prevent. KEYWORDS: respon-
sibility to protect, conflict prevention, UN, institutions, war.

According to the International Commission on Intervention and State
Sovereignty (ICISS), the Responsibility to Protect concept com-
prises three responsibilities relating to deadly conflict and other

human-made catastrophes: to prevent, to react, and to rebuild.1 The respon-
sibility to react has received significant political and scholarly attention and
has dominated debates about the adoption of the responsibility-to-protect
principle by the UN General Assembly at the 2005 World Summit.2 Like-
wise, the responsibility to rebuild has been accompanied by renewed interest
in questions of justice after war (the so-called jus post bellum) and was in-
stitutionalized by the World Summit through the creation of the UN’s Peace-
building Commission. Despite being described as the ”single most important
dimension of the responsibility to protect,” the responsibility to prevent has
been relatively neglected.3 In the World Summit’s Outcome Document, the
UN’s commitment to conflict prevention was kept separate from its commit-
ment to the Responsibility to Protect, and states committed only to help es-
tablish an “early warning” capability for the UN and to support the secre-
tary-general’s Special Advisor on the Prevention of Genocide.4 The call of
the ICISS for measures to centralize preventive efforts, tackle the root
causes of conflict, and enhance direct prevention capabilities was over-
looked in favor of this focus on early warning.
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North-South Cooperation 
in the Refugee Regime: 

The Role of Linkages
c

Alexander Betts

This article explores the role of issue linkage in North-South relations in the
global refugee regime between 1980 and 2005. It argues that North-South
cooperation has been crucial for overcoming collective action failure in the
regime. However, it suggests that because of the absence of a binding nor-
mative framework or overriding interest impelling Northern states to sup-
port refugee protection in the South, the prospects for overcoming North-
South impasse have depended upon the ability of states and the Office of the
United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR) to use issue
linkage to connect the “refugee issue” to states’ wider interests in other issue
areas of global governance—notably migration, security, development, and
peacebuilding. The article makes this argument by examining the four prin-
cipal case studies of UNHCR-led attempts to facilitate North-South coop-
eration in order to address mass influx or protracted refugee situations in
specific regional contexts: the International Conferences on Assistance to
Refugees in Africa of 1981 and 1984; the International Conference on Cen-
tral American Refugees of 1987–1994; the Comprehensive Plan of Action
for Indochinese Refugees of 1988–1996; and the Convention Plus initiative
of 2003–2005. KEYWORDS: refugees, North-South, issue linkage, UNHCR,
international cooperation.

There has been little attempt by academics to apply international rela-
tions theory to understand the refugee regime.1 Nevertheless, the lim-
ited existing literature draws upon regime theory to argue that the

refugee regime is inevitably characterized by collective action failure be-
cause contributions to refugee protection represent a global public good.2

However, this literature has two central limitations: first, it fails to account
for the centrality of North-South relations in reference to refugee protec-
tion; second, it tends to see the refugee regime in isolation, divorced from
other issue areas of global governance. Yet exploring these dimensions is
crucial to understanding the prospects for multilateral cooperation on refu-
gee issues. Rather than being characterized by the game theoretical analogy
of Prisoner’s Dilemma, as the existing literature claims, collective action
failure has often been based on a specifically North-South impasse, more ap-
propriately represented by the analogy of a “suasion game” situation. Draw-
ing upon the international relations theory literature on issue linkages, this
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Globalization, Competition, 
and Convergence: Shipping and 

the Race to the Middle
c

Elizabeth R. DeSombre

This article examines the impact of globalization on international envi-
ronmental, safety, and labor standards through the lens of impact of open
registration in shipping—the ability of shipowners to choose in which
states to register their ships. Shipowners have moved registration of ships
to low-standard states, while traditional national registries relaxed standards
in an effort to keep ship registrations. But recent successes in increasing
standards have come from mechanisms of exclusion: ships that remain
outside the international regulatory process are prevented from benefiting
from their free riding by the imposition of trade restrictions, dockworker
boycotts, and inspection and detention processes that single out those
operating outside the international regulatory framework. KEYWORDS: glob-
alization, environmental standards, labor standards, international regula-
tion, ships.

T hose concerned about globalization generally have long been con-
cerned that international competition will lead to a downward con-
vergence of environmental and labor standards. This convergence

could happen individually—states could competitively lower standards in
an effort to lure industry and thus gain economic advantage, in what is re-
ferred to as a regulatory “race to the bottom,” or it could happen collec-
tively, as international standards mandate a least-common-denominator
level of regulation.1

Ingo Walter, despite noting the contribution of environmental costs to
plant closings in the United States, suggests that the bulk of the evidence
“does not suggest massive environment-induced locational shifting thus
far.”2 Yet evidence, both anecdotal and statistical, suggests that industries
sometimes will move to take advantage of low environmental or labor regu-
lations. Walter, despite the broad conclusion of minimal shifting, does point
to smelters, refineries, and asbestos plants that were constructed outside the
United States due to weaker environmental controls elsewhere. An exami-
nation of level of environmental regulation and industry location choices in
states belonging to the Organization for Economic and Community Devel-
opment (OECD) finds a relationship between environmental regulations
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Myths of Membership: 
The Politics of Legitimation in 
UN Security Council Reform

c
Ian Hurd

The need to expand the UN Security Council is usually justified as neces-
sary to update Council membership in light of changes in world politics.
The mismatch between the existing membership and the increasingly
diverse population of states is said to delegitimatize the Council. This
rests on an implicit hypothesis about the source of institutional legitimacy.
This article surveys reform proposals and finds five distinct claims about
the connection between membership and legitimacy, each of which is
either logically inconsistent or empirically implausible. If formal member-
ship is indeed the key to institutional legitimacy, the causal link remains at
best indeterminate, and we may have to look elsewhere for a theory of
legitimation. We must also look for explanations for why the language of
legitimation is so prevalent in the rhetoric of Council reform. KEYWORDS:
legitimacy, Security Council reform, United Nations, diversity, inequality.

