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1. Introduction

In A Second United Nations Charter: Modernizing the UN for a New Generation, the amended versions of
Articles 17 and (new) Article 18.4, reproduced below, address the financing and budgetary dimensions of
the United Nations system. In particular, these revisions envisage the possibility of other forms of funding
beyond those that have emerged in practice since the UN’s founding. This protocol on financing the UN
system is organized as follows: Section 2 provides some background information on the various systems
and practices that currently underpin the finances of the UN, with particular attention focused on the
distortions and inefficiencies that these have introduced. Section 3 supplements this with some important
historical context, to better understand the proposals that follow. Section 4 presents an alternative
funding mechanism that builds on the existing system but that is more transparent and predictable in
application and that reduces the scope for the politicization of UN funding and has other distinct
advantages as well, without necessarily creating a greater financial burden on Member States. Sections 5
and 6 identify alternative sources of funding that could provide additional resources to the UN system
over the medium term but that would require additional institutional innovations by UN Members. In one
case building on the large body of experience accumulated within the European Union in developing
transparent and reliable sources of funding and in another case building on the changing nature of the
global financial system over the past several decades. Section 7 discusses the issue of short-term versus
longer-term financing mechanisms while the last section presents a list of Articles which incorporate the
essence of the proposals being made in the previous sections and that would capture the primary
content of this Protocol.

Article 17

1. The General Assembly shall consider and approve the budget of the United Nations. The budget shall go
into effect upon final approval by the Parliamentary Assembly.

2. The expenses of the United Nations shall be borne by the Member States as apportioned by the General
Assembly, subject to final approval by the Parliamentary Assembly, as well as other means as determined
by a Protocol to this Charter on budget and funding initially adopted by Member States.

3. The General Assembly and the Parliamentary Assembly shall have the power to enact such regulations
as are authorized by the Protocol on budget and funding, in particular related to the borrowing of funds
on the credit of the United Nations.

4. The General Assembly shall consider and approve any financial and budgetary arrangements with
specialized agencies referred to in Article 57, subject to final approval by the Parliamentary Assembly, and
shall examine the administrative budgets of such specialized agencies as well as allocate to them in the
annual budget of the United Nations such funds as it deems necessary for their expenses.

Article 18

1. Decisions on budgetary questions, including amendments to the Protocol on budget and funding, shall
be made by a two-thirds majority decision of the General Assembly and a majority decision of the
Parliamentary Assembly, whether or not present and voting, which, in respect of votes in the General
Assembly, shall include a majority of the Member States of the United Nations whose allocated financial
contributions would represent the ten largest shares in the existing budget or a new budget voted upon.

2. Basic institutional features of UN finances

As  the foremost institution in  the  area of international  cooperation,  the United Nations (UN) is  expected         
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Financing Instrument Amount (US$ billion) Percentage of total revenue 

Assessed contributions  13.8 20.4

Voluntary core contributions  5.8 8.6

Voluntary earmarked contributions  41.0 60.7

Revenue from other activities  7.0 10.4

Total UN system revenue  67.6 100

to address an expanding range of challenges, from geopolitical conflicts and humanitarian crises to
climate change and sustainable development. However, its ability to execute these responsibilities
effectively is increasingly undermined by a flawed financing model that is characterized by
fragmentation, unpredictability and undue politicization.

As reported in Financing the UN Development System: Resourcing the Future (2024)⁴, the UN budget
system comprises a variety of specialized agencies, funds and programs, each governed by its own
mandate, governance framework, and budgetary structure. Despite their institutional distinctiveness, UN
entities share common financing mechanisms, with the majority relying on contributions from Member
States. Their funding is derived from a mixture of financing instruments, which can broadly be divided into
four types: 1) assessed contributions, which finance the regular budget (covering the UN’s core functions,
including general operations, political missions and development programs) and the peacekeeping
budget⁵; 2) voluntary core contributions (unrestricted funds provided by states or other donors); 3)
voluntary earmarked contributions; and 4) revenue from other activities. The two most important of these
are assessed contributions and voluntary earmarked contributions, accounting for 81% of the total.
Assessed contributions constitute the consolidated payments made by all Member States arising from
their treaty obligations as UN members. Voluntary core contributions are untied financial contributions
made by Member States and other contributors to support the budgets of UN entities and are relatively
small in relation to the total (9%).⁶ Assessed contributions and voluntary core contributions together
provide more flexible funding streams to UN entities in support of their overall strategic and operational
plans, as they are not explicitly linked to individual Member State projects or other priorities. The table
below provides these figures for 2023, the latest year for which they are publicly available.

