
 
Compare the power and influence of three institutions of global governance and the extent to 
which they achieve their aims. 
 

 
The World Trade Organisation (WTO), United Nations (UN) and International Criminal Court (ICC) 
are all institutions of global governance (IGG’s), institutions that seek to facilitate and manage 
relations between states as well as promote internationalism. 
 
The WTO is more powerful and influential than both the UN and ICC, however all these institutions 
face difficulties in achieving their aims, as seen by unsatisfactory results from both the UN and ICC 
in the conflict of Darfur and the supposed failure of the WTO’s Doha Round in 2008. 
 
The power and influence of an institution of global governance is often impacted by the extent and 
significance of its membership. Influence is particularly affected, as a larger membership allows for 
a wider landscape in which the organisation can operate. The ICC’s increasing but currently very 
limited power and influence can be somewhat attributed to its relatively small membership size, in 
which there are only two of the five permanent members of the UN Security Council and no major 
Asian powers. While the organisations youth may be a contributing factor, the ICC’s smaller 
membership is predominantly due to the lack of incentive for joining the ICC. By comparison, the 
WTO provides large benefits for a state’s economy while UN membership ensures at least some 
recognition in the political network. These factors do make a difference, particularly in the case of 
the WTO, in which membership is a necessity to states looking to grow economically. Russia’s 
accession in to the WTO means that the institution will oversee 97% of all trade and only a few 
states are non-members of the UN. 
 
The power of an IGG is more appropriately measured by it’s ability to enforce its decisions. The 
WTO’s ability to exercise considerable power and influence over member states is heightened by 
the binding nature of its rulings. WTO agreements require that all member states must have laws 
that align with WTO rules, effectively positioning domestic laws created by government as inferior to 
WTO laws, undoubtedly a large loss to the national sovereignty of the state. The WTO’s ability to 
enforce its decisions is in great contrast with the difficulty that the UN faces. The most influential 
organ of the UN, the Security Council, limits itself through the presence of a veto power, which 
allows any of the five permanent member states to reject key decisions, making it subject to the 
national self interest of states. This is demonstrated by the Security Council’s inability to take any 
action against the ongoing conflict in Syria. While the Security Council proposed a resolution calling 
for President Assad to step down, it was vetoed by both Russia and China. The UN has been only 
able to pass a resolution through the General Assembly condemning the violations of human rights 
by Syrian officials. This demonstrates that although the Security Council’s decisions are binding on 
all UN members, it can often have difficulty enforcing its decisions because of the divergent 
interests of its member states. The ICC has even greater difficulty in enforcing its decisions, as it is 
completely reliant on the cooperation of states, which can choose to not comply with ICC demands, 
just as Sudan refuses the jurisdiction of the court in response to warrants placed on President Omar 
Al Bashir. In these circumstances, the ICC is dependent of the willingness of other states to 
pressure the non-compliant state by detaining prosecuted individuals for the ICC. 
 
The extent to which these IGG’s achieve their key aims allows us to analyse how their influence and 
power, or lack thereof, is effecting their output in the global arena. The UN and ICC have been 
involved in Darfur for a number of years. The 2005 World Summit saw to the establishment of 
‘Responsibility to Protect’, an initiative that allowed for the UN and the international community at 
large to intervene in Darfur to protect civilians who may be exposed to actions such as war crimes, 
crimes against humanity, and genocide. In 2006 Sudan refused a resolution put forward by the UN 
for a peacekeeping force to be placed in Darfur, saying that it would undermine their national  



sovereignty. However in 2007, the United Nations-African Union Mission in Darfur (UNAMID) was 
formed and finally allowed access by the Sudanese government. It is widely recognised that the UN 
was significantly stalled in its action in Sudan because of China’s support for the Khartoum 
government. Sudan supplies approximately 10% of China’s oil in exchange for financial aid. It is 
said that by providing Sudan with a total of $15 billion over a period of 16 years that China has 
effectively funded the conflict in Sudan. This highlights the how the UN is restricted in its work by the 
divergent interests of its member states, often often making it unable to achieve one of its key aims; 
to ‘keep peace throughout the world’. 
 
The ICC has been as equally unsuccessful in its attempts in Sudan. The Security Council referred 
the issue to the court, and in 2007 the ICC released arrest warrants for a Sudanese government 
minister and the leader of a militia group accused of committing war crimes, however the Sudanese 
government declined to release them. In 2010 the ICC issued another arrest warrant, however this 
time the the Sudanese President, Omar al-Bashir. Again, Sudan refused to acknowledge the 
jurisdiction of the court, and the ICC was completely dependent on the cooperation of surrounding 
African states. However since the issue of his arrest warrant, al-Bashir has been able to visit Egypt, 
Qatar, Libya, Chad, and Kenya without being arrested and surrendered to the ICC. This clearly 
shows how the ICC’s lack of power and influence make it very hard to achieve one of its key aims; 
to ‘ensure the worst perpetrators are held accountable for their crimes’. 
 
In comparison, the WTO has been consistently successful in laying down the rules for world trade. 
The WTO’s ability to settle trade related disputes between states and penalise member states who 
do not comply with WTO laws is demonstrated in a number of case studies, such as the 2009 ruling 
against the U.S, in which they were fined $295 million over illegal cotton subsidies. However the 
WTO has been regarded as inadequate when considering its aim of ‘liberalising world trade’. The 
ongoing failure of the Doha Round demonstrates this. The Doha Round talks were designed to 
provide developing states with a larger portion of the global trade market through helping them to 
remove any barriers that may disadvantage them. The talks were said to have failed in establishing 
an agreement because member states could not agree on rules that enabled developing states to 
impose emergency tariffs as safeguards for peasant farmers. Critics say it is typical of WTO 
negotiations to be heavily influenced by the national self interest of member states. The WTO’s 
failure to conduct any successful negotiations on the establishment of trade rules demonstrates its 
inability to liberalise world trade. 
 
In conclusion, the WTO holds considerably more power and influence over its member states than 
either the UN or ICC, and this is also demonstrated in its ability to successfully achieve some aims. 
However when the WTO is required to have many states make decisions together, it is limited in 
what it can do by the national self interests of states, just as the UN is. In contrast the ICC has 
difficulty in achieving its aims because of its shear lack of power and influence. 


