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1) Choose a UN organ or agency. Assess its legitimacy in accordance with Keohane’s six criteria for legitimacy.
Robert Keohane’s criteria for legitimacy cover six key criteria, which include minimal moral acceptability, inclusiveness, epistemic quality (or transparency), accountability, democracy and comparative benefit. The International Monetary Fund (IMF) is an agency of the UN and is one of the leading international financial institutions. It was founded in 1945, shortly after the Second World War and its headquarters is based in the U.S.  The IMF’s main purpose and goal is to achieve global sustainable growth through financial stability and monetary cooperation, as of 2024, it can lend one trillion U.S. dollars to its 190 member countries. 		
Although the IMF includes most countries of the world, including countries not members of the UN, its representation is limited, thus inclusiveness and democracy become limited. Out of the 190 member countries, representation is limited to its 24-member Executive Board. On top of a small representation, the elected members only get reviewed every eight years. The executive board’s representation is based on which countries have the largest economies and therefore are the most ‘important’. Smaller countries with smaller economic statuses are then compiled together and are represented based on their ‘importance’ to the global economy. Thus, countries such as America, France and the UK have more of a say in the decision-making of the IMF rather than an equal and inclusive decision-making process. A list of Managing Directors from 1946 shows that all 12 of the managing directors were from a European country and the 12 deputy managing directors were also all American. This is an outdated system and if the IMF aims to be inclusive and democratic then it would need to assess and reestablish its Executive Board member policy.
It is difficult to pinpoint where the IMF takes accountability. It is almost impossible to take accountability for 190 countries with only 24 Executive Board members. The IMF claims each country takes accountability for themselves, as part of its terms and conditions for taking on a loan/grant. There are criteria that need to be met before a loan is agreed upon, to ensure the country taking the loan has the proper financial means to repay the loan and its interest. Some might argue that allowing only the countries receiving loans to take accountability rather than it being split between the country and the IMF is a rather sneaky way of avoiding accountability. This could be argued further as the IMF should have a financial duty of care regarding the countries it loans to as it gives them financial policies to incorporate into their political system. The IMF also needs a consistent need for loans to survive. If there are no countries left to ‘develop’ the IMF serves no purpose. This also applies for minimal moral acceptability.
The IMF is the world's largest and leading lending facility. It has 190 member countries which means it also has 190 countries that have paid for their membership. This is the reason that the IMF can sustain itself is because it relies on developing countries to need loans and further financial support. This is the reason that the IMF has essentially been able to maintain a monopoly on global financial lending. Another reason is that although it seems reliant on developing countries to maintain its monopoly-like status, it is very unlikely that developing countries will turn to alternative economic lenders as large as the IMF based on membership fees. From an economic point, there is no reason why a developing country that has already paid to be a member of the IMF would seek an alternative. 
Transparency is difficult to gauge. It is advocated for, and the IMF have transparency-specific policies which can be publicly accessed, yet again the IMF urges their member countries to be transparent, almost shifting the accountability to them. The IMF claims that they disclose information publicly unless there are “...strong, specific reasons against...”. On the imf.org website, it is quite accessible to the public the details of each member countries. It gives a glossary of the member country and has available transcripts of meetings and written documents regarding reviews and meetings. 
To conclude, it would seem according to Keohane’s criteria for legitimacy that the IMF does not have the right to govern. It is flawed from its creation and is a byproduct of U.S. hegemony. From the lack of inclusivity and diversity to its monopoly on global loans, it is truly not fit to run. It seems to benefit no developing country but prey on them instead, for they need the disparity to survive.

2)  Choose two theories from the ones we’ve discussed: Realism, Classical Liberal internationalism, Liberal institutionalism, and Constructivism. Compare and contrast the two you’ve chosen.
Classical Liberal internationalism and Realism are two theories that are on two different sides of the international relations theory spectrum. Whilst both theories are inherently different, they have both played a major role in U.S. foreign policy.  In order to compare the two theories, it would be best to break down key components of international relations and compare them. This will include state behaviour, systems nature, approach to conflict and resolution, international cooperation, values and ideals and the outlook of the future and progress. This will allow a much more detailed comparison of the two international relations theories, beginning with the nature of the international system.
Classical Liberal Internationalism has the view that the international system is cooperative and open to the promotion of shared values such as democracy, human rights and free trade. This can be highlighted by the core values of the UN and many of its agencies and organisations. It is no wonder that this theory favours the nature of the international system as it is when most of the Western world’s foreign policies align with classical liberal internationalism.  Realism, on the other hand, does not favour the nature of the international system the same. Realism views the system as anarchic, competitive, fuelled by conflict and a power-hungry state system. In this way, both theories view the nature of the international system as complete opposites and therefore already have major differences in global governance. 
The state's conduct as it is influenced by both theories comes next. The pursuit of shared interests by nations, multilateral collaboration, and diplomacy are all emphasised by classical liberal internationalism. Although it seems to be acting in the interests of individual rights and that the state should advance democracy and international law, the UN, which adheres to a similar principle, shows that this is not always the case. There seems to be a further agenda, that the state is at the core of its theory and not the individuals. Realism on the other hand prioritizes their own security self-interest. This would be done by a large military build, suspicions of neighbouring countries and a lack of compliance with the UN and its bodies. Although on the surface each of these theories may seem different, most countries in the Western world combine both theories and implement into their foreign policy, such as the U.S.
The two theories' approach to conflict resolution is quite similar to the states’ conduct. Classical Liberal internationalism will advocate for a peaceful conflict resolution through diplomacy, negotiation and multilateral institutions such as peacekeeping in the UN. These states or governing bodies might be more inclined to intervene when a state is unable or unwilling to prevent acts of genocide or ethnic cleansing. Again, Realism would counter this. Realism has more of a ‘laissez-faire’ approach to worldwide conflict. U.S. isolationism is a key example, for realism believes that geo-political conflict is inevitable, and has no interest in taking part to protect its interests. These two theories seem to be completely opposite on this agenda.
Next is their views on international cooperation. This is very similar to their approach to conflict resolution, prompting a similar response from each theory.  Classical liberal internationalism is much more optimistic about international cooperation and the effectiveness of international institutions in addressing global challenges. This theory would support free trade and market and fewer restrictions on geopolitical cooperation. The IMF and WTO would be a byproduct of this, although they may have their many flaws, their main goals are to prevent global economic crises by cooperating with the states of the globe financially. Realism is the opposite to this, as it is very sceptical of neighbouring states and views them all as self-interested governing bodies with a possible hidden agenda. This would further mean that organisations such as the WTO and IMF would cease to exist if realism was adopted by the UN. 
This clarifies the principles and goals of any theory of international relations. Classical liberal internationalism supports democracy and human rights while adopting a far more cosmopolitan stance on global governance. Realist theory, on the other hand, is far more sceptical and self-serving. supports a more powerful military and puts state interests ahead of international human rights and collaboration. Their perspectives on how international relations would develop are radically different from one another; one is extremely optimistic while the other is quite negative. Ultimately, even though they both contributed to US foreign policy, they are on opposing sides of the idea of international relations and could not function as independent nations. 


3) Discuss the evolution of the concept of human rights from the 19th century to the 20th century. (Up to the Cold War- lecture 6).
The discourse surrounding human rights does not begin in the 19th century, it is argued that prior to the 19th century, human rights were not actually in place for anyone other than white privileged men in most countries. The 19th century saw a major turning point for human rights as the abolition of slavery, women’s rights, labour rights, international agreements and the emergence of the Enlightenment period was breaking through.  Although the Enlightenment period came into the world with the likes of John Locke and Francis Bacon in the 17th and 18th centuries it played a crucial role in the development of conceptualised human rights in the 19th century. It can be argued that without this milestone in ideology, the progress of the 19th century influenced by the Enlightenment era, would not have occurred or would have been slowed. It is possible that many of the movements, such as women's suffrage or the abolition of slavery might not have been able to progress without this period. Nonetheless, it would be unjust to discredit the courageous people who lost their lives dedicated to causes in the 19th century that have shaped the concept of human rights in the contemporary world. One example of a courageous movement which shaped human rights as we know it is the abolitionist movement. The abolitionist movement, which sought to outlaw both slavery and the transatlantic slave trade, made great progress throughout the 19th century. Abolitionists like Frederick Douglass in the United States and William Wilberforce in Britain actively pushed for the acknowledgement of the rights of those who were slaves. This meant that the world was one step closer to the recognition of man regardless of their skin colour. Whilst slavery was abolished in the 19th century, unfortunately, the lives and living conditions of people of colour did not greatly increase.
Another movement which shaped and progressed the concept of human rights today is the Women’s Rights Movement or the Women’s Suffrage. The emergence of this movement advocated for equal political, social and economic rights and opportunities for women. Emmeline Pankhurst, Elizabeth Cady Stanton, and Susan B. Anthony were among the activists who battled for women's suffrage, property rights, and work and education opportunities. This led to the Declaration of Sentiments also known as the Declaration of Rights and Sentiments of 1848. This was a significant turning point in the history of human rights and the source of many characteristics of equality that are now accepted as social standards in many nations. In addition to advocating for feminism and being the first to sign the Declaration of Sentiments, Lucretia Mott also supported the liberation of slaves. Frederick Douglass, a former slave who attended the convention, also contributed to the document's passage. 
	it is also worth noting, the rise of communism and the works of Karl Marx and his work Capital. One may claim that Marx and Engels' advocacy for more equitable labour rights, better working conditions, and higher salaries are responsible for the rise of worker rights and justice in the 19th century. Nevertheless, whilst these were all in action in the 19th century it was not until the unfortunate event of World War II that gave the world a globalised understanding and definition of human rights. 
Although there had been attempts at global governance before the UN, neither the League of Nations, Kellogg-Briand Pact, Treaty of Versailles nor the first Geneva Convention had specific rules and regulations for human rights. These treaties primarily addressed collaboration as well as war and conflict between governments. Its primary goal was to coexist peacefully on Earth and to uphold international law in the event of an inescapable conflict. It may be argued that the absence of human rights legislation and publicity contributed to the collapse of all treaties signed before the UN. Due to the Holocaust's horrors and its designation as a genocide, many atrocities in the modern world may have been avoided. The Declaration of Human Rights in 1945, which was born from the dangers of repeating the same atrocities as the Holocaust, came into effect. The Declaration of Human Rights has maintained the benchmark for any dispute and acts as a reminder that surrounding or capable governments must act on behalf of their inhabitants' universal human rights, regardless of whether a state can act to stop conceivable harm to its population. To conclude, the human rights that were activated in the 20th century can and should be credited to the heroes who paved the way for emancipation in the 19th century and many centuries before, as the contemporary world could look very different without it. 