Funding of the UN System by Financing Instrument (2023)⁷

However, heavy reliance on voluntary contributions has added a degree of unpredictability and
uncertainty to UN funding streams. Moreover, the reliance on a few countries for the bulk of all funding
creates considerable asymmetry, wherein the top 10 contributors account for 72.3% of the assessed
contributions, and the top 20 account for 86.6%. For the period 2022–24 the three largest contributors to
the UN’s regular budget are the United States (22.000%), China (15.254%) and Japan (8.033%). Total
voluntary earmarked contributions in recent years have been much larger than assessed contributions, in
2023 by a factor of 3. Voluntary earmarked contributions tend to be lopsided, with five countries—United
States, Sweden, United Kingdom, Japan and Germany—accounting for about 62% of the total, according
to the  latest available data.   The  UN  General  Assembly,   which discusses  and  approves  the  assessed 

 The figures referenced in this document are the latest publicly available from official sources and reports:4

Dag Hammarskjöld Foundation & United Nations Multi-Partner Trust Fund Office, 2024: Financing the UN Development System:
Resourcing the Future
 Both are mandatory but peacekeeping operations are calculated using a different formula that is linked to a country’s income level

and the nature of its membership in the UN, such as permanent membership in the Security Council. 

5

⁶ Total Revenue of the UN System - Dag Hammarskjöld Foundation, 2023.
⁷ Figures for 2023. Sources: Dag Hammarskjöld Foundation and Chief Executives Board for Coordination (CEB).
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part of the UN’s budget as per Article 17 of the UN Charter, both regular and for peacekeeping, has little
say on the way voluntary earmarked contributions are used, and this tends to reflect individual donor
country’s economic, political, and development priorities. Donor countries thus bypass the General
Assembly and use the UN infrastructure as a channel to leverage the impact of their bilateral aid
programs, where national donor priorities take precedence over the interests of the whole membership.

While this critique identifies real risks of fragmentation, it is also the case that many Member States
channel a substantial share of their Official Development Assistance “ODA” through the UN precisely via
voluntary windows to capitalize on UN delivery capacity and field presence, and because of the budget
structure of the donor administrations with funds often tied to a certain theme or geography. The
challenge, therefore, is not earmarking per se, but overly rigid (“hard”) earmarking that can undermine
coherence and flexibility. A pragmatic compromise is for donors to rebalance toward core funding and,
where earmarking is used, favor “soft” earmarking (e.g., pooled, thematic, multi-year, country-owned
frameworks) that aligns with intergovernmental agreed priorities.

Fundamentally, Article 17 of the UN Charter originally envisaged a funding model based primarily on
assessed contributions, without explicit provisions for voluntary (tied or untied) financing. It presupposed
that all UN expenditures would be funded through assessments paid by Member States, with the General
Assembly maintaining authority over both the allocation and prioritization of these resources. However, in
practice, donor countries have sought alternative funding mechanisms that afford them greater control,
rather than increasing contributions to the regular budget, where decisions are made collectively within a
193-member General Assembly, which skews disproportionally voting power to smaller countries. The rise
of voluntary contributions from wealthier nations can be seen as a strategic response to this dynamic,
particularly given the principle of equal voting rights within the Assembly. For instance, Belize, with an
assessed contribution rate of just 0.001%, has the same influence over budgetary decisions as Japan,
whose contribution is 8,033 times larger – an imbalance that has incentivized wealthier states to channel
resources through voluntary earmarked funding streams that provide them with greater discretion over
their use.

In response to these systemic weaknesses, this Financing Protocol outlines a new mechanism of funding
the UN system – consistent with the revisions made under the Second United Nations Charter. In the
sections that follow we will present a number of different proposals which would go a long way towards
addressing the above weaknesses and empower the UN to generate resources in a more predictable way
and set the stage for potentially expanding in the future the magnitude of resources generated to fund
UN operations and programs, at a time when there is enormous scope for the UN to do more, against the
background of multiple crises the solutions to which require much stronger levels of international
cooperation.

3. Historical context and rationale

Since its establishment in 1945, the financial architecture of the UN has evolved from a model of collective
economic responsibility into a multifaceted and politically nuanced framework shaped by shifting global
power dynamics. Article 17 of the UN Charter indicates that “the General Assembly shall consider and
approve the budget of the Organization. The expenses of the Organization shall be borne by the
Members as apportioned by the General Assembly.” However, the Charter lacked explicit directives for
equitable financial burden-sharing amongst Member States and did not mandate a singular,
consolidated budgetary framework. This absence of predefined financial governance mechanisms
resulted   in    the  organic  development  of   a   multi-stream  funding  structure,    with   distinct  financial  
channels  evolving  to  support  the  UN's  expanding  institutional  and  operational  mandates.
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One of the earliest comprehensive proposals for reforming the UN’s financial system was laid out by
Grenville Clark and Louis Sohn in World Peace Through World Law. Their proposal envisioned a rules-
based revenue model that would ensure a stable and equitable funding structure for the UN. Their
approach proposed that each member nation contribute a fixed percentage of its Gross National Product
(GNP), with an adjustment mechanism to account for economic disparities, ensuring that lower-income
nations bore a proportionally lighter burden. Contributions would be collected through existing national
tax structures, with UN fiscal offices established in each Member State to receive and transmit funds.
Additionally, the plan capped total UN revenue at 2% of global GNP and limited individual country
contributions to 2.5% of national GNP, levels which seem exceptionally large in today’s world with a US$105
trillion economy and sharply constrained fiscal space in the great majority of UN Member States. While
politically unfeasible at the time, Clark and Sohn’s proposal established an important conceptual
reference point in the pursuit of a systematic and depoliticized financing mechanism for the UN,
reinforcing the case for a structured revenue system that ensured financial sustainability and greater
institutional independence.

Initially, the UN’s financial model was based on assessed contributions, where Member States were
required to contribute a sum based on economic indicators such as GNP, per capita income, and external
debt levels. The Committee on Contributions, established in 1946, devised a formula to account for
economic disparities, ensuring that wealthier nations bore a greater financial responsibility whilst
granting discounts to lower-income states. Over time, the UN's funding model became increasingly
complex, as separate budgets emerged to accommodate different operational needs. The organization
now operates through multiple financial streams including: the Regular Budget – which funds the UN
Secretariat; the Peacekeeping Budget – which sustains peacekeeping and humanitarian interventions;
and the budgets of specialized agencies such as the World Health Organization (WHO) and the Food and
Agriculture Organization (FAO). These budgets are primarily financed through assessed contributions, but
a separate and expanding category – voluntary contributions – has come to dominate UN funding, as
noted earlier.

By 2023, voluntary earmarked contributions accounted for approximately 61% of total UN revenue. This
shift in funding structure has had profound implications for the organization’s autonomy and strategic
priorities. Unlike assessed contributions, which are determined collectively and updated every three years,
voluntary contributions allow donor states to earmark funds for specific programs, effectively enabling
them to exert policy influence over the UN’s agenda. As noted earlier, a handful of high-income countries
account for nearly two-thirds of all earmarked contributions, which itself is by far the largest component
of UN revenue. This disproportionate funding power has led to concerns regarding the independence of
UN decision-making processes and the risk of institutional bias in favor of donor interests. 
     
To address these concerns without discouraging ODA channeled through the UN, Member States should
be encouraged to increase the share of core (unearmarked) resources, and, where earmarking is
retained, to shift from hard project-level earmarks to “soft” thematic or pooled modalities (e.g., multi-
partner trust funds) tied to UNGA-approved frameworks (Quadrennial Comprehensive Policy Reviews or
QCPRs, and United Nations Sustainable Development Cooperation Frameworks or UNSDCFs).
Complementary incentives—such as enhanced transparency dashboards, predictable reporting, the UN
investing its own resources and staff and engagement into pooled funding, visibility for core, thematic
and pooled contributions, and multi-year compacts—can make flexible funding more attractive while
preserving accountability.

The principle of ‘one-country-one-vote’ within the General Assembly has further compounded financial
tensions. Although smaller states collectively possess the majority voting power in budgetary decisions,
their  combined  financial  contributions  amount  to  only  a  marginal  fraction  of  the  total  budget.   For
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example, according to the 2025-27 budget cycle, the 173 countries with the lowest assessed contributions
accounted for a mere 14.9% of the assessed budget, whilst the top 20 contributors supply 85.1%. This
disparity fueled debates regarding the potential introduction of weighted voting mechanisms for
budgetary decisions, a proposal that has been consistently opposed by smaller states seeking to
preserve their influence within the Assembly.⁸

In addition to structural inefficiencies, the UN’s financial system has been further destabilized by instances
of non-compliance and arrears. Article 19 of the UN Charter stipulates that Member States exceeding two
years of unpaid contributions may be stripped of their General Assembly voting rights, barring exceptional
circumstances.⁹ Moreover, several large contributors have historically leveraged their financial
contributions as a tool of political pressure. These financial maneuverings have repeatedly led to liquidity
crises, hampering the UN’s ability to execute its mandates effectively.

These persistent financial inefficiencies, coupled with the increasing politicization of UN funding, have
raised critical questions about the Organization’s long-term viability and effectiveness. As the UN’s
responsibilities continue to expand, the limitations of its current financing model have become
increasingly evident. Given these challenges, there is a growing consensus that a strengthened UN
system, with a broader set of responsibilities and expanded institutions, would need a reliable source of
funding – one free of the inconsistencies, opaque practices, arbitrariness and contradictions that have
emerged through several decades of practice. It would also need to be delinked entirely from the kinds of
domestic political considerations that have sometimes intruded upon budget debates and have held the
UN’s activities hostage to the demagoguery or bias of local politicians, the occasional emergence of
isolationist tendencies in some member countries, and so on.

4. A fixed proportion of GNI10

Building upon proposals put forth by Joseph E. Schwartzberg (2013), this proposal presents a structured
and transparent approach to UN financing, wherein all Member States contribute a fixed percentage of
their respective GNIs to the UN budget. The main advantage of this system is simplicity and transparency.
Every country would be assessed at the same rate; the criterion for burden-sharing is unambiguously
clear. Contributions are linked to economic size – as in the current system – but without the need for
carve-outs, exceptions, floors and ceilings, discounts and the need to develop “formulas” of questionable
transparency and credibility.  Furthermore, this proposal avoids a current feature of the  existing  system11 12

⁸ See Yearbook of the United Nations, 1946–47, New York, UN Department of Public Information, p. 217, in Laurenti, Jeffrey. 2007.
“Financing,” in Thomas G. Weiss and Sam Daws (eds.), The Oxford Handbook on the United Nations, Oxford, Oxford University Press, pp.
675–701, at p. 678.
⁹ As of early 2025, two Member States—Afghanistan and Venezuela—have had their General Assembly voting rights suspended under
Article 19 of the UN Charter for arrears equal to or exceeding their assessed contributions for the preceding two full years (loss of voting
rights). Countries that remain in arrears for at least one year but have not yet lost their voting rights include: Antigua and Barbuda,
Bolivia, Cabo Verde, Congo, Ecuador, Guinea-Bissau, Granada, Sao Tome and Príncipe, and Somalia—all listed in Secretary-General
notifications on arrears under Article 19.

 Gross national income (GNI) measures the total income earned by residents of a country, including income earned abroad. Gross
domestic product (GDP) counts only income generated from goods and services produced domestically in a nation, leading to two
different figures. For example, in 2023, Germany’s GDP was US$4.456 trillion, whereas its GNI was slightly higher at US$4.559 trillion,
reflecting net income from foreign investments.

10

¹¹ United Nations General Assembly, Resolution 79/249, adopted on 24 December 2024, establishing the scale of assessments for
Member States’ contributions to the UN regular budget for 2025–2027. These are reproduced in Annex I.
¹² The current scale of assessments is based primarily on each Member State’s GNI, adjusted for factors such as external debt burden
and low per capita income. The methodology includes a maximum contribution ceiling (currently 22% of the budget) to limit the
financial burden on the largest contributors, and a minimum floor (0.001%) to ensure all Member States contribute. Additional reductions
are granted to Least Developed Countries (LDCs), and other adjustments are made to account for economic capacity disparities.
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where, to illustrate in respect of the assessed contributions for the period 2022-24, India with a GDP in
2024 of US$4.19 trillion (the world's fifth largest economy) had an assessed contribution set at 1.044
percent of the total and Brazil, with a GDP of US$2.13 trillion (the world's twelfth largest economy) had an
assessed contribution set at 2.013 percent or nearly twice as large, a discrepancy seemingly completely
delinked from the concept of “capacity to pay.”

Some might argue that one feature of the existing system is that it is “progressive.” Brazil has a higher
income per capita than India and thus, the argument goes, it should pay more. The argument for a
progressive system is considered below. Those advocating a flat system might argue that income per
capita is not the relevant metric to best capture a country's payment capacity. The latest figures on
official international reserves for India put it at US$685.7 billion, compared to Brazil's at US$340.5 billion
which, incidentally, broadly mirrors their relative GDP sizes. At least four more arguments in favor of a
“fixed proportion of GNI” proposal are relevant here. 

First, the primary beneficiaries of UN aid programs and other expenditure outlays are low-income
countries. So, even if each Member State was obligated to contribute, say, 0.1 percent of GNI to the UN
budget, much of this money would come back through the UN's various aid channels. Indeed, such
redistribution is already evident within the existing framework, particularly through expenditures allocated
to specialized agencies and development programs, which then pass on a large proportion of these
funds to low-income Member States. For example, organizations such as the World Food Program (WFP),
distribute substantial aid; over the period 2022-23 total food aid amounted to US$22.4 billion, assisting
some 152 million people in 120 countries and territories. This highlights how, in many low-income nations,
the assistance provided by UN agencies far exceeds what they would contribute under a system where
each Member State allocated 0.1% of its GNI to the UN budget. In the case of Malawi, for instance, its
hypothetical contribution under such a system would be roughly $12.7 million, far below the assistance
received through various UN facilities and institutions, to say nothing of other bilateral assistance
provided by donor countries outside the UN system.

This pattern can be observed in other UN agencies as well, such as the World Health Organization (WHO)¹³
whose programs have included in recent years vaccine procurement, distribution, and healthcare
training programs. These cases exemplify how the financial structure of the UN and its many supporting
institutions and programs already operate as a redistributive mechanism, ensuring that funds from
wealthier nations are funneled into critical aid programs that disproportionately benefit lower-income
Member States. Under a system where each country contributes a fixed proportion of its GNI, this
redistributive effect would remain intact – if not enhanced – whilst eliminating the need for complex
funding formulas and discretionary carve-outs that characterize the current system.

A second consideration is that a fixed contribution linked to a member's GNI would address another
problem: Many countries currently contribute such negligible amounts that the current system fosters a
culture of detachment or, worse, indifference, and a diminished sense of ownership of UN institutions and
initiatives. A uniform contribution rate seen as a non-negotiable obligation of UN membership would not
only enhance financial sustainability but also reinforce the principle of collective responsibility,
encouraging greater commitment from all Member States. Third, this approach would depoliticize UN
financing debates by eliminating the possibility of coercion by some Member States in the context of the
delivery of their assessed contributions.

¹³ For example, Chad where ongoing regional conflicts have intensified resource constraints and health vulnerabilities. In response, WHO
has played a crucial role in strengthening Chad’s healthcare infrastructure, particularly seen recently through the simultaneous rollout
of 3 life-saving vaccines – the R21 malaria vaccine, PCV13 pneumococcal conjugate vaccine, and rotavirus vaccine, targeting 19.7
million children under five to reduce child mortality and combat preventable diseases.

14PROTOCOLS COMPLEMENTARY TO THE SECOND UNITED NAT IONS CHARTER



Finally, it would thus make more transparent the financial costs and benefits of UN membership, and
would also help the organization gradually move to a system in which, as noted in Article 17 of the Second
United Nations Charter, primary responsibility for budgetary decisions would rest with the General
Assembly and the Parliamentary Assembly, as opposed to a handful of members who, because of their
outsize earmarked voluntary contributions, currently now operate semi autonomously, weakening the
General Assembly and bypassing the letter and the spirit of the Charter. Needless to say, the 0.1% ratio
could be revisited from time to time and increased as required by circumstances and the needs of the
membership, particularly its lower-income members. 

At the same time, there are also good reasons to consider an alternative model: a progressive system of
contributions in which countries with higher GNI per capita would contribute at a somewhat higher rate.
This approach starts with a different premise—that fairness is best served not only by linking contributions
to overall economic size, but also by recognizing relative prosperity. Under such a system, even with a
modest ceiling—say, below 0.2% of GNI—the additional burden on high-income states would remain
minor in fiscal terms, while enhancing the overall financial sustainability of the United Nations. 

The merits of a progressive model are several. First, it would make the system more visibly equitable,
reinforcing perceptions of fairness and trust in global burden-sharing. Second, it would reduce the
relative weight of contributions for lower-income countries, ensuring that financial obligations do not fall
disproportionately on those with the least capacity to pay. Third, it could strengthen political legitimacy
by aligning UN financing more closely with principles of distributive justice, thereby fostering broader
support from both governments and civil society. 

From a practical perspective, a progressive system need not be significantly more complex than a flat
rate. Contributions could be calculated on the basis of clear, formula-driven criteria—such as GNI per
capita and population—without resorting to discretionary exceptions or ad hoc formulas. With a cap in
place, concerns about excessive burdens on high-income countries would be mitigated, while still
maintaining the redistributive effect inherent on a progressive scale.

There is also a political rationale for such an approach. Since the Second UN Charter presents itself as an
invitation to reimagine fairer and more effective global governance, adopting a financing system that is
visibly just and equitable would enhance its credibility and appeal. By ensuring that financial
commitments are more closely aligned with economic realities, a progressive model could help engage
governments, parliaments, and civil society in a shared vision of responsibility and solidarity. 

That said, this protocol does not explicitly advocate for one model over the other. Both the flat-rate and
the progressive approaches have strong arguments in their favor, and ultimately it will be for Member
States to decide which better serves the collective interest. What matters most is that either option would
be a marked improvement over the current system, which is hampered by complexity, distortions, and a
lack of transparency.

In weighing these alternatives, it is also useful to give context to what a contribution of, say, 0.1% of GNI
would mean in practical terms for Member States. According to the World Bank in 2024, nations allocated
approximately 2.5% of their GDP to military expenditures – an amount that is 25 times greater than the
proposed initial 0.1% contribution to the UN budget. This stark contrast underscores the relative
affordability of the proposed funding model, making the 0.1% of GNI a modest yet highly impactful
investment in global stability, conflict prevention, and international cooperation. Given the extensive
benefits derived from a strengthened UN, this contribution represents a cost-effective mechanism for
enhancing collective security and advancing multilateral governance.

It should be noted  that the 0.1% of GNI UN contribution would coexist with  significant  amounts  of  directly 
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provided bilateral aid. For instance, Norway, Luxembourg, Sweden, Denmark and Germany, the only
countries currently exceeding the 0.7% of GNI aid commitment made by Development Assistance
Countries (DAC) would continue to fund projects across the planet, as would other less generous DAC
members. One would also expect fairly large aid flows (grants and soft loans) provided by the
international financial institutions (IMF, World Bank) and regional development banks, and other privately
provided aid flows. It will remain the case that different UN functions—development, peacekeeping,
climate adaptation—may well require differentiated funding models, all of which could be
accommodated for now within the 0.1% of GNI envelope or whatever level Member States may opt for.

In this context, a more balanced financial framework—one that reduces reliance on voluntary
contributions and ensures equitable burden-sharing—would not only secure the UN’s financial
sustainability but also restore its legitimacy in global economic governance. Anchoring expenditures in
meaningful General Assembly and Parliamentary Assembly oversight, as envisaged in Article 17, would
create stronger incentives for member states to engage actively in decision-making. Just as importantly,
it would help reverse the UN’s marginalization in major economic discussions, a trend exacerbated by
funding distortions that have elevated alternative groupings such as the G-20—forums that, for all their
influence, remain limited in inclusivity and legitimacy. By reinforcing both the UN’s financial independence
and its institutional authority, this proposal offers a path to reassert the organization’s role as the central,
representative body for global governance, ensuring that all nations—not just the wealthiest—have a
meaningful voice in shaping the international agenda.

5. The EU model

While the above proposal is perhaps the simplest way to build on the existing system, over the longer
term it would be desirable to introduce a funding mechanism similar to that currently operating in the EU,
where member contributions to the EU budget are linked to clearly established metrics, firmly embedded
in EU law and providing, therefore, a steady and predictable stream of income which allows the EU to do
long range planning and protects it from domestic political disturbances, changes of government, the
occasional emergence of populist politicians who might be tempted to politicize their countries
contributions for some temporary advantage. In the EU each country’s payment is divided into three
parts: a fixed percentage of GNI, customs duties collected on behalf of the EU (known as “traditional own
resources”) and a percentage of VAT income, all of which Member States collect and allocate
automatically to the EU budget.¹⁴

As outlined in the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union (TFEU), the EU system ensures financial
stability through structured, rules-based contributions that are less susceptible to political influence or
discretionary delays. One of the defining strengths of the EU’s funding system is its automaticity, which
ensures that once revenue-sharing arrangements are agreed upon, contributions cannot be withheld or
delayed due to national political considerations. This eliminates financial unpredictability at the Member
State level, allowing the EU to maintain fiscal discipline whilst preventing funding crises. A similar
approach in UN financing would help shield the organization from the budgetary constraints and political
maneuvering that frequently impact its operations. This need not imply that  the reference metrics  in  the

¹⁴ In respect of the GNI component of budget contributions: Each member state's contribution is roughly proportional to its GNI, ensuring
that wealthier countries contribute more. In 2021, GNI-based contributions accounted for over 70% of the EU's revenue. Specific
percentages can vary annually based on the EU's budgetary needs and each country's economic performance. For instance, in 2021,
Germany's net contribution was approximately 0.58% of its GNI, while the Netherlands contributed about 0.48% of its GNI. As regards
VAT-based contributions: a uniform rate of 0.3% is applied to the VAT base of each member state. To ensure fairness, the taxable VAT
base for each country is capped at 50% of its GNI. This mechanism ensures that countries with higher consumption levels contribute
proportionally without being disproportionately burdened. Finally with respect to customs duties: these are duties on imports from non-
EU countries collected by member states on behalf of the EU. During the 2021-2027 period, member states retain 25% of the collected
customs duties to cover collection costs, remitting the remaining 75% to the EU budget. These mechanisms collectively ensure a
balanced and fair financing structure for the EU, reflecting each member state's economic capacity and consumption levels.
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UN case should be identical to those used in the EU, perhaps other than that part linked to GNI.
Nevertheless, all countries trade internationally and thus customs duties are a potential candidate for a
tax base. Likewise, VAT is a feature of most tax systems in the world; and where it does not exist, there are
typically in place indirect taxes which could act as proxies for VAT.

It is worth noting that once member countries have accepted the principle of delinking their contributions
to the EU budget from any potential voluntary funding dependent on the political will and agendas at
national level and have agreed to provide a reliable source of income to fund EU operations, it is possible
to innovate in various ways, to strengthen and add flexibility to EU financial operations. In recent years the
EU has further modernized its revenue streams, as evidenced by the 2020 revisions under Council
Decision (EU, Euratom) 2020/2053, which introduced new revisions such as a levy on non-recycled plastic
packaging waste. This innovation aligns financial contributions with environmental policy goals and
demonstrates how structured revenue mechanisms can support broader global objectives beyond
administrative costs. The ‘Multiannual Financial Framework’ (MFF) is another essential aspect of EU
budgetary policy, setting spending limits for a period of five to seven years. This long-term approach
ensures fiscal discipline, allowing the EU to allocate resources strategically across various policy areas,
including regional development, sustainability initiatives, and crisis response. The 2020 reforms
introduced additional financial flexibility, temporarily increasing the ‘own resources’ ceiling to allow for
borrowing up to €750 billion as part of the EU’s COVID-19 recovery strategy. These adjustments
demonstrate the adaptability of the EU model in responding to global crises whilst maintaining a
structured financial framework. Assured of a reliable income stream, like the EU, the UN could then borrow
on more advantageous terms or issue fixed income financing instruments for which it could obtain a AAA
credit rating, like the EU.¹⁵

To conclude, the EU model illustrates how a multilateral institution can integrate diverse national tax
systems into a cohesive and equitable funding framework. For those few countries without well-
developed systems of indirect taxation, one could use an alternative tax base, such as a share of taxes on
corporate profits, assessed at levels that would achieve proportional burden-sharing across countries.
Having agreed to pass on to the UN a share of VAT or indirect taxes, funding would not be subject to
members’ whims and discretion. As long as the UN was discharging its responsibilities as called for in the
Second Charter and under the general supervision and oversight of the General Assembly and the
Parliamentary Assembly, funding would flow regularly, empowering the organization to frame its activities
in a medium-term framework, free of the uncertainties and vagaries of the current system.

Overall, the EU’s experience demonstrates that a well-regulated financial system, operating under
principles of transparency, predictability, and burden-sharing, can provide the necessary stability for a
multilateral institution to function effectively. A UN financing model inspired by components of the EU
model could reduce reliance on voluntary contributions, depoliticize funding decisions, and create a
sustainable fiscal framework that enables the organization to meet its expanding global mandates. By
leveraging existing national tax infrastructures, the UN could implement a system without the need for a
separate tax-collecting bureaucracy, ensuring both efficiency and accountability in financial
governance.

¹⁵ With contributions set at 0.1% of GNI, the United Nations would secure a stable and predictable income stream. Under a balanced
budget rule, this revenue would fully cover regular expenditures, ensuring fiscal discipline. With conservative financial management in
place, the UN could responsibly borrow to fund additional programs, including economic stability, crisis response, and investment.
Repayment would be guaranteed through pre-agreed revenue sources, such as a global carbon or financial transaction tax, or through
member state guarantees and supplementary contributions, providing investors with confidence in the UN’s financial sustainability (see
below).
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6. Other potential sources of revenue

Beyond the above two proposals which do not require major structural changes in Member States’ tax
systems or in the way they collect revenues to finance a multiplicity of expenditures, it is also possible to
put forth proposals that, independently of the issue at hand which remains how to better fund the UN
system, generate new revenue streams a share of which could, in principle, boost UN funding. In this
section we put forth one such option, namely, a tax on financial sector transactions. 

In 1972 the American economist James Tobin proposed a tax on spot currency transactions. Originally
designed to mitigate exchange rate volatility and deter speculative currency trading, Tobin proposed a
small levy on short-term foreign exchange transactions to disincentivize destabilizing capital flows. Over
time, the concept has evolved into a broader financial transactions tax applicable across asset classes,
offering substantial fiscal revenue potential.

The core principle of Tobin’s proposal was to “throw sand in the well-greased wheels” of international
financial markets by penalizing short-horizon round-trip transactions, thus discouraging speculative
activities that contribute to economic instability. By the mid-1990s, against the backdrop of recurrent
financial crises, Tobin reinforced his argument that speculation-induced volatility imposed
disproportionate economic costs on affected nations, forcing central banks to raise interest rates
excessively, with adverse effects on employment and economic growth. Although Tobin’s proposal initially
targeted currency markets, subsequent adaptations, including the Robin Hood Tax initiative,¹⁶ ¹⁷  have
advocated for a broader financial transactions tax covering equities, bonds, derivatives, and
commodities.

Empirical assessments underscore the revenue-generating potential of a Tobin-like tax. For example, as
of early 2025, global foreign exchange markets saw an estimated $7 trillion in daily transactions; hence, a
0.025% levy could generate well in excess of $1 trillion annually (even assuming a reduction in trading
volumes because of the tax) – a sum vastly exceeding total Official Development Assistance in 2024
which was US$212 billion, according to the OECD, a sum which includes all humanitarian aid and
contributions to multilateral organizations.¹⁸ Proponents argue that such a tax could finance UN and other
multilateral development initiatives related to climate change adaptation, poverty alleviation, and public
health interventions, creating a sustainable and independent funding stream. Importantly, such a system
would align financial markets with social objectives by redistributing a fraction of speculative wealth
towards public goods. Without doubt, the tax could also have a beneficial effect on helping redress
disturbing income distribution trends, at least part of which can be explained by the rapid growth of
financial markets in recent decades in relation to the size of the global economy.

However, critiques persist. Detractors illustrate risks such as reduced market liquidity, capital flight to low-
tax jurisdictions, and potential distortions in trading behavior. Most prominently, critics point to the
Swedish experience in the 1980s, where  an equity trading tax led to capital migration to London  and  New

¹⁶ The Robin Hood Tax is a proposed financial transaction tax (FTT) that aims to levy a small fee on trades of financial assets such as
stocks, bonds, currencies, and derivatives. The revenue generated from this tax is intended to fund public services and initiatives
addressing global challenges like poverty and climate change.
¹⁷ Additionally, the Robin Hood tax as a package of FTTs was proposed by a campaigning group of civil society NGOs. Campaigners
suggested the tax could be implemented globally, regionally or unilaterally by individual nations. The technical work is already done,
with 10 countries in mainland Europe including Italy and Germany in talks for a number of years. The amounts expected to be collected
initially are not especially large (up to some €20 billion annually) but setting up the administrative and logistical machinery would
clearly be an early priority. However, the financial industry has been furiously lobbying for governments to drop the initiative. A final
decision on the tax has been postponed twice.
¹⁸ Of course, the daily turnover for all financial sector transactions, including stocks, bonds, commodities and derivatives is likely to be
well in excess of US$10 trillion. A technical issue worth considering is whether the tax, however small, would depress trading volumes and
whether, in its design, it could exempt certain kinds of transactions seen to be more sensitive to such a tax.
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York. With tax revenues smaller than anticipated the authorities ultimately opted to reduce the taxes and
finally eliminating them altogether. On the other hand, several major economies including Japan, Korea
and Switzerland, have successfully implemented transaction levies without undermining market
efficiency. Furthermore, tapping into a new revenue stream, countries could opt to lower other taxes, to
reduce deficits, to ensure a more sustainable debt-servicing profile or to redress the effects of revenue
losses linked to the globalized nature of the economy, with production and plant capacity much more
mobile than had been the case at the turn of the twentieth century.

This could create positive incentives for countries to voluntarily agree to the introduction of the tax. Given
the international nature of the tax, Tobin further thought that the IMF’s’ Articles of Agreement (which,
unlike the UN Charter, have been amended multiple times) could be amended to make the introduction
of the tax an obligation of IMF membership. This would imply that IMF members would not have access to
its various financing windows and other benefits if they opted not to introduce the tax. Since a large share
of foreign exchange transactions and other financial transactions are concