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Exploring international organisations’ idiosyncratic reluctance to 

human rights 

Arnaud Louwette1 

Introduction 

As international organisations have increasingly been tasked with missions traditionally fulfilled by 

States, the move towards institutions has carried with it hopes of a truly universal international law. 

Over the past years however, this vision has become increasingly disenchanted as international 

organisations, once seen a symbol of neutrality and legality, have committed human rights violations 

in the course of fulfilling their mandates. In practice, though, repeated calls for accountability and 

respect for human rights have been met with limited success. While it is hardly debated that 

international organizations have to respect human rights, the precise content of their obligations 

remains a highly controversial topic2.  

In this context, international organizations have for the most part argued that they were specific 

institutions and that human rights had to be tailored to these specificities. They have resisted the 

application of human rights and argued that it was up to themselves to define how human rights norms 

were binding them. Be it the Security Council, the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees 

(UNHCR), the various parts of the World Bank or even the United Nations Mission in Kosovo (UNMIK) 

– arguably the subsidiary organ of an international organisation bearing the most resemblance to a 

State – they have all tried to tailor human rights to their needs and resisted their applicability. While 

these organizations may contribute to promoting human rights compliance by their member States, 

as far as their own actions are concerned, they see these human rights as a burden unduly imposed on 

their action. 

As we shall see, these organizations have all argued they were sui generis institutions and that this 

warranted some adaptions to how human rights should apply to them. In other words, their discourse 
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on human rights is largely “idiosyncratic”. Through the use of that qualifying adjective, I wish to 

highlight a specific characteristic of international organizations’ discourse on the applicability of human 

rights to their actions: they argue that the law should be tailored to their individual characteristics 

(section 1). 

The fact that international organizations have argued that the law applicable to them should reflect 

their specificities is hardly surprising. It echoes the tendency in the law of international organizations 

to resort to a discourse on the function of organizations in order to assert the law applicable to each 

organization3. According to Jan Klabbers, functionalism is “essentially a principal–agent theory, with a 

collective principal (the member states) assigning one or more specific tasks – functions – to their 

agent”4. Functionalism is thus a normative theory. It is a theory that “aims to tell us how organizations 

should and may behave”5. Concretely though, the fact that international organizations are assigned a 

specific function has two consequences which contribute to explaining international organizations’ 

idiosyncratic reluctance to human rights (section 2). First, the realisation of the primary function of 

each organisation has become a doxa for their respective bureaucracies, a “set of ideas, norms, and 

other types of knowledge that are generally accepted as axiomatic within a given social situation”6, 

which make these unwilling to integrate human rights7. Second, their member States are often keen 

to take part in defining how the organization should realize its function. With respect to the case at 

hand, we will see that one of the major reasons why international organizations have tried to limit the 

applicability of human rights to their action is that their member States are reticent to a broad 

applicability of human rights law to the organizations they have created.  

1. Tailoring and resisting human rights  

Over the years, the idea that international organizations should respect human rights has garnered 

considerable traction. When confronted to reality though, that idea has encountered important 

resistance by international organisations. While most of these have not explicitly rejected the 
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applicability of human rights, most have tried to tone down the consequences of that applicability or, 

in other words, to tailor human rights. 

This is for instance the case of the Security Council. Famously under the pressure of judicial decisions 

such as Kadi or Al Dulimi8, the Security Council has progressively accepted to introduce recourse 

mechanisms in order to preserve the efficiency of its sanctions regimes9. It has, however, done so with 

considerable reluctance. While it created the Office of the Ombudsperson of the Al Qaeda/Daech 

Sanctions Committee, it constantly refused to cede to the Ombudsperson the final say in delisting 

decisions. It has moreover refused to grant the successive ombudspersons conditions of employment 

that would guarantee their formal independence10. The former ombudsperson herself, Kimberly Prost, 

has acknowledged that fact and considered that if her office “deliver[s] a fair process, with an effective 

remedy”11, it was only because her staff strives to “operate in a fiercely independent manner”, not 

because of guarantees implemented to that effect by the Security Council12.  

Interestingly, Kimberley Prost admits that, to some extent, to tailor human rights to the specific 

context of the Security Council is not problematic:  

One of the first issues that I faced as Ombudsperson, and I don’t think it is a question that the 

courts have addressed at all, is how to define fair process in the unique context of Security 

Council sanctions. As we all know, fair process is always contextual. The rights of individuals in 

a criminal case are very different from their rights in an administrative case, even domestically. 

And as between legal systems, the content and contours of fair process can vary significantly13. 

[emphasis added] 

A similar pattern can be found across other international organizations who also argue that human 

rights standards usually applicable to States have to be tailored to their own specificities. The UNHCR 

for instance considers that: 
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The [refugee status determination] Procedural Standards reflect the particular constraints and 

challenges under which UNHCR must conduct [refugee status determination]. They are not 

intended to identify standards for national procedures, which in certain States may exceed the 

standards proposed14. 

The International Finance Corporation (IFC) has similarly decided to tailor human rights to its specific 

context. Unlike other branches of the Word Bank, the International Finance Corporation, which 

finances private companies, has integrated human rights through its “Sustainability framework” which 

defines IFC's normative commitments to environmental and social sustainability15. The integration was 

largely motivated by private corporations’ incremental acknowledgment that there was a “business 

case” for respecting human rights16. Human rights should be respected, not only because of their 

normativity, but because doing so would limit the exposure of the corporations financed by IFC to 

social and environmental risks. Taking this instrumental motivation into account, the IFC decided to 

have limited references to human rights in its social and environmental policies. Rather, it elected to 

“translate” human rights into environmental and social norms, arguing that those were more adapted 

to a business context17. For the IFC:  

Many human rights risks for business can be effectively addressed through social and 

environmental considerations. As a result, the focus of the Performance Standards continues 

to be on social and environmental issues. IFC decided not to create a separate standard on 

human rights, but instead chose to strengthen the environmental and social requirements in 

the Standards within their existing structure18. 
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For instance, according to the organization, the right to life is adequately protected by environmental 

and social norms that impose notably the prohibition of child labor, an obligation to enterprises to 

avoid or reduce pollution caused by a project, or an obligation to minimize the risk that a project may 

reduce access to natural resources by affected communities19. 

While the IFC has tailored human rights to its specific context, it has at least acknowledged some 

specific obligations in that regard. Other branches of the World Bank by comparison, such as the 

International Bank for Reconstruction and Development (IBRD) and the International Development 

Association (IDA), have been much more reluctant to admit that they could even take into account 

human rights. This reluctance has been well documented20. From Ibrahim Shihata’s initial push for a 

reconstruction of the Bank’s status in order to allow taking into account human rights in exceptional 

circumstances21, to the outward rejection of Roberto Danino’s human rights policy when he was the 

general counsel of the World Bank22, the relationship of the Bank can be at best described as 

tumultuous. For these branches of the World Bank Group:  

                                                           

19 ibid 4. 
20 See notably, Galit A Sarfaty, Values in Translation: Human Rights and the Culture of the World Bank (Stanford 
University Press 2012). 
21 See notably, Laurence Boisson de Chazournes, ‘The Bretton Woods Institutions and Human Rights: Converging 
Tendencies’ in W Benedek, F Marella and Koen De Feyter (eds), Economic Globalisation and Human Rights 
(Oxford University Press 2007) 214; Daniel D Bradlow and Claudio Grossman, ‘Limited Mandates and Intertwined 
Problems: A New Challenge for the World Bank and the IMF’ (1995) 17 Human Rights Quarterly 411, 431; Daniel 
D Bradlow, ‘The World Bank, the IMF, and Human Rights’ (1996) 6 Transnational Law & Contemporary Problems 
47, 60; Ronald Janse, ‘Entering the Forbidden Zone: The World Bank, Criminal Justice Reform and the Political 
Prohibition Clause’ (2014) 10 International Organizations Law Review 81, 95; Hassane Cissé, ‘Should the Political 
Prohibition in Charters of International Financial Institutions Be Revisited? The Case of the World Bank’ in 
Hassane Cissé, Daniel D Bradlow and Benedict Kingsbury (eds), The World Bank Legal Review - Law, international 
financial institutions and global legal governance, vol 3 (World Bank 2011) 73; Hassane Cissé, Daniel D Bradlow 
and Benedict Kingsbury (eds), The World Bank Legal Review - Law, International Financial Institutions and Global 
Legal Governance, vol 3 (World Bank 2012); Gernot Brodnig, ‘The World Bank and Human Rights: Mission 
Impossible?’ [2001] Carr Center for Human Rights Policy - Working Paper 5 
<http://info.worldbank.org/etools/docs/library/244455/day1world%20bank%20and%20human%20rights.pdf> 
accessed 14 July 2012; John D Ciorciari, ‘The Lawful Scope of Human Rights Criteria in World Bank Credit 
Decisions: An Interpretive Analysis of the IBRD and IDA Articles of Agreement’ (2000) 33 Cornell International 
Law Journal 331, 335–338; Clapham (n 2) 148; Dana L Clark, ‘The World Bank and Human Rights: The Need for 
Greater Accountability’ (2002) 15 Harvard Human Rights Journal 205, 214; World Bank Group - Oral History 
Program, ‘Transcript of Oral History Interview with Ibrahim F. I. Shihata’ (2000) 85 <http://www-
wds.worldbank.org/external/default/WDSContentServer/WDSP/IB/2013/07/15/000356161_20130715165420/
Rendered/PDF/791220TRN0Shih0Box0377367B00PUBLIC0.pdf> accessed 9 October 2015; Ibrahim Shihata, 
‘Human Rights, Development, and International Financial Institutions’ (1993) 8 American University Journal of 
International Law and Policy 27. 
22 Roberto Dañino, ‘“The Legal Aspects of the World Bank’s Work on Human Rights”, Speech made at the 
conference “Human Rights and Development: Towards Mutual Reinforcement”’ (2004) 
<http://siteresources.worldbank.org/INTLAWJUSTICE/214576-
1139604306966/21144248/HumanRightsNewYork030104.pdf> accessed 6 August 2014; See also, Roberto 
Dañino, ‘The Legal Aspects of the World Bank’s Work on Human Rights’ (2007) 8 Studies in International 



