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[bookmark: _GoBack]Since its formation in 1945, the United Nations (UN) has played a key role in international relations.[endnoteRef:1] The world organisation has made significant contributions in solving global problems and shaping global order.[endnoteRef:2] In fact, the UN has been at the centre of global governance and multilateral diplomacy and the main avenue for the creation of international norms and public policies.[endnoteRef:3] The United Nations Secretary-General (UNSG), no doubt, has played an important part in this context. The UNSG sits in a unique position among the heads of other multilateral organisations. Unlike others, the UN has universal membership and covers the widest range of issues. The UNSG is primus inter pares among the leadership of other inter-governmental organisations and, arguably, sits at the helm of global governance. He symbolises the highest level of leadership in the UN and his position as a global leader is a reflection of the level of regard with which the UN is viewed in the world at any given time.[endnoteRef:4] Among the key concerns of the international community are threats to global peace and security. The resolution of these being one of the primary objectives of the organisation places the UN in a very important position along with its chief administrative officer—the UNSG.[endnoteRef:5]  [1:  Adam Roberts and Benedict Kingsbury, “Introduction: The UN’s Role in International Society since 1945,” in United Nations, Divided World: The UN’s Roles in International Relations,” eds. Adam Roberts and Benedict Kingsbury (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1988), 1.]  [2:  Thomas G. Weiss, Would the World be Better Without the UN? (Cambridge: Polity Press, 2018). ]  [3:  Karen A. Mingst and Margaret P. Karns, The United Nations in the 21st Century (Boulder: Westview Press, 2017), 1.]  [4:  Benjamin Rivlin, “The Changing International Climate and the Secretary-General,” in The Challenging Role of the UN Secretary-General: Making “The Most Impossible Job in the World” Possible, eds. Benjamin Rivlin and Leon Gordenker (Westport: Praeger, 1993), 5.]  [5:  Kent J. Kille, From Manager to Visionary: The Secretary-General of the United Nations (New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2006), 1.] 

	In 1997, Kofi Annan became the seventh UNSG and served two consecutive terms ending in 2006. Bellamy (2007) reports that the view of both the critics and supporters of Annan converged around the notion that he was the most significant UNSG since Dag Hammarskjöld.[endnoteRef:6] Annan’s tenure was characterised by a particularly challenging period which he sought to overcome in innovative ways, mirroring the approach and the calibre of Hammarskjöld.[endnoteRef:7] Overall, Annan “is widely regarded as a secretary-general in the mold of Hammarskjöld, the most renowned of his predecessors.”[endnoteRef:8] Traub posits that, arguably, Annan was the most popular holder of the office of the UNSG.[endnoteRef:9] Annan is touted to have been the UNSG to have made the greatest contribution to the promotion of human dignity[endnoteRef:10] and to have been the most conscious of his potential role as a norm entrepreneur.[endnoteRef:11] Upon winning the Nobel Peace Prize in 2001—the only living UNSG to have done so—the Nobel Committee stated that Kofi Annan was unsurpassed in bringing new energy and hope to the UN and in a very short space of time after becoming UNSG. Additionally, he was able to boost the UN’s global prestige and enhance its “internal morale the likes of which the organization had hardly seen in its over fifty-year history, with the possible exception of its very first optimistic years.”[endnoteRef:12] Annan was also unique in that he was the first UNSG from Sub-Saharan Africa.[endnoteRef:13] [6:  Alex J. Bellamy, Reviewed Work: The Best Intentions: Kofi Annan and the UN in the Era of American World Power by James Traub, International Affairs (Royal Institute of International Affairs 1944–) 83, no. 3 (2007): 579; and (2007): 579; and David S. Yost, “Introduction: Thinking about ‘Enlightenment’ and ‘Counter-Enlightenment’ in Nuclear Policies,” International Affairs (Royal Institute of International Affairs 1944–) 83, no. 3 (2007): 427–30, https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2346.2007.00629.x.]  [7:  Brian Urquhart, “The Evolution of the Secretary-General,” in Secretary or General? The UN Secretary-General in World Politics, ed. Simon Chesterman (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2007), 27. ]  [8:  Stanley Meisler, Kofi Annan: A Man of Peace in a World of War (Hoboken: John Wiley & Sons, 2007), 4. ]  [9:  James Traub, The Best Intentions: Kofi Annan and the UN in the Era of American World Power (New York: Farrar, Straus and Giroux, 2006), xiii.]  [10:  Abiodun Williams, “The UN Secretary-General and Human Dignity: The Case of Kofi Annan,” in Human Dignity and the Future of Global Institutions, eds. Mark P. Lagon and Anthony Clark Arend (Washington DC: Georgetown University Press, 2014), 67–84.]  [11:  Ian Johnstone, “The Secretary General as a Norm Entrepreneur,” in Secretary or General? The UN Secretary-General in World Politics, ed. Simon Chesterman (New York: Cambridge University Press, 2007), 123–38.]  [12:  “United Nations and Kofi Annan,” United Nations, https://www.un.org/en/sections/nobel-peace-prize/united-nations-and-kofi-annan/index. ]  [13:  Meisler, Kofi Annan: A Man of Peace, 147.] 

	Kofi Annan passed away on 18 August 2018. Considering his stellar legacy, the Institute of International Relations at The University of the West Indies convened a symposium to honour his memory in September 2018 titled “The Life and Legacy of Kofi Atta Annan: Global Statesman, Diplomat and Peacemaker Extraordinaire.” Three of the papers presented at the symposium were converted into peer-reviewed articles and the two reflection pieces were refined for publication. This special issue also contains an additional original peer-reviewed article on UN peacekeeping in Haiti, peacekeeping being a key, albeit controversial area of Annan’s legacy. The six papers fit well with the broad mandate of this journal and the varied interests of our readership. 
The contribution of this volume is as follows. First, although there have been numerous commentaries on, and tributes to Mr. Annan, there is limited scholarly material about the former UNSG. Because Kofi Annan’s work continued after his tenure as UNSG, this volume adds to the literature on his contributions since his passing. Importantly, the two reflection pieces join the pool of tributes to this extraordinary leader. Second, the volume brings together mainly voices of the South on Kofi Annan and persons who had either worked with Annan or known him personally. Third, it fills an existing gap in the body of scholarly work of The University of the West Indies on the UN, its Secretaries-General and Kofi Annan, specifically. 
The study of International Organisations (IOs) holds important keys to unlocking the complexities of international politics. As UNSG of the largest inter-governmental organisation, Annan argued for the important role of the UN and embraced international organisation and multilateralism as essential for solving the world’s problems.[endnoteRef:14] In contemporary times, major theoretical innovations have emerged from the field of international organisation.[endnoteRef:15] Rochester points out that, historically, international organisation was and is currently seen to be a distinct sub-field of international relations (IR). In the interwar years, there was a heavy focus on international institution-building, which meant that international organisation went beyond being a sub-field but rather the core of the IR discipline.[endnoteRef:16] [14:  Kofi Annan, We the Peoples: The Role of the United Nations in the 21st Century (New York: United Nations Department of Public Information, 2000), 68, https://www.un.org/en/events/pastevents/pdfs/We_The_Peoples.pdf]  [15:  Paul Taylor and A. J. R. Groom, “Introduction,” in Global Issues in the United Nations’ Framework, eds. Paul Taylor and A. J. R. Groom, (New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1989), 1.]  [16:  J. Martin Rochester, “The Rise and Fall of International Organization as a Field of Study,” International Organization 40, no. 4 (Autumn 1986): 779–780, https://doi.org/10.1017/S0020818300027375. ] 

	One view is that regimes, rather than international organisations, had been the focus of the field of IR. Verbeek states: 

The study of international organizations has always been considered the ugly duckling of the discipline of international relations…. Scholars of international relations preferred to treat organizations as a residual subject, only marginally important to the explanation of what was happening on the world stage.[endnoteRef:17] [17:  Bertjan Verbeek, “International Organizations: The Ugly Duckling of International Relations Theory?” in Autonomous Policy Making by International Organizations, eds. Bob Reinalda and Bertjan Verbeek (London: Routledge, 1998), 11. ] 


Verbeek states that with increasing global interdependence in the 1970s, the concept of international regime was introduced to avoid having to deal with the challenging idea of IOs. As a result, inquiry into whether IOs functioned as autonomous actors in influencing international policies was neglected. This development led to the further promotion of the neo-realist perspective that IOs are marginal actors in the study of international politics.[endnoteRef:18] At the same time, one can argue that the focus on regimes illuminated the significance of IOs and gave these actors an important place in IR. This is because regimes, defined by Krasner as “sets of implicit or explicit principles, norms, rules, and decision-making procedures around which actors’ expectations converge in a given area of international relations,”[endnoteRef:19] are perpetuated and survive through institutions, organisations, governments and international bodies.[endnoteRef:20] [18:  Verbeek, “International Organizations,” 11.]  [19:  Stephen D. Krasner, “Structural Causes and Regime Consequences: Regimes as Intervening Variables”, in International Law and International Relations: An International Organization Reader, eds. Beth A. Simmons, Richard H. Steinberg (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2007), 3. ]  [20:  K. Benedict, “Global Governance,” in International Encyclopedia of the Social & Behavioral Sciences, eds. Neil J. Smelser and Paul B. Baltes (Oxford: Elsevier Science, 2001), para. 1, https://doi.org/10.1016/B0-08-043076-7/04499-5. ] 

The study of international organisation has not always taken on an idealist lens. Although inquiry into the area received a boost in the post-World War II period with the establishment of the UN in 1945, the “idealist” perspective of institution-building which had dominated international relations before World War II, became marginal and the “realist” perspective moved to the forefront. The focus of the latter was on “state sovereignty, the elements of national power, military strategy, diplomacy and other instruments of statecraft, and the nature of national interests…”[endnoteRef:21] Nevertheless, today more than ever, no matter the theoretical lens one views through, there is no question that IOs are central actors in international relations and politics. As Hurd wrote in 2011, “As interdependence increases, the importance of international organizations increases with it. We find international organizations in one form or another at the heart of all the political and economic challenges of the twenty-first century.”[endnoteRef:22] Further, Galbreath states that some are of the view that “international institutions have become important actors in international relations in their own right, transcending the sum of their parts.”[endnoteRef:23] [21:  Rochester, “Rise and Fall,” 781.]  [22:  Ian Hurd, International Organizations: Politics, Law, Practice, (New York: Cambridge University Press, 2011), 1. ]  [23:  David Galbreath, “International Regimes and Organizations,” in Issues in International Relations, eds. Trevor C. Salmon and Mark F. Imber (London: Routledge, 2008), 121. ] 

What about the leadership of international organisations? Over time, both micro- and macro-level analyses had been utilised for making sense of international politics.[endnoteRef:24] Micro explanations are characterised as the behaviour of individuals or states (agents). The international system has been used as the unit of analysis for macro-level analysis. Buzan and Waever added the regional sphere as a useful level for security analysis. This methodological development was first prompted by the behavioural revolution during the 1950s and 1960s to make the social sciences more objective and scientific in line with the natural sciences.[endnoteRef:25] This movement began with Kenneth Waltz’s 1959 book Man, the State, and War,[endnoteRef:26] which advances the view that war can be explained by studying developments at the level of (a) human behaviour; (b) the internal structure of state, and (c) international anarchy.[endnoteRef:27] In a review of Waltz’s work in 1960, Singer argued that human behaviour carried the most weight in the explanation for war because the decision to go to war depended ultimately on leaders’ perceptions and interpretations of developments in the system.[endnoteRef:28] Later in his article “The Level-of-Analysis Problem in International Relations” the individual level is not included in the framework of analysis for international relations,[endnoteRef:29] but, as Temby observed, it appears to have been because Singer intended to complement rather than replace Waltz’s framework.[endnoteRef:30] Later conceptualisations have tended to place the state rather than the individual as the centre of micro analyses. A notable example is Alexander E. Wendt’s characterisation of the agent in his discussion on agent and structure in International Relations.[endnoteRef:31] Around the 1970s, scholars began to show a preference for structural explanations for developments in international relations.[endnoteRef:32] [24:  Kenneth N. Waltz, Man, the State, and War: A Theoretical Analysis (New York: Columbia University Press, 1959); J. David Singer, “The Level-of-Analysis Problem in International Relations,” World Politics 14, no. 1 (October 1961): 77–92, https://doi.org/10.2307/2009557; Alexander E. Wendt, “The Agent-Structure Problem in International Relations Theory,” International Organization 41, no. 3 (Summer 1987): 335–370, https://doi.org/10.1017/S002081830002751X; Barry Buzan, “The Level of Analysis Problem in International Relations Reconsidered,” in International Relations Theory Today, eds. Ken Booth and Steve Smith (Cambridge: Polity Press, 1995), 198–216; Barry Buzan and Ole Waever, Regions and Powers: The Structure of International Security (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2003). ]  [25:  Byron Kaldis, ed., Encyclopedia of Philosophy and the Social Sciences 1 (Los Angeles: Sage Publications, 2013), 51. ]  [26:  Owen Temby, “What are Levels of Analysis and What do they Contribute to International Relations Theory?” Cambridge Review of International Affairs 28, no. 4 (October 2013): 721–742; 723, https://doi.org/10.1080/09557571.2013.831032. ]  [27:  Waltz, Man, the State, and War, ix.]  [28:  Temby, “Levels of Analysis,” 723.]  [29:  Singer, “The Level-of-Analysis Problem,” 77–92.]  [30:  Temby, “Levels of Analysis,” 724.]  [31:  Alexander E. Wendt, “The Agent-Structure Problem.”]  [32:  Nina Hall, Ngaire Woods, “Theorizing the Role of Executive Heads in International Organizations,” European Journal of International Relations 24, no. 4 (2017): 865–886, https://doi.org/10.1177/1354066117741676.] 

	Notwithstanding the above, the leadership of IOs is also invaluable for shedding light on the workings of these organisations. At the end of the 1960s, Cox said, “The quality of executive leadership may prove to be the most critical single determinant of the growth in scope and authority of international organisation.”[endnoteRef:33] There is evidence to show that leaders impact the degree of success with which international organisations are able to advance cooperation among states and IOs’ ability to deliver their diverse objectives to the global community.[endnoteRef:34] Therefore, studying the leadership of IOs is important for understanding international relations. [33:  Robert Cox, “The Executive Head: An Essay on Leadership in International Organization,” International Organization 23, no. 2 (Spring 1969): 205–230, https://doi.org/10.1017/S002081830003157X.]  [34:  Hall and Woods, “Theorizing the role.”] 

[bookmark: _1fob9te]Work on leadership has shifted over time. The earliest perspective was that of Great Man Theory, which upheld the view that individuals are born with the innate ability to lead[endnoteRef:35] and that leaders carried certain traits or characteristics which predisposed them to leadership.[endnoteRef:36] More recent approaches have shifted from this original position to take into consideration the context in which leaders function.[endnoteRef:37] Another development in the field has been to utilise psychology and psychoanalytic theory in leadership and foreign policy analysis.[endnoteRef:38] Political psychology is concerned with how the actor’s personality, thinking, emotions and motivations are important to the analysis of an event.[endnoteRef:39] Others analyse leadership vis-à-vis followers. These scholars maintain that leaders capitalise on the motives of their followers to achieve mutual objectives.[endnoteRef:40] [35:  Thomas Preston, “Leadership and Foreign Policy Analysis,” The International Studies Encyclopedia, ed. Robert A. Denemark (Chichester: Wiley-Blackwell, 2010), 11.]  [36:  Zakeer Ahmed Khan, Allah Nawaz and Irfanullah Khan, “Leadership Theories and Styles: A Literature Review,” Journal of Resources Development and Management 16 (January 2016): 2.]  [37:  Preston, “Leadership and Foreign Policy,” para. 11; A. Khan, A. Nawaz and I. Khan, “Leadership Theories and Styles,” 2. ]  [38:  Preston, “Leadership and Foreign Policy,” para. 13. ]  [39:  Martha Cottam et al., Introduction to Political Psychology (Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, 2004), 1–11.]  [40:  Preston, “Leadership and Foreign Policy,” paras. 3 and 16.] 

	According to Yukl, leadership approaches fall under various categories and have evolved a great deal. They encompass the following approaches. 
1. Trait perspectives focus on the “attributes of leaders such as personality, motives, values, and skills.”[endnoteRef:41] At the foundation of this approach is the view that some people are born with leadership characteristics while others are not. That thinking informed scholarly endeavours of the 1930s and 1940s, which were not successful in identifying specific traits leading to successful leadership.  [41:  Gary Yukl, Leadership in Organizations (Harlow: Pearson Education, 2013), chap. 1, Kindle. ] 

2. Behaviour approaches emerged in the 1950s out of disillusionment with trait theories. One segment of this body of thought sought to understand leadership from the standpoint of the execution of the leader’s duties and the factors which impacted thereon. Another segment of this tradition sought to pin down the elements of effective leadership behaviour. 
3. Power influence approaches are concerned with how leaders wield power and exert influence over and alongside others. 
4. Situational approaches look at key contextual factors which impact on leadership processes, including follower characteristics, type of work undertaken by the leader’s department, the nature of the organisation being led, and the external forces impacting the leader’s work. There are two strands in this approach. The first seeks to understand the extent to which leadership processes are similar or different across organisations, levels of management, and cultures. The second strand studies how intervening situational factors interact with leadership attributes to affect leadership effectiveness, bearing in mind that the effectiveness of attributes will vary across situations. These theories are also referred to as contingency theories of leadership. At the end of the spectrum of situational theories are those which state that a situation can render hierarchical leadership useless.[endnoteRef:42]  [42:  Gary Yukl, Leadership in Organizations (New Jersey: Prentice Hall College, 2010), 32–33.] 

5. Integrative approaches utilise several variables. The theory of charismatic leadership, which posits that certain leaders can motivate followers to selflessly work towards advancing the goals of the organisation, falls within this broad approach.[endnoteRef:43] [43:  Yukl, Leadership in Organizations, 259; Preston, “Leadership and Foreign Policy,” 3; A. Khan, A. Nawaz and I. Khan, “Leadership Theories and Styles,” 2.] 


Another way of studying leadership is via the levels-of-analysis framework (i.e., using the individual (the leader), dyadic (leader and follower) interaction, group (a team), or the organisation as the unit of analysis). Leadership theories can also be categorised according to the level to which they focus on the leader or the follower.[endnoteRef:44] [44:  Yukl, Leadership in Organizations, 39.] 

	Having outlined the theoretical/conceptual and methodological aspects of leadership, we review works on leadership in IOs. One segment of the literature focuses on issues related to leadership effectiveness for the success of the organisations being led. Works in this category consider one or a combination of the following: leaders’ traits, behaviour and the environment in which they function. For example, Woods et al.[endnoteRef:45] look at criteria which make for effective leadership in international organisations; Yi-Chong[endnoteRef:46] discusses the qualities needed for a leader to help an organisation successfully achieve its objectives; Schechter[endnoteRef:47] examines the characteristics of effective leadership across organisational and structural environments; Avery and Bergsteiner[endnoteRef:48] seek to collate leadership practices and approaches gleaned from various settings with the view to providing a framework for assessing effective and ineffective leadership practices; Thorn[endnoteRef:49] pursues a similar agenda of seeking to ascertain the features of effective leadership but does so from the perspective of leaders themselves vis-à-vis an international organisation’s management development competencies; and Kille and Scully[endnoteRef:50] pointedly focus on how the personal traits of leaders inform their leadership style.  [45:  Ngaire Woods et al., Effective Leadership in International Organizations (World Economic Forum, 2014).]  [46:  Xu Yi-Chong, “Leaders in International Organizations,” Social Alternatives 36, no. 3 (2017): 43–49.]  [47:  Michael G. Schechter, “Leadership in International Organizations: Systemic, Organizational and Personality Factors,” Review of International Studies 13, no. 3 (July 1987): 197–220, https://doi.org/10.1017/S0260210500113609.]  [48:  Gayle C. Avery and Harald Bergsteiner, “Sustainable Leadership Practices for Enhancing Business Resilience and Performance,” Strategy and Leadership 39, no. 3 (May 2011): 5–15, https//doi.10.1108/10878571111128766.]  [49:  I. Marlene Thorn, “Leadership in International Organizations: Global Leadership Competencies,” The Psychologist-Manager Journal 15 , no. 3 (July 2012): 158–163, https://doi.org/10.1080/10887156.2012.701130.]  [50:  Kent J. Kille and Roger M. Scully, “Executive Heads and the Role of Intergovernmental Organizations: Expansionist Leadership in the United Nations and the European Union,” Political Psychology 24, no. 1 (March 2003): 175–198.] 

[bookmark: _tyjcwt][bookmark: _3dy6vkm]A second set of works examines the complexities of leadership. Verbeek[endnoteRef:51] explores two fundamental challenges which leaders of intergovernmental organisations face by virtue of the particularities of the organisations they lead. Similarly, Hall and Woods[endnoteRef:52] outline constraints that leaders of IOs face and identify ways in which these may be overcome. Schroeder[endnoteRef:53] focuses on how different institutional and external political environments contribute to a leader’s effectiveness.  [51:  Bertjan Verbeek, “Leadership of International Organizations,” in Dispersed Democratic Leadership: Origins, Dynamics, and Implications, eds. John Kane, Haig Patapan and Paul ’t Hart (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2009): 235–255, https//doi.10.1093/acprof:oso/9780199562992.003.0013.]  [52:  Hall and Woods, “Theorizing the Role.”]  [53:  Michael Bluman Schroeder, “Executive Leadership in the Study of International Organization: A Framework for Analysis,” International Studies Review 16, no. 3 (September 2014): 339–361, https://doi.org/10.1111/misr.12147.] 

Another category of literature examines the relationship between IO leadership and state power. For example, Novosad and Werker[endnoteRef:54] explore how the leadership in IOs has helped advance the interests of a country and informed the way the country influences the organisation. [54:  Paul Novosad and Eric Werker, “Who Runs the International System? Nationality and Leadership in the United Nations Secretariat,” Review of International Organizations 14 (January 2018): 1–33, https//doi.10.1007/s11558-017-9294-z.] 

[bookmark: _1t3h5sf]While the above writings look at how leaders function in their current positions, others focus on the processes that got them there. Hoole[endnoteRef:55] and Chesterman[endnoteRef:56] are concerned with the processes by which executive heads are appointed to IOs. Still another category, including works by Ranshofen-Wertheimer[endnoteRef:57] and Chesterman,[endnoteRef:58] examines the functions of executive heads. They also look at the ways these leaders can execute their functions. Others such as Reinalda and Verbeek[endnoteRef:59] seek to make sense of leadership in IOs by looking at studies of leadership historically and in contemporary times. The agenda of other works such as that by Cox[endnoteRef:60] is to develop theories of leadership by studying heads of IOs.  [55:  Francis W. Hoole, “The Appointment of Executive Heads in UN Treaty-Based Organizations,” International Organization 30, no. 1 (Winter 1976): 91–108, https://doi.org/10.1017/S0020818300003751.]  [56:  Simon Chesterman, “Executive Heads,” in The Oxford Handbook of International Organizations, eds. Jacob Katz Cogan, Ian Hurd and Ian Johnstone (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2016), 822–838, https//doi.10.1093/law/9780199672202.001.0001.]  [57:  Egon F. Ranshofen-Wertheimer, “The Position of the Executive and Administrative Heads of the United Nations International Organizations,” The American Journal of International Law 39, no. 2 (April 1945): 323–330, https://doi.org/10.1017/S0002930000139478.]  [58:  Simon Chesterman, “The Secretary-General We Deserve?,” Global Governance 21, no. 4 (October 2015): 505–513, https://doi.org/10.1163/19426720-02104002.]  [59:  Bob Reinalda and Bertjan Verbeek, “Leadership of International Organizations,” in The Oxford Handbook of Political Leadership, eds. R. A. W. Rhodes and Paul ’t Hart (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2014), 595–609, https://doi.10.1093/oxfordhb/9780199653881.013.039.]  [60:  Cox, “The Executive Head,” 205–230.] 

Having established that leadership is an important key to unlocking the workings of IOs, we now turn to the leadership position of relevance to this special issue—the United Nations Secretary-General. 
Works on the Secretaries-General of the UN cover various themes. The first concerns the challenges which holders of this office face in performing the said role, considering the external environment in which they function. Some of these are addressed in Rivlin and Gordenker (1993)[endnoteRef:61] and Newman (1998).[endnoteRef:62] A second group of scholarly works focuses on the selection of the UNSG. This category includes Haack (2018),[endnoteRef:63] Thakur (2017),[endnoteRef:64] Keating in Chesterman (2007),[endnoteRef:65] and Parker (1992).[endnoteRef:66] A third category examines the job or work—the roles and functions of the UNSG. This includes Bose and Thakur (2016),[endnoteRef:67] Simon Chesterman (2007),[endnoteRef:68] Gordenker (2010),[endnoteRef:69] Skjelsbæk (1991),[endnoteRef:70] and Johnstone (2003).[endnoteRef:71] A sub-category in this broad theme covers specific roles of the UNSG as well as his/her functions in relation to select holders of this office. Some sub-categories in this area also look at the UNSG’s engagement on an issue or in an event. Examples of these are Ravndal (2016),[endnoteRef:72] Ramcharan (1982, 1983),[endnoteRef:73] Rushton (2008),[endnoteRef:74] and Helms (1996).[endnoteRef:75] Also in this general area are those categories which engage in legal analyses of the UNSG’s role, such as with Lavalle (1990)[endnoteRef:76] and Dorn (2004).[endnoteRef:77] A related category covers institutional change and the possibilities for the UNSG as seen in an article by Weiss and Carayannis (2017).[endnoteRef:78] A fourth category of literature is concerned with the UNSG as an individual, the personal attributes and leadership style of the holder of the office and how this shapes and impacts their tenure. Examples of works in this category include Haack and Kille (2012).[endnoteRef:79] Some focus specifically on religious and moral values of Secretaries-General. Such works include Kille (2006, 2007)[endnoteRef:80] and Fröhlich (2008).[endnoteRef:81] Others analyse the leadership role of the UNSG vis-à-vis Secretaries-General of other organisations. This was done, for example, by Kille and Hendrickson (2010)[endnoteRef:82] and Caminos and Lavalle (1989).[endnoteRef:83] Still, others look at the technical work and bureaucratic processes of the office of the UNSG. One of these works includes Williams (2010).[endnoteRef:84] The literature also contains works which engage methodological considerations in studying the UNSG. One such work is Knight (2009).[endnoteRef:85] One category of publications provides biographies and case studies of areas of endeavour of specific Secretaries-General. Examples of these include Ravndal (2017),[endnoteRef:86] Williams (2014),[endnoteRef:87] and Gordenker (1967).[endnoteRef:88] [61:  Rivlin and Gordenker, “The Challenging Role,” 5.]  [62:  Edward Newman, The UN Secretary-General from the Cold War to the New Era: A Global Peace and Security Mandate? (Houndmills: Palgrave Macmillan, 1998).]  [63:  Kirsten Haack, “The UN Secretary-General, Role Expansion and Narratives of Representation in the 2016 Campaign,” The British Journal of Politics and International Relations 20, no. 4 (July 2018): 898–912, https://doi.org/10.1177/1369148118784706. ]  [64:  Ramesh Thakur, “Choosing the Ninth United Nations Secretary-General: Looking Back, Looking Ahead,” Global Governance: A Review of Multilateralism and International Organizations 23, no. 1 (August 2017): 1–13, https://doi.org/10.1163/19426720-02301001.]  [65:  Colin Keating, “Selecting the World’s Diplomat,” in Secretary or General? The UN Secretary-General in World Politics, ed. Simon Chesterman (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2007): 47–66, https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511618680.005.]  [66:  Joakim E. Parker, “Electing the U.N. Secretary-General after the Cold War,” Hastings Law Journal 44, no. 1 (1992): 161–184.]  [67:  Srinjoy Bose and Ramesh Thakur, “The UN Secretary-General and the Forgotten Third R2P Responsibility,” Global Responsibility to Protect 8, no. 4 (October 2016): 343–365, https://doi.org/10.1163/1875984X-00804003. ]  [68:  Simon Chesterman, ed., Secretary or General? The UN Secretary-General in World Politics (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2007), xi.]  [69:  Leon Gordenker, The UN Secretary-General and Secretariat (Abington: Routledge, 2005).]  [70:  Kjell Skjelsbæk, “The UN Secretary-General and the Mediation of International Disputes,” Journal of Peace Research 28, no. 1 (February 1991): 99–115, https://doi.org/10.1177/0022343391028001010.]  [71:  Ian Johnstone, “The Role of the UN Secretary-General: The Power of Persuasion Based on Law,” Global Governance: A Review of Multilateralism and International Organizations 9, no. 4 (October 2003): 441–458, https://doi.org/10.1163/19426720-00904005.]  [72:  Ellen Jenny Ravndal, “‘The First Major Test’: The UN Secretary-General and the Palestine Problem, 1947–9,” The International History Review 38, no. 1 (March 2015): 196–213, https://doi.org/10.1080/07075332.2015.1023212. ]  [73:  B. G. Ramcharan, “The Good Offices of the United Nations Secretary-General in the Field of Human Rights,” The American Journal of International Law 76, no. 1 (January 1982): 130–141, https://doi.org/10.2307/2200978; B. G. Ramcharan, Humanitarian Good Offices in International Law: The Good Offices of the United Nations Secretary-General in the Field of Human Rights (The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff, 1983), 52–74. ]  [74:  Simon Rushton, “The UN Secretary-General and Norm Entrepreneurship: Boutros Boutros-Ghali and Democracy Promotion,” Global Governance: A Review of Multilateralism and International Organizations 14, no. 1 (January 2008): 95–110, https://doi.org/10.1163/19426720-01401007.]  [75:  Jesse Helms, “Saving the U.N.: A Challenge to the Next Secretary-General,” Foreign Affairs 75, no. 5 (September 1996): 2–7, https://doi.org/10.2307/20047738.]  [76:  Roberto Lavalle, “The ‘Inherent’ Powers of the UN Secretary-General in the Political Sphere: A Legal Analysis,” Netherlands International Law Review 37, no. 1, (May 1990): 22–36, https://doi.org/10.1017/S0165070X00002680.]  [77:  A. Walter Dorn, “Early and Late Warning by the UN Secretary-General of Threats to the Peace: Article 99 Revisited,” Conflict Prevention from Rhetoric to Reality. Vol. 1, Organizations and Institutions, eds. Albrecht Schnabel and David Carment (Lanham: Lexington Books, 2004), 305–344. ]  [78:  Thomas G. Weiss and Tatiana Carayannis, “Windows of Opportunity for UN Reform: Historical Insights for the Next Secretary-General,” International Affairs 93, no. 2 (March 2017): 309–326, https://doi.org/10.1093/ia/iiw061.]  [79:  Kristen Haack and Kent J. Kille, “The UN Secretary-General and Self-Directed Leadership: Development of the Democracy Agenda,” in International Organizations as Self-Directed Actors: A Framework for Analysis, ed. Joel E. Oestreich (Abingdon: Routledge, 2012), 29–59. ]  [80:  Kille, From Manager to Visionary; Kent J Kille, The UN Secretary-General and Moral Authority: Ethics and Religion in International Leadership (Washington DC: Georgetown University Press, 2007).]  [81:  Manuel Fröhlich, Political Ethics and The United Nations: Dag Hammarskjöld as Secretary-General (London: Routledge, 2008). ]  [82:  Kent J. Kille and Ryan C. Hendrickson, “Secretary-General Leadership Across the United Nations and NATO: Kofi Annan, Javier Solana, and Operation Allied Force,” Global Governance: A Review of Multilateralism and International Organizations 16, no. 4 ( December 2010): 505–523, https://doi.org/10.1163/19426720-01604006.]  [83:  Hugo Caminos and Roberto Lavalle, “New Departures in the Exercise of Inherent Powers by the UN and OAS Secretaries-General: The Central American Situation,” The American Journal of International Law 83, no. 2 (April 1989): 395–402, https://doi.org/10.2307/2202758. ]  [84:  Abiodun Williams, “Strategic Planning in the Executive Office of the UN Secretary-General,” Global Governance: A Review of Multilateralism and International Organizations 16, no. 4 (2010): 435–449, https://doi.org/10.1163/19426720-01604002.]  [85:  Jonathan Knight, “On the Influence of the Secretary-General: Can We Know What It Is?” International Organization 24, no. 3 (Summer 1970): 594–600, https://doi.org/10.1017/S0020818300026060.]  [86:  Ellen Jenny Ravndal, “‘A Force for Peace’: Expanding the Role of the UN Secretary-General Under Trygve Lie, 1946−1953,” Global Governance: A Review of Multilateralism and International Organizations 23, no. 3 (August 2017): 443–459, https://doi.org/10.1163/19426720-02303007.]  [87:  Williams, “The UN Secretary-General and Human Dignity,” 67–84. ]  [88:  Leon Gordenker, “U Thant and the Office of UN Secretary-General,” International Journal 22, no. 1 (Winter 1967): 1–16, https://doi.org/10.2307/40199735.] 

The first UNSG was Trygve Lie from Norway, who served from February 1946 until he resigned in November 1952.The first UNSG had a particularly challenging time. With very limited time to prepare, he was asked to fill a new post whose terms of reference had not been firmly established, for the most part, amid the difficulties of the Cold War. He did not have major political or diplomatic achievements, but he was instrumental in the design, construction and establishment of the UN in the suitable New York location. Because he was suspected of being a communist, he faced much opposition from the large number of staff who were US nationals making his job unmanageable.[endnoteRef:89] [89:  Urquhart, “The Evolution of the Secretary-General,” 16–18.] 

The second was the Swedish national Dag Hammarskjöld, who held office from April 1953 until his tragic death in a plane crash in Africa in September 1961. He has been said to be “undeniably the most remarkable of the Secretaries-General so far appointed.”[endnoteRef:90] At the start of his tenure, he focused on boosting the morale of the Secretariat and reorganising it. He also worked on winning the conﬁdence of member states. He became known “as a world resource in resolving critical international problems during the Cold War”[endnoteRef:91] for his great diplomacy and craftsmanship in resolving many potentially explosive conflicts. Among his other achievements was the pioneering of “peacekeeping” in response to the paralysis that the United Nations Security Council (UNSC) experienced in resolving conflicts during the Cold War. “Under Hammarskjöld’s leadership the United Nations became a vital force for peace and international law.”[endnoteRef:92]  [90:  Urquhart, “The Evolution of the Secretary-General,” 19; see also Traub, The Best Intentions, 11.]  [91:  Urquhart, “The Evolution of the Secretary-General,” 20.]  [92:  Urquhart, “The Evolution of the Secretary-General,” 21.] 

The third UNSG was U Thant from Myanmar (formerly Burma) who, in November 1961, was appointed acting UNSG and formally appointed UNSG in November 1962; he served until December 1971. He was quietly able to bring the UN back on track after the trauma of Hammarskjöld’s death and made courageous diplomatic interventions in conflicts such as the Cuban Missile Crisis, the 1965 war between India and Pakistan, and the Vietnam War. However, during his tenure, the UN bureaucracy started experiencing decline.[endnoteRef:93] [93:  Urquhart, “The Evolution of the Secretary-General,” 21.] 

Austrian Kurt Waldheim served as the fourth UNSG from January 1972 to December 1981. His 10 years at the UN coincided with the increased membership of the newly independent states in the UN and their campaign in the United Nations General Assembly (UNGA) for a New International Economic Order. As a result of this and other developments, his tenure was marked by tensions between the UN and the United States. At the same time, he was successful at using the peacekeeping apparatus of the UN to resolve conflict and restore a damaged confidence in peacekeeping. Unlike other Secretaries-General, he tried not to isolate either of the superpowers. He was quite measured and conservative and generally eﬃcient—the type permanent members of the UNSC may have preferred. Indeed, had it not been for China’s insistence that the post be occupied by someone from the developing world, he probably would have been elected for a third term.[endnoteRef:94] At the same time, he was said by some to have not achieved much and kept a low profile during the 10-year period he served as UNSG.[endnoteRef:95]  [94:  Urquhart, “The Evolution of the Secretary-General,” 26.]  [95:  Traub, The Best Intentions, 21.] 

The Peruvian Javier Pérez de Cuéllar was the fifth UNSG, serving from January 1982 to December 1991. He was an able, low-profile diplomat. He played an important role in ending several conflicts, notably the Falkland Islands War, the Iran-Iraq War, and the withdrawal of the Soviet Union from Afghanistan. His role in redeployments as the Soviet Union was being dismantled is also noteworthy.[endnoteRef:96] [96:  Urquhart, “The Evolution of the Secretary-General,” 26.] 

[bookmark: _Hlk45288126][bookmark: _Hlk43967676]Boutros Boutros-Ghali, the sixth UNSG, was from Egypt. He held this position from January 1992 to December 1996. He “was the most intellectually accomplished Secretary-General in the history of the post.”[endnoteRef:97] His tenure was particularly significant as he served in the immediate post-Cold War period with a lone superpower dominating international politics. He faced the challenging task of resolving unfamiliar types of conflict in which the UN experienced many failures and attracted much criticism.[endnoteRef:98] He responded to these new demands with his Agenda for Peace (1992) to consider the reconceptualised security environment[endnoteRef:99] in which he outlined peacemaking, peacekeeping, and peacebuilding as instruments to address the new security post-Cold War security paradigm. This significant report “remains an indispensable guide to the tools and techniques employed by the United Nations.”[endnoteRef:100] He also embarked on the reorganisation of the Secretariat and presided over unprecedented numbers and types of field operations. One of his innovations was the resuscitation of the concept of peace enforcement—coercive measures, including military force to restore peace—embodied in Chapter VII of the Charter. Boutros Boutros-Ghali was also instrumental in implementing reform to make the UN more independent of governmental contributions which allowed him to act more quickly in crisis situations. This was done by authorising him to borrow money from commercial sources and seek grants from private and governmental sources to establish the UN Peace Endowment Fund.[endnoteRef:101]  [97:  Adekeye Adebajo, “Pope, Pharaoh, or Prophet? The Secretary-General After the Cold War,” in Secretary or General? The UN Secretary-General in World Politics, ed. Simon Chesterman (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2007), 139; see also Traub, The Best Intentions, 67.]  [98:  Urquhart, “The Evolution of the Secretary-General,” 26.]  [99:  Rivlin, “The Changing International Climate and the Secretary-General,” 18.]  [100:  Adebajo, “Pope, Pharaoh, or Prophet?,” 143, 156.]  [101:  Rivlin, “The Changing International Climate,” 18.] 

He was succeeded by Ghanaian Kofi Annan, the subject of this special issue, who in turn was succeeded by Ban Ki-moon from Korea, the eighth UNSG, from January 2007 to December 2016. The ninth and current UNSG is António Guterres from Portugal, who assumed office on 1 January 2017.[endnoteRef:102] [102:  “United Nations Secretary-General: Former Secretaries-General,” United Nations,  para. 1, https://www.un.org/sg/en/content/former-secretaries-general#.] 

Articles 7 and 97 through 101 of the UN Charter on their own or in combinations are directly related to the UNSG. These, along with others on specific areas such as Articles 33 and 96, relating to peaceful settlement and the International Court, respectively, outline the work of the UNSG. Article 7 states that the Secretariat, of which the UNSG is the head, is a principal organ of the UN. Over time, this has allowed the UNSG a level of autonomy from the deliberative organs when it has been necessary and possible. This has been the case, historically, in times of deadlock in the efforts towards the peaceful settlement of disputes in which the relevant organs have been incapacitated or when a party to a dispute believes that the organ in question is biased.[endnoteRef:103] According to Articles 97, 98 and 99 of Chapter XV of the UN Charter, the UNSG is the chief administrative officer of the UN. The holder of this position is to perform that function at meetings of the UNGA, the UNSC, the United Nations Economic and Social Council (ECOSOC), and the Trusteeship Council, as well as other such functions entrusted to him by these organs. In that regard, the UNSG is the “Chairman of the United Nations System Chief Executives Board for Coordination (CEB), which brings together the Executive Heads of all UN funds, programmes and specialized agencies twice a year in order to further coordination and cooperation in the entire range of substantive and management issues facing the United Nations System.”[endnoteRef:104] He/she also provides annual reports of the work of the UN to the UNGA,[endnoteRef:105] which reviews the activities of the organisation and lays out its future priorities.[endnoteRef:106] The Secretary-General could also notify the UNSC of potential threats to international peace and security.[endnoteRef:107]  [103:  Newman, The UN Secretary-General from the Cold War to the New Era, 19.]  [104:  “United Nations Secretary-General: The Role of Secretary-General,” United Nations, para. 4, https://www.un.org/sg/en/content/role-secretary-general#. ]  [105:  Charter of the United Nations, “Chapter XV: The Secretariat,” United Nations, https://www.un.org/en/sections/un-charter/chapter-xv/index. ]  [106:  “United Nations Secretary-General: The Role of Secretary-General,” United Nations, para. 3, https://www.un.org/sg/en/content/role-secretary-general#. ]  [107:  Charter of the United Nations, “Chapter XV: The Secretariat.”] 

The UNSG could use his/her “good offices” (i.e., actions taken publicly and privately) “drawing upon his/[her] independence, impartiality and integrity, to prevent international disputes from arising, escalating or spreading.”[endnoteRef:108] One source remarked: “In the forty-seven years since San Francisco, the Secretary-General has become the world’s leading honest broker, the referee and supervisor of countless efforts to resolve disputes and terminate conflicts.”[endnoteRef:109] The UNSG is, therefore, a key player in informing the peace and security agenda of the UN[endnoteRef:110] and guarding global stability.  [108:  “United Nations Secretary-General: The Role of Secretary-General.” See also Kofi A. Annan, “Foreword,” in Secretary or General? The UN Secretary-General in World Politics, ed. Simon Chesterman (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2007), xi, https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511618680.]  [109:  Brian Urquhart, “Foreword,” in The Challenging Role of the UN Secretary-General: Making ‘The Most Impossible Job in the World’ Possible,” eds. Benjamin Rivlin and Leon Gordenker (Westport: Praeger, 1993), vii. ]  [110:  Kille, From Manager to Visionary, 1.] 

The two broad areas of the UNSG’s responsibilities, as chief administrator and overseer of global peace and security sometimes lead to tensions between the roles of secretary and general. According to Chesterman, the UNSG is “[a]t once civil servant and the world’s diplomat, lackey of the UN Security Council and commander-in-chief of up to 100,000 peacekeepers.” Moreover, “the formal responsibilities of the job are few and ambiguous.” The UNSG “serves” the UNGA, the UNSC and the ECOSOC, and performs related tasks. At the same time, the UNSG has a substantial degree of autonomy—institutionally and personally. He/she heads the Secretariat, a principal organ of the UN, and is to serve the organisation only. Yet, the UNSG has much leeway in alerting the UNSC to matters he/she perceives to be of threat to global peace and stability.[endnoteRef:111] The challenges of the job are seen in other instances. Sometimes the UNSG may have to defend the political independence and integrity of the Secretariat—the two most important aspects of the office. This may antagonise some governments, including those which hold permanent membership on the UNSC.[endnoteRef:112] [111:  Simon Chesterman, “Introduction,” in Secretary or General? The UN Secretary-General in World Politics, ed. Simon Chesterman (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2007), 1.]  [112:  Urquhart, “The Evolution of the Secretary-General,” 31.] 

The Charter provides the powers and gives the holder of this office much leeway in performing his/her function. Yet these responsibilities often reveal concealed tensions surrounding his/her role “to act independently and to serve at the bidding of the Security Council and the General Assembly.”[endnoteRef:113] The role of UNSG calls for much skill as it requires the delicate balancing act of considering the concerns of member states while at the same time adhering to the “values and moral authority of the United Nations, and speak[ing] and act[ing] for peace, even at the risk, from time to time, of challenging or disagreeing with those same Member States.”[endnoteRef:114] The task becomes more complicated when the responsibility to the global citizenry is factored in and the diverse roles he/she has to play to fulfil the functions of the office, that is, “diplomat and advocate, civil servant and CEO….”[endnoteRef:115] The peculiarities of the UN and the inherent tensions within its governance structure also add to the complexity of the work of the UNSG. In his/her role, the UNSG has to navigate both the sometimes-incompatible spheres of sovereignty and internationalism; the elite UNSC and the “people’s” General Assembly; veto rights of the permanent members and its absence of the non-permanent members of the UNSC; advancing a wider socioeconomic and humanitarian agenda vis-à-vis the narrow focus on political and military security; “the international character of the Secretariat, and the ‘exclusive preserve’ of a government to a particular post”; and balancing a merit-based approach and geographical representativeness in staff recruitment and the independence of the post of the UNSG as head of the Secretariat and being accountable to the UNSC and the UNGA.[endnoteRef:116] [113:  Rivlin, “The Changing International Climate,” 17.]  [114:  “United Nations Secretary-General: The Role of Secretary-General,” United Nations, para. 2, https://www.un.org/sg/en/content/role-secretary-general#; see also Chesterman, “Introduction,” 2.]  [115:  “United Nations Secretary-General: The Role of Secretary-General,” United Nations, para. 1. ]  [116:  Rivlin, “The Changing International Climate,” 6.] 

There is a spectrum of perspectives about the UNSG. At one end is the view that the UNSG should be an activist who is innovative in providing moral leadership on behalf of the UN’s ideals. At the other end is the belief that the UNSG is only a marginal player vis-à-vis states in international processes.[endnoteRef:117] For example, Urquhart posits that the post of UNSG carries great responsibility without the commensurate power. The UNSG may be allowed certain leeway to manage crisis situations, but this is withdrawn subsequently by the limitations of national sovereignty in the normal spheres of his/her function. The UNSG has no rights and resources of his/her own and, while the position and stance may carry some weight, he/she needs the backing of member states to do anything successfully. Any UNSG who does not consider national sovereignty will, inevitably, encounter great difficulty and, possibly, failure.[endnoteRef:118] Whichever view one subscribes to, the UNSG needs to appeal to and attract the support of the international community to succeed.[endnoteRef:119] [117:  Rivlin, “The Changing International Climate,” 5.]  [118:  Urquhart, “The Evolution of the Secretary-General,” 31.]  [119:  Rivlin, “The Changing International Climate,” 5.] 

The UNSG’s tenure is shaped by personal and external factors. The UNSG in a sense carves out his/her role within the environment during his/her time in office.[endnoteRef:120] The work of the UNSG has always been shaped by his/her own personal leadership style and the existing overarching international context, geopolitics and power dynamics of the time.[endnoteRef:121] “Each incumbent brings to the office a different cultural background, life experiences, personality, intellectual acumen, ideology and mode of operation. These factors play an important role in determining the way a Secretary-General functions in any international political environment.”[endnoteRef:122] Based on the work of others on the leadership of the UNSG, Kille found three types of leadership styles: managerial and visionary leadership, which are at opposite ends of a continuum, with strategic leadership falling in between. According to Kille: [120:  “United Nations Secretary-General: The Role of Secretary-General,” United Nations, para. 5.]  [121:  Rivlin, “The Changing International Climate,” 6.]  [122:  Rivlin, “The Changing International Climate,” 6.] 


Secretaries-General displaying a managerial style have a limited belief in their ability to have influence, are very responsive to conditions, and are motivated by need for relationships, but they are not motivated by need for recognition. Managers emphasize the needs of others above task completion and do not possess a strong sense of supranationalism. By contrast, a visionary style describes supranationalists who clearly believe in their ability to influence, focus on solving problems over the feelings of others, and desire control over and public acknowledgment of their efforts, but lack responsivity and a need for relationships.[endnoteRef:123]  [123:  Kille, From Manager to Visionary, 21.] 


Kille’s own empirical findings indicate that the following UNSGs had leanings to the following leadership styles: Annan, strategic leadership; Hammarskjöld, Boutros-Ghali and Lie, visionary leadership; and Pérez de Cuéllar, Waldheim and Thant, managerial leadership.[endnoteRef:124] The personal attributes and leadership style of the UNSG are an important determinant in shaping his/her term in office.  [124:  Kille, From Manager to Visionary, 33–36.] 

	The formal structures and political climate place limitations on the UNSG.[endnoteRef:125] One view is that, overall, the UNSG does not execute political change and policy but rather responds to these. He/she is, however, able to inform structural change inasmuch as he/she is able to influence actors, organisations and attitudes.[endnoteRef:126] The existence of a range of informal processes, arrangements and procedures allows the UNSG to manoeuvre to some degree allowing him to make a difference. “Of particular importance is the sensitivity of the Secretary-General to the limits of tolerance of Permanent Members of the Security Council, which will enable him to do things that these states would not necessarily endorse but merely tolerate.”[endnoteRef:127] This was seen in key moments such as during the transition from the Cold War to the post-Cold War context. As the parameters of international politics shifted, the UNSG was afforded some space to broaden the UN’s role and steer it towards a new future.[endnoteRef:128] Secretaries-General have been able to exercise quiet and sometimes underappreciated yet powerful influence using their good oﬃces function in the prevention and escalation of intrastate and interstate conﬂict. Another way in which the influence of the UNSG has been manifested has been in the garnering of the support of the international community for causes for the common good, such as the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) and the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs). Historically, Secretaries-General have been influential in driving normative changes, including creating a legal basis for peacekeeping and popularising the concept of the “responsibility to protect” vulnerable populations. Hammarskjöld and Annan in 1961 and 2001, respectively, were awarded a Nobel Prize in recognition of their contributions.[endnoteRef:129] [125:  Rivlin, “The Changing International Climate,” 17.]  [126:  Newman, The UN Secretary-General from the Cold War to the New Era, 5.]  [127:  Rivlin, “The Changing International Climate,” 17.]  [128:  Newman, The UN Secretary-General from the Cold War to the New Era, 4.]  [129:  Chesterman, “Introduction,” 3.] 

The Office of the UNSG and the international civil service are rooted in the concept of “international society” of international relations, which carries the idea of state sovereignty, “high politics” and the separation of the domestic and international, and public and private spheres at its core. In attempting to achieve its main mandate of promoting peace and security, the idea was that the latter would mean the prevention of military conflicts among sovereign states. While, in theory, the UNSG’s role has been carved within the framework of liberal internationalism, the relationship between the office and great powers can be best understood using a realist lens.[endnoteRef:130] Although the global citizenry is the UNSG’s constituency, member states have not allowed him to fulfil this mandate, for the most part, during the Cold War. In fact, one scholar surmises that “the Secretary-Generalship carries with it limited authority… and operates within a straitjacket that gives him little opportunity for freedom of action, let alone freewheeling.”[endnoteRef:131] All UNSGs who attempted to devise initiatives independent of the Soviet Union or the Unites States during that era lost favour with one or both superpowers. They, therefore, had to be extremely vigilant in how they spoke and acted in public. Holders of this office have rarely acted independently and have exercised extreme discretion to stay within their “circumscribed role.”[endnoteRef:132] [130:  Newman, The UN Secretary-General from the Cold War to the New Era, 4.]  [131: Rivlin, “The Changing International Climate,” 4, 9. ]  [132:  Rivlin, “The Changing International Climate,” 10–11, 17.] 

The political responsibilities of the UNSG increased as the major powers faced deadlock in the various councils of the organisation during the Cold War period.[endnoteRef:133] Some areas in which the role of the UNSG was invaluable during the Cold War were in peacekeeping and peace-making, supervision of elections, provision of emergency humanitarian assistance, and implementation of novel UNSC resolutions.[endnoteRef:134] [133:  Urquhart, “Foreword,” vii.]  [134:  Rivlin, “The Changing International Climate,” 7. ] 

The responsibilities of the UNSG (and the Secretariat) increased exponentially and became increasingly diversified and burdensome in the post-Cold War period.[endnoteRef:135] With the quelling of regional disputes, the Permanent Five members turned to the UNSG like never before to develop the structures for conflict resolution.[endnoteRef:136] While the UNSG’s role outlined in the Charter as chief administrative officer had become subordinate to the political mandate, the challenges of the post-Cold War context brought to the forefront the increasing importance of this original function. The end of the Cold War precipitated a paradigm shift in international political relations in all respects. As the Cold War ended, security problems became increasingly transnational and expanded to include socioeconomic, environmental and human rights spheres. In the post-Cold War period, UN activities were expanded to new areas which were traditionally under the purview of the Great Powers. New forces were at play and non-traditional actors had to be included, which helped steer the UN’s agenda in new directions beyond realpolitik and the Westphalian framework.[endnoteRef:137] [135:  Urquhart, “Foreword,” vii.
 Urquhart, “Foreword,” viii.]  [136:  Rivlin, “The Changing International Climate,” 13.]  [137:  Newman, The UN Secretary General from the Cold War to the New Era, 3–4. ] 

The UN and the UNSG faced fundamental transformation in the post-Cold War context as follows: (a) from the previously predominantly bureaucratic and diplomatic nature of the organisation to increasingly complex peacekeeping operations accompanied by a phenomenal increase in the peacekeeping budget in 1992 to three times the regular budget of the UN; (b) from having to deal with predominantly interstate conflicts to increasing incidence of intrastate conflicts, often involving a range of non-state actors; and (c) the emergence of problems of a social and economic nature on a global scale, which required the collaboration of state and non-state actors.[endnoteRef:138] Some hoped the UN would have been better able to achieve its goals as the threat of great power confrontation was dismantled, the ideological warfare that came with it ceased, and the issues of democracy and human rights rose in importance. At the same time, many new problems had surfaced: the unstable nature of the new states which had been created, and the widening gaps between the rich and the poor. The artificial stability which the Cold War had created was no more and many problems were highlighted and/or exacerbated in its aftermath: poor state governance, breakdown of state boundaries, migration challenges, economic problems, cultural and ethnic rivalries within states and the emergence of right-wing populism. All of these had transnational impacts and posed threats to international peace and security. This new international dynamic was to impact and challenge the work of the UN and the UNSG.[endnoteRef:139]  [138:  Urquhart, “Foreword,” viii.]  [139:  Rivlin, “The Changing International Climate,” 4. ] 

The tenure of Javier Pérez de Cuéllar contains important lessons about the impact of the end of the Cold War on the role of the UNSG. He functioned on the margins of international politics because of Cold War politics. However, during his last year in office, Pérez de Cuéllar “emerged from the shadows. Instead of winding down as his term of office was coming to an end, the tempo of Pérez de Cuéllar’s involvement in a number of hitherto intractable issues intensified…. The invention of new uses for the United Nations has necessitated a drastic revision of the former roles undertaken by the Organization, and placed the Secretary-General in a stronger position to guide and lead.”[endnoteRef:140] This increased prominence for the UNSG was illustrated in the request by the UNSC in the 1992 summit for the UNSG to provide proposals for enhancing the ability of the UN to advance global peace and security. Another example was in the Declaration on Fact-Finding by the United Nations in the Field of the Maintenance of International Peace and Security which was adopted by the 46th session of the UNGA in 1991. This declaration expanded the role of the UNSG beyond the prevention and resolution of specific threats to peace and security (as the UNSC and the UNGA had customarily mandated) to being responsible for monitoring early warning signs of security threats and to taking initiative towards the overall prevention and maintenance of global peace and security.[endnoteRef:141] We now turn to the UNSG, who is at the centre of this volume.  [140:  Rivlin, “The Changing International Climate,” 14, 18.]  [141:  Rivlin, “The Changing International Climate,” 18.] 

There have been many studies focusing on Annan’s contributions.[endnoteRef:142] Koﬁ Annan’s appointment as UNSG was controversial and the result of mainly US manoeuvrings against Boutros-Ghali. The United States vetoed Boutros-Ghali’s reappointment, and along with the United Kingdom, embarked on a campaign in support of Annan, arguing that continued support for Boutros-Ghali sent the signal that a qualified Sub-Saharan African candidate could not be identified.[endnoteRef:143] Koﬁ Annan was the ﬁrst UNSG to have come up from the ranks of the Secretariat[endnoteRef:144] and was seen by many to be a “creature of the system.”[endnoteRef:145] He had over three decades of experience as an international civil servant. Annan had become well known for “an almost unblemished reputation for being a competent civil servant with an impressive grasp of complex details.”[endnoteRef:146] Additionally, having served as UN coordinator in the former Yugoslavia, and subsequently as Under-Secretary-General for Peacekeeping Operations, he was well acquainted with and known in the UN system. He was also very familiar with the global security landscape as he had visited many political and humanitarian conflict locations. Not only did he have the requisite experience, he was known to have the temperament for the task, having a calm, balanced and measured response in stressful situations.[endnoteRef:147] Beneath Annan’s mild external disposition “was a tough interior and a quiet determination to achieve his goals.” This was seen in his initial approach to reform efforts, which was slow and methodical, rather than revolutionary.[endnoteRef:148]  [142:  Some of these include: Williams, “The UN Secretary-General and Human Dignity,” 67–84; Adebajo, “Pope, Pharaoh, or Prophet?,” 139–157; Johnstone, “The Secretary-General as Norm Entrepreneur,” 123–138; Raymond Hinnebusch et al., UN Mediation in the Syrian Crisis: From Kofi Annan to Lakhdar Brahimi (New York: International Peace Institute, 2016); Traub, The Best Intentions; Rachel A. Koestler-Grack, Kofi Annan: Guiding the United Nations (New York: Chelsea House, 2007); and Frederic Eckhard, Kofi Annan: A Spokesperson’s Memoir (New York: Ruder-Finn Press, 2013)]  [143:  Adebajo, “Pope, Pharaoh, or Prophet?,” 141; see also Kille, From Manager to Visionary, 156–158.
 Kofi Annan, We the Peoples, 6.]  [144:  Kille, From Manager to Visionary,156]  [145:  Adebajo, “Pope, Pharaoh, or Prophet?,” 141–142.]  [146:  Adebajo, “Pope, Pharaoh, or Prophet?,” 141–142.]  [147:  Traub, The Best Intentions; see also Adebajo, “Pope, Pharaoh, or Prophet?,” 141 and Meisler, Kofi Annan: A Man of Peace, 149.]  [148:  Adebajo, “Pope, Pharaoh, or Prophet?,” 141.] 

Annan had many other things going for him. He appeared not to have “rubbed too many people the wrong way” as he moved to the top and promoted some of his most able advisors from his time as Under-Secretary-General for Peacekeeping Operations to senior positions to work with him. Annan adopted a principled position and shunned favouritism, instead showing preference for merit and geographical representativeness in selecting personnel. Like Pérez de Cuéllar, Koﬁ Annan had a strong “moralistic and proselytizing” orientation and vehemently condemned human rights abuses, and advocated vigorously for circumventing traditional state sovereignty in the interest of defending the vulnerable.[endnoteRef:149] Annan had the space to advance human rights norms because he was functioning in the post-Cold War context, which afforded him a new political space to pursue this normative agenda in a way his predecessors were not able to in light of the ideological constraints of the Cold War period.[endnoteRef:150] [149:  Adebajo, “Pope, Pharaoh, or Prophet?,” 142.]  [150:  Williams, “The UN Secretary-General and Human Dignity,” 67–84.] 

Kofi Annan took over from Boutros Boutros-Ghali as UNSG less than a decade after the Cold War had ended, a time in which the world had undergone major geopolitical and other changes, including the breakup of the Soviet Union, the unrivalled hegemony of the United States, the spiralling of conﬂicts in the Balkans and Africa, and an increase in UN membership. These shifts were to have a profound impact on the UN and the work of the UNSG.[endnoteRef:151] This new period was also characterised by a new phase of globalisation bringing unique challenges to which the UNSG and his organisation had to adjust and find solutions. In his 2000 report We the Peoples: The Role of the United Nations in the 21st Century, Annan identified globalisation as the framework within which the work of the UN should be contextualised in the coming decades. In Annan’s words:  [151:  Adebajo, “Pope, Pharaoh, or Prophet?,” 139.] 


The central challenge we face today is to ensure that globalization becomes a positive force for all the world’s people, instead of leaving billions of them behind in squalor. Inclusive globalization must be built on the great enabling force of the market, but market forces alone will not achieve it. It requires a broader effort to create a shared future, based upon our common humanity in all its diversity.[endnoteRef:152]  [152:  Annan, We the Peoples, 6. ] 

	
This statement came against the backdrop of the dissatisfaction of the global citizenry with the inequities and other negative outcomes which neoliberal globalisation had brought in the decade before. Yet globalising forces had continued unabated and intensified in the 21st century. Annan’s tenure was spent consolidating the UN’s response to globalisation.
	Considering the hegemonic role of the United States in world affairs in this new era, Annan’s popularity soon came to depend on how he managed this country’s demands. At first, Annan was popular, but like other Secretaries-General, his ratings declined in the second term. He attracted criticism from the United States as he did not always give in to their demands, particularly on their intervention in Iraq. He was accused of being “naïve and idealistic.”[endnoteRef:153] Southern voices also accused Koﬁ Annan of not resisting the United States when it used the UN to contravene the Charter and undermine the sovereign rights of states for their gain.[endnoteRef:154] This criticism may have been partly because he used diplomatic channels rather than aggressive confrontation in his opposition of the Iraq War.[endnoteRef:155] However, it would have been unwise for Annan to antagonise the United States, the most powerful actor in the UN.[endnoteRef:156] [153:  Adebajo, “Pope, Pharaoh, or Prophet?,” 152; see also Meisler, Kofi Annan: A Man of Peace, 168.]  [154:  Adebajo, “Pope, Pharaoh, or Prophet?,” 153.]  [155:  Meisler, Kofi Annan: A Man of Peace, 4.]  [156:  Traub, The Best Intentions, xxii] 

Damage also came from his launching of a much-resisted ambitious reform agenda in light of (a) the US-led invasion of Iraq in 2003, (b) his failures to reform the UNSC and substantively improve the capacity of peacekeeping, and (c) his superficial treatment of aid, trade, and debt.[endnoteRef:157] Additionally, the Oil-for-Food Programme Scandal in Iraq brought reproach to the reputation and credibility of the UNSG and the UN[endnoteRef:158] and “eﬀectively turned the Secretary-General into a lame duck two years before the end of his term.”[endnoteRef:159] However, in relation to Iraq, Meisler surmised, “In the end [Annan] failed, but he failed with dignity, moral courage and transparency.”[endnoteRef:160] [157:  Adebajo, “Pope, Pharaoh, or Prophet?,” 151, 152, 153.]  [158:  Traub, The Best Intentions, 281–304; see also Meisler, A Man of Peace, 297–302.]  [159:  Adebajo, “Pope, Pharaoh, or Prophet?” 155.]  [160:  Meisler, Kofi Annan: A Man of Peace, 158.] 

On a more personal level, Annan was seen by some in African circles to not have a genuine interest in the continent.[endnoteRef:161] Despite these criticisms, Annan was also able to “show a consciousness of the need to maintain African support” by appointing several Africans to key posts on African security issues and in his office, and he gave focused attention to Africa peace and development issues.[endnoteRef:162] More generally, Annan was able to restore the confidence and even the support of the United States,[endnoteRef:163] and the international community in the UN and multilateralism in general.  [161:  Adebajo, “Pope, Pharaoh, or Prophet?,” 148.]  [162:  Adebajo, “Pope, Pharaoh, or Prophet?,” 151.]  [163:  Adebajo, “Pope, Pharaoh, or Prophet?,” 151.] 

Annan is remembered for several other things, including being a norm entrepreneur, particularly in the area of human rights[endnoteRef:164] and global development.[endnoteRef:165] He became known as the most passionate UNSG on issues of human dignity, seeing human rights protection and promotion as one of the key ways the UN and his office could advance human dignity. Annan felt that peace and development—which he thought were intertwined—were possible only when human dignity was realised.[endnoteRef:166] This was manifested in the global development initiative, the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs);[endnoteRef:167] promoting the old principle of humanitarian intervention to protect vulnerable citizenry (reconceptualised as the “responsibility to protect”); the reform of the Secretariat and the reform of other peace and security-related apparatus (such as the transformation of the Commission on Human Rights into a Human Rights Council); and the setting up of a Peacebuilding Commission.[endnoteRef:168]  [164:  Johnston, “The Secretary-General as Norm Entrepreneur,” 131–137.]  [165:  Traub, “The Secretary-General’s Political Space,” in Secretary or General? The UN Secretary-General in World Politics, ed. Simon Chesterman (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2007), 147]  [166:  Williams, “The UN Secretary-General and Human Dignity”; Johnstone, “The Secretary-General as Norm Entrepreneur.” ]  [167:  Traub, The Best Intentions, 167–168.]  [168:  Adebajo, “Pope, Pharaoh, or Prophet?,” 152–153.] 

The MDGs were adopted by many finance and development national and multilateral agencies both in the global South and the developed world. The MDGs became a tool through which the UN made a significant contribution to discourses on global development and poverty[endnoteRef:169] and in tackling these issues in concrete and measurable ways. Regarding humanitarian intervention, he was direct and aggressive about it and practised what he preached during his tenure, in so doing, challenging the traditional notion of state sovereignty.[endnoteRef:170] Despite the divisive politics and criticisms surrounding Annan’s ambitious reform agenda (contained in his report In Larger Freedom: Towards Development, Security and Human Rights for All), he made an important contribution, among others, showing how the UN addresses challenges of post-conflict settings. Annan was also instrumental in promoting non-state actor relations, notably with the private sector via the United Nations Global Compact (UNGC)[endnoteRef:171] and was an advocate for advancing women’s issues in the UN system.[endnoteRef:172] Along with his unrelenting campaign against HIV/AIDS and for disarmament and humanitarian assistance, Annan’s main objective, in his own words, was to “bring the UN closer to the people we were there to serve […] [and] put the individual at the centre of everything we did.”[endnoteRef:173] But he faced criticism on that for which many celebrated him. For example, the responsibility to protect was seen by many from the global South as a potential tool for opportunistic intervention under the guise of protecting civilians. Moreover, the UN Human Rights Council was said to have been largely pushed by the United States and Western countries because they were against countries like Cuba, Libya, and Sudan sitting on the Human Rights Commission.[endnoteRef:174] Nevertheless, his remarkable contribution is unquestionable and especially commendable in considering the geopolitical setting in which he had to carry out his functions.  [169:  Traub, The Best Intentions, 168.]  [170:  Thomas G. Weiss, “The Politics of Humanitarian Ideas,” Security Dialogue 31, no. 1 (March 2000): 11–23, https://doi.org/10.1177/0967010600031001002.]  [171:  Kofi Annan and Nader Mousavizadeh, Interventions: A Life in War and Peace (New York: The Penguin Group, 2012), 13]  [172:  Adebajo, “Pope, Pharaoh, or Prophet?,” 156.]  [173:  Annan and Mousavizadeh, Interventions, 13.]  [174:  Adebajo, “Pope, Pharaoh, or Prophet?,” 153.
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In this special issue, the two reflection pieces submitted by Curtis Raynold and Reginald Dumas speak to the character and accomplishments of Kofi Annan. In his reflection, “Kofi Annan: A Stellar Legacy Against All Odds,” Raynold provides his personal thoughts on Annan’s work, mainly in the fields of disarmament and peacekeeping, but also reflects on Annan’s wider contributions. Raynold argues that Annan’s work and legacy place him among the most accomplished Secretaries-General of the UN in the post-Cold War era.
[bookmark: _17dp8vu]The second reflection piece submitted by Reginald Dumas, titled “A Secretary-General for All Seasons,” provides a rebuttal to criticisms that Kofi Annan’s legacy is weakened by his personal failings and those of the UN. He points to many external factors which largely contributed to what some view as Annan’s and the UN’s shortcomings. Dumas further counteracts the critics by highlighting several of Annan’s pioneering initiatives which had positive and far-reaching global impact. 
In the article “Kofi Annan’s Legacy of UN Reform,” Thomas Biersteker reviews the 10-year term (1996–2006) of Kofi Annan as UNSG and argues that Annan made significant efforts to strengthen the legitimacy, effectiveness, efficiency and fairness of the UN. The author focuses on Annan’s work in the areas of UNSC reform, reform of administrative practices, incremental procedural reforms, and creation of new institutions to address contemporary challenges. He also examines Annan’s initiatives to improve the UN in the areas of security, development, and human rights—the three pillars of the UN Charter. 
[bookmark: _26in1rg]In the article “Kofi Annan, the R2P Funambulist: Balancing State Sovereignty and the Security of the People,” Andy Knight argues that Kofi Annan can be compared to a funambulist—a tightrope walker. This characterisation of Annan refers to his ability to perform the balancing act of adjusting during turbulent times and moments of disequilibrium. As UNSG, Annan exhibited qualities that allowed him to stay focused on his normative goals, to imagine many ways to walk, and to maintain a balance that was not always perfect. He was able to do so by maintaining his focus and vision and putting people first, before the outmoded principles of state sovereignty.
The article “Kofi Annan: An Idealist in a Realist Era,” co-authored by Philip D. Osei and Joseph Obeng-Baah utilises a theoretical lens to situate the outcome of Annan’s tenure as Under-Secretary-General for Peacekeeping Operations and UNSG, arguing that he was an idealist in a realist world. Using the 1994 Rwandan genocide as an example, the authors posit that the post-Cold War realist non-interventionism posture of global powers was mainly responsible for the outcome of this crisis. On the other hand, Annan adopted an idealist stance during his time as UNSG by championing human rights, human security, justice, conflict resolution and sustainable development in Africa.
The final article, by Chalmers LaRose, titled “The Last Frontier of Liberal Stabilisation: Haiti Under MINUSTAH’s Stewardship,” argues that UN stabilisation missions subscribe to the vision of the liberal democratic peace paradigm of which the UN Stabilization Mission in Haiti (MINUSTAH) is an example. The author critiques the UN’s vision and practices in Haiti by highlighting the limits and inadequacies of the current model of stabilisation missions both as drivers and instruments to address societal challenges in destabilised societies. The author suggests a bottom-up approach of endogenous reform rather than external universal prescriptions. 
First, the papers speak to the continuing role of the UNSG in the UN’s work in responding to global problems. All the papers, in various ways, show the contribution of the UN to addressing global challenges and global governance in an era of globalisation. Much of Annan’s tenure was spent on the reform of the UN to make it relevant and legitimate considering the challenges in the new context as discussed by Biersteker. Under Annan, through many initiatives such as the UNGC, as discussed in the papers by Knight, Raynold and Biersteker, the UN embraced the notion that globalisation could not be managed singlehandedly or predominantly by states. The role of international organisations, the UN in particular, having universal membership and an expansive scope (and where less powerful states could have a voice), was heightened considering the transnational nature of emergent problems. In that vein, the tenure of Annan was particularly instructive in illuminating and advancing the importance of international organisations to international relations. 
Second, the papers show the impact of factors external to the competency of the person in the role of the UNSG and the nature of the UN (i.e., situational and contextual factors) on the outcome of Annan’s tenure. The authors highlight factors such as the realist tendencies of major powers, especially the United States, the governance structure of the UN, which is based on sovereign states and indifference of member states, and the powers of the UNSC. The papers by Osei, Obeng-Baah, Dumas and Raynold indicate that Annan was not as effective as he could have been, not because he was not capable, but because he was constrained by external forces. 
Third, all the papers, directly or indirectly, pointed to Annan’s style, personality and passion, and how this shaped his role as UNSG. Among other things, the authors indicate Annan’s humanity by highlighting his advocacy for human dignity through the enduring human rights agenda of his tenure. The papers also highlight Annan’s fortitude. His tenure was not flawless. Authors point to events taking place before he assumed the position of UNSG, which tainted his legacy. However, Annan remained resilient and performed exceptionally well despite the complexity of the situations which confronted him. Considering the above, the papers subscribe to an integrative approach to leadership to understand Annan’s tenure as UNSG.
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