Among the competing proposals for reforming the UN Security
Council, one theme is a near constant: that the Council’s legitimacy
is in peril unless the body can be reformed to account for recent

changes in world politics. This consensus is driven by a number of devel-
opments: geopolitical changes (in the distribution of military and economic
power), systemic changes after decolonization (which multiplied the num-
ber of UN members), and normative changes (in the value given to diver-
sity, equity, and representation). The result, summarized in the New York
Times, is that the Security Council “is indisputably out of date.”1 Most ar-
guments in favor of Council expansion identify the gap between Council
membership and international realities as a threat specifically to the legiti-
macy of the Council. The gap is an objective fact, but the link to legitimacy
is what gives it its political salience and has made it a controversial matter
in world politics. This article investigates this link. Conventional wisdom
holds that the Council’s outdated membership causes delegitimation but the
causal mechanics behind this delegitimation are rarely explained.

The process by which institutions become legitimized or delegitimized is
a hotly contested matter among organizational sociologists, and yet in the
Council reform debates the connection between legitimacy and membership
has been treated as unproblematic, even self-evident. I set out below a number
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Mitigating the Moral Hazard 
of Humanitarian Intervention:

Lessons from Economics
c

Alan J. Kuperman

The emerging norm of humanitarian intervention, or the Responsibility to
Protect, resembles a social insurance policy to protect ethnic groups against
genocide and ethnic cleansing. If a state perpetrates such genocidal vio-
lence, the norm calls for a payout—up to and including military interven-
tion—to protect the group and ensure its security, often by enhancing its
autonomy from the state. Unfortunately, this leads to a common pathology
of insurance—moral hazard—whereby the expected payout for a loss unin-
tentionally encourages excessively risky or fraudulent behavior. Thus, some
militants may rebel despite the risk of provoking state retaliation, because
they expect any resulting atrocities to attract intervention that facilitates
their rebellion. This article summarizes recently published evidence for this
dynamic, explores the feasibility of adapting insurance strategies that miti-
gate moral hazard, and then proposes a reform of humanitarian intervention
based on the most feasible of these adapted strategies. KEYWORDS: humani-
tarian intervention, moral hazard, genocide, ethnic conflict, Responsibility
to Protect, norms.

The emerging norm of humanitarian intervention, or Responsibility to
Protect, resembles an imperfect insurance policy to protect ethnic
groups against genocide and ethnic cleansing. If a state threatens to

perpetrate such genocidal violence, the norm calls for a payout—up to and
including military intervention—to protect the group and ensure its secu-
rity, often by enhancing the group’s autonomy from the state. Unfortunately,
this leads to a common pathology of insurance—moral hazard—whereby the
expected payout for a loss unintentionally encourages excessively risky or
fraudulent behavior. Accordingly, some militants may rebel despite the risk
of provoking state retaliation, because they expect any resulting atrocities to
attract intervention that facilitates their rebellion. Ultimately intervention
may help their rebellion succeed, but it often is too feeble or too late to avert
state retaliation, just as insurance does not always restore the status quo ante
even if it provides compensation. Underscoring the danger, the literature
documents that rebellion is the most common trigger for genocidal violence
by states.1 Thus, contrary to its intent, the emerging norm of humanitarian
intervention may actually cause some genocidal violence that otherwise
would not occur (Figure 1). Although moral hazard has only recently been
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Funding the International 
Refugee Regime: 

Implications for Protection
c

Beth Elise Whitaker

Despite the abundance of literature on international regimes, little atten-
tion has been given to how they are funded and the impact of funding on
regime performance. This article examines how donor funding has affected
the underlying principle of protection in the international refugee regime.
It focuses on the case of Tanzania, where refugee protection standards
have declined consistently over the past twelve years, and argues that a
shortage of funding within the regime has contributed to the shift in gov-
ernment policy in several ways. To the extent that funding cuts have had
an influence on declining protection standards, this case suggests that
resource shortages may cause practice within an international regime to
become inconsistent with its underlying principles, thus weakening the
overall regime. KEYWORDS: international regimes, refugees, funding, com-
pliance, Africa.

For years, international relations scholars have been seeking to under-
stand the formation and effectiveness of international regimes.1 Most
studies have focused on how regimes are created, the reasons for co-

operation, and the extent to which regimes influence state behavior.2 Real-
ists argue that international regimes are reflections of state interests and
power. They form when the interests of powerful states converge, and they
change when those interests change or the distribution of power is altered.
They have no independent effect on state behavior. Functionalists see re-
gimes as a response to perceived needs. The uncertainty associated with un-
regulated patterns of behavior leads to a demand for international regimes,
which are supplied by willing states. As long as they continue to be effec-
tive, regimes put structural constraints on state action. Constructivists focus
on the importance of ideas in the creation and perpetuation of regimes.
Through their control of information and decisionmaking processes, regimes
create knowledge and socialize participants, thus independently influencing
state behavior.

Despite the abundance of literature on international regimes, surprisingly
little attention has been given to how they are funded and the impact of fund-
ing on regime performance.3 Funding can provide an incentive for member
states to comply with an international regime. In the environmental sector,
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