 6 

[…] the World Bank’s activities support the realization of human rights expressed in the 

Universal Declaration of Human Rights. Through the projects it finances, and in a manner 

consistent with its Articles of Agreement, the World Bank seeks to avoid adverse impacts and 

will continue to support its member countries as they strive to progressively achieve their 

human rights commitments23. [emphasis added] 

In this quote, the use of the expression “in a manner consistent with its Articles of Agreement” refers 

to two prohibitions contained in the Articles of Agreement: the prohibition to intervene in the internal 

affairs of member states and the prohibition to take into account non-economic considerations24. 

Explaining the interaction between these prohibitions and the applicability of human rights would 

largely exceed the scope of this contribution25. Suffice to say here that reference to these prohibitions 

has been central in the debate regarding the relationship between the Articles of Agreement and 

human rights. More specifically, arguing that the IBRD and IDA should take into account human rights 

has consistently required a demonstration of the economic impact of human rights violations as well 

as a justification that taking these into account would not constitute a political interference26. In this 

context, human rights have been met with such resistance that Philip Alston has even described 

“human rights” as “the two words that scare the World Bank”27.  

Yet, even international organizations whose constitutive instruments were relatively clear as to the 

possibility to take into account human rights have proven reluctant to their applicability and tried to 

tailor human rights to their needs. Nowhere is it more evident than in the case of the United Nations 

Mission in Kosovo. Granted, Resolution 1244 which had created UNMIK had merely specified that the 

Mission had the obligation to “protect and promote human rights”, without any reference to an 

obligation to respect these28. However, less than a month after the adoption of that resolution, the 

Secretary General had specified that UNMIK had to “embe[d] a culture of human rights in all areas of 
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activity, and [had to] adopt human rights policies in respect of its administrative functions”29. Adopted 

shortly after, UNMIK’s Regulation No. 1999/1 further stated that “all persons undertaking public duties 

or holding public office in Kosovo shall observe internationally recognized human rights standards” 

and Regulation 1999/24 clarified which specific instruments reflected those standards30.  

Despite these instruments though, UNMIK has consistently argued that the specific context in which it 

operated justified a differentiated application of human rights. Before its own Human Rights Advisory 

Panel for instance, UNMIK has argued that its specific context justified that it could not carry adequate 

investigations for all cases of enforced disappearances having occurred in the aftermath of NATO’s 

intervention in Kosovo31. Similarly, it has argued that the fact that it had a definite budget limited its 

obligations with regard to social and economic rights and prevented it from to providing adequate 

pensions32. In other words, UNMIK argued that human rights had to be tailored to its specific context. 

These arguments have been consistently rejected by the Human Rights Advisory Panel33. Yet, the 

creation of this institution was in itself a case of human rights resistance by the United Nations. 

Probably, the subsidiary organ of an international organisation bearing the most resemblance to a 

State, UNMIK has from the outset limited the powers of the Panel, arguing that it would be impossible 

to create a judicial organ with jurisdiction on UNMIK as this would, for some obscure reason, violate 

the UN’s own immunities34. Even after its creation as an “advisory” Panel, UNMIK has consistently tried 

to cripple the Panel, refusing to renew some of its members or introducing sudden new admissibility 

requirements in order to get rid of annoying cases35. It has moreover systematically refused to comply 
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44 
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with the findings of the Panel36. UNMIK’s resistance to the work of the Panel has actually been such 

that in its last annual report, the Panel concluded its mandate with this candid assertion:  

Now that the Panel has concluded its mandate, putting an end to an eight-year process of 

issuing admissibility decisions, opinions, and recommendations, the Panel is forced to proclaim 

this process a total failure. UNMIK remains as unaccountable now for the human rights 

violations that it committed as it was in 2004 when the Venice Commission proposed to 

establish a mechanism to bring some oversight to UNMIK’s compliance with human rights 

standards. Due to UNMIK’s unwillingness to follow any of the Panel’s recommendations and 

UNMIK’s general intransigence, the HRAP process has obtained no redress for the 

complainants. As such, they have been victimized twice by UNMIK: by the original human 

rights violations committed against them and again by putting their hope and trust into this 

process. For many years, the Panel has exhorted UNMIK and the United Nations to undertake 

some beneficial activity on behalf of the complainants before the HRAP’s mandate concluded; 

shamefully, this did not occur. Now, the Panel can only wonder what might have been possible 

if UNMIK had undertaken to collaborate with the Panel in good faith, instead of turning this 

process into a human rights minstrel show. For its part, the Panel apologizes profusely to the 

complainants for its role in this sham37. [emphasis added] 

Far from having been a landmark towards increased human rights accountability, the creation of 

UNMIK’s Human Rights Advisory Panel epitomizes the reluctance of international organizations to see 

their action subjected to human rights review. It illustrates the general tendency of organizations to 

decide when and how human rights law should apply to them. 

2. Explaining international organisations’ tailoring and resistance to human 

rights 

It is somewhat trite to mention that international organizations having been created to realize a 

function and States expect these to realize that function. Yet, it explains to some extent why 

international organisations have resisted the applicability of human rights and tried to tailor those to 

their needs. First, as international organizations have been created in order to realize a specific 

function, their creation has been accompanied by the development of a bureaucracy sharing ideas and 

types of knowledge considered to be adequate for the realization of the function of each organization. 

These ideas and types of knowledge, however, can make international organization’s bureaucracies 

unwilling to integrate human rights (section a)38. Second, over the years States have deliberately acted 
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to prevent international organisations from taking on an increased role in ensuring respect for human 

rights (section b). 

a. International organizations’ bureaucracies’ resistance to human 

rights 

According to Barnett and Finnemore: 

[International organizations] are conferred authority because they embody rational-legal 

principles that modernity values and are identified with liberal values that are viewed as 

legitimate and progressive. Bureaucracies, international and otherwise, contain authority that 

derives from their rational-legal character39. 

In other words, the authority of international organizations rests on their capacity to present their 

decisions as rational decisions taken to further the realization of a function perceived as legitimate and 

progressive. This has two consequences. First, international organizations tend to see the realization 

of their mandate as an inherently good thing, the embodiment of the values of a community of States. 

They see the realization of their function as essential to protecting universal interests and see human 

rights as a burden preventing them from realizing that function efficiently. Second, the creation of 

each international organization has been accompanied the development of epistemic communities 

sharing common values, modes of reasoning and languages, communities oriented towards the 

realization of their assigned purpose40. However, those epistemic communities are sometimes not 

conversant in the language of human rights.  

Peter Woicke, for instance, when he was Executive Vice-President of IFC stated that: 

There are three lingua franca of globalization: the languages of finance, environmental 

sustainability, and human rights. Each represents a powerful constituency and is a force for 

social change that continues gathering momentum. Unfortunately, until recently, there were 

few experts, and even fewer institutions, conversant in all three languages or in the challenges 

and potential their underlying activities represent41. 
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This echoes the seminal works of Galit Sarfaty who demonstrated that World Bank's management, 

composed essentially of economists, is reluctant to accept the relevance of legal expertise which it 

sees as inflexible and inadequate to the constraints of its work42. This assessment was also made by 

the Compliance Advisor Ombudsman (CAO) of the IFC and of the Multilateral Investment Guarantee 

Agency (MIGA). Akin to the World Bank Inspection Panel of the IBRD and IDA, the CAO is mandated to 

monitor IFC and MIGA staff against the institution's internal environmental and social standards and 

to advise both institutions on these issues43. 

In the Dinant case, the CAO was confronted to a situation where the IFC had granted Dinant, a 

Honduran company, a $30 million loan for the development of its food activities related to palm oil 

production in Honduras. This project had been approved by IFC management despite numerous 

reports of tensions and violence related to land disputes in the project area44. The violence, attributed 

in part to Dinant, had continued throughout the project, leading to forced evictions and acts of violence 

by the company's security forces against small farmers opposing their eviction. In this case, the CAO 

noted shortcomings in IFC's supervision of the implementation of the project. In this context, the Panel 

decided to draw on the Guiding Principles on Business and Human Rights developed by John Ruggie, 

to assess the adequacy of the due diligence carried by the IFC45. For the IFC's oversight body, though, 

the fact that acts of violence and forced evictions had been committed against small Honduran farmers 

was not the result of the inadequacy or imprecision of IFC’s environmental and social standards46. It 

did not proceed from the fact that human rights had not been explicitly integrated in those standards. 

IFC management shortcomings were “a product of the relative dominance of investment department 

staff and interests in IFC’s organizational structure and culture”47.  

More specifically, the CAO noted that the department in charge of environmental and social 

assessment was systemically understaffed and composed mostly of junior staff members48. Even more 

serious, investment staff were not sanctioned in the event of environmental and social problems and 

were only assessed on the basis of financial considerations. On the contrary, the possibilities of 
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Journal of International Law and Politics 1279. 
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27, 29. 
45 ibid 53. 
46 ibid 55–56. 
47 ibid 57. 
48 ibid. 
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promotion or salary increase for the personnel in charge of environmental and social due diligence 

depended on its positive evaluation by the investment department, whereas the former was precisely 

supposed to be a watchdog of the latter49. In this context, IFC financial staff was thus encouraged to 

minimize or even hide the risks associated with a project. For the CAO : 

[T]hese deficiencies in performance may be seen as a by-product of what has [been] described 

as a culture of risk aversion at the Bank. In a risk averse setting, accountability for results 

defined primarily in financial terms may incentivize staff to overlook, fail to articulate or even 

conceal potential [environmental and social] and reputational risks50.  

These conclusions are in line with those of Galit Sarfaty concerning the IBRD and IDA. According to her, 

the organization's culture of these institution values the short-term financial results of a project. Since 

staff remuneration and promotion opportunities are linked to the approval of a project and not to its 

impact, staff are encouraged to minimize risks, especially since projects are carried out over several 

years51. The Dinant case illustrates a similar culture in which environmental and social risks – and thus 

risks related to human rights violations – are minimized52. It shows a bureaucracy whose culture, and  

more specifically the primacy given to investment considerations, prevents it from identifying and 

remedying human rights violations. 

b. Member States resistance to human rights 

However, while epistemic culture can account for why international organizations such as the IFC tend 

to tailor human rights to their needs or resist those, pressure by Member States also factors 

importantly in this tendency. I have mentioned earlier the unwillingness of the IBRD and IDA to so 

much as mention human rights53. This tendency can be largely traced back to the reticence of some of 

its member States to see human rights integrated in the internal rules binding these branches of the 

World Bank. This becomes fairly explicit if one examines the process that led to the adoption of the 

new Environmental and social Framework of the World Bank which has replaced its old operational 

policies54. During that process, numerous civil society organizations had encouraged the Bank to take 

                                                           

49 ibid. 
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a more ambitious stance on human rights55. This was also the case of some of its member States. For 

instance, the Netherlands and Belgium argued that “[t]he World Bank should include human rights in 

the proposed framework”56. This position was shared by the Nordic and Baltic States57, as well as by 

the United States58.  

Yet, despite these important endorsements, the Bank declined to further integrate human rights, 

afraid that doing so would lead it to lose some of its most important clients to other lenders59. In the 

words of the Bank’s former president, James Wolfensohn, “to some of [the Bank’s] shareholders the 

very mention of the words human rights is inflammatory language”60. Kenya, for instance, had 

submitted that “[a]dding concerns (such as support for human rights) and requirements [..] may slow 

down the project-cycle, and negatively impact project effectiveness, by placing more responsibilities 

on the borrower”61. The concern was shared by India which considered that the principle of non-

discrimination envisaged by the Bank was too broad62. It was also shared by Ethiopia for instance, one 

                                                           

55 World Bank, ‘Consultation with Civil Society, Nairobi’ (2015) 2 
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accessed 30 October 2015. 
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of the most important borrowers of IDA, who considered that introducing human rights in the Bank’s 

regulations would render IDA’s lending less efficient and would cause severe complications63.  

The role played by Members States is even more important for an institution such as the Security 

Council which does not have an autonomous bureaucracy. In this context, reluctance of its member 

States prevents the Council from fully integrating human rights. With regards to targeted sanctions for 

instance, it is undeniable that the creation of the Ombudsperson of the Al Qaeda/Daech Sanctions 

Committee had been sponsored by some member States in response to judicial challenges to 

sanctions64. Yet since 2014, despite new judicial contestations of the sanctions and despite some States 

advocating for more reforms65, the Council has declined to so much as officially discuss the power of 

the Ombudsperson66. It has also refused to extend the mandate of the latter to other sanctions 

regimes, which shows that some of its member States were clearly opposed to further reform67.  

Conclusion: addressing IOs idiosyncratic reluctance to human rights 

Time and again, international organizations have proven reluctant to accept human rights as norms 

applicable to their actions. While they do not dispute the principle, in practice, they tend to tailor 

human rights to their needs. They argue that human rights have to be adapted given that international 

organisations have been created, unlike States, for a specific function which warrants adaptations to 

the human rights framework.  

The problem here is not so much that human rights have to be tailored to an actor with specific powers. 

After all, this possibility has been acknowledged, notably by the European Court of human rights which 

admitted that rights can be “divided and tailored” to account for the varying degree of control a State 

may have over an individual68. The problem in the present case is that it is the international 

organization in question who decides when and how human rights should apply to it. This is what I’ve 
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termed idiosyncratic reluctance to human rights: the process through which an organization supposed 

to be kept in check by the existence of a right redefines the boundaries of that right to adapt it to the 

alleged sui generis character of the organization. In this context, far from being universal norms 

opposable to power, human rights lose their radicality69. They become a mere reflection of 

international organizations’ preferences.  

Of course, one easy fix to the problem would be to create courts and tribunals with the competence 

to adjudicate potential violations of human rights by international organizations. For most 

organizations though, this potential fix remains a very abstract possibility. UNMIK’s Human Rights 

Advisory Panel self-professed failure shows how far international organizations are willing to go to 

avoid being subject to external review. The easy fix is thus, so far, a mirage, which only leaves one 

possibility: trying to change international organizations views on human rights. 

However, international organizations do not exist as abstractions. International organizations 

themselves do not actually have “views” or “preferences”, despite my previous use of these two 

expressions. They are bureaucracies whose work remains highly influenced by their Member States, 

even when those bureaucracies have considerable autonomy such as in the case of the IBRD and IDA. 

This leaves two ways for contesting international organizations’ tendency of tailoring human rights to 

their needs. First, one can try to alter the concerned bureaucracy’s culture in order to address 

epistemic issues preventing it from seeing the relevance of human rights. This is for instance what has 

been done by the Castan Centre for Human Rights Law in his study called « Human Rights 

Translated »70. By translating human rights into economic terms, this study has been instrumental in 

allowing the IFC to take rights into account when it reviewed its “Sustainability framework”71. One 

could, however, make a valid case that translating rights into economic considerations actually 

weakens rights as they become one economic consideration amongst others72. Solving this dilemma 

lies well beyond the scope of this contribution and there may actually be no solving it, only contextual 

choices made by actors with limited capacity to influence international organizations. A second way 

for contesting international organizations reluctant views on human rights is to try to change their 

member States’ views on the role of the organization and its constraints. That, however, is also easier 
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said than done. And for instance, efforts to influence the Security Council’s views on sanctions by 

contesting their national and regional implementations have largely stalled since 2014. 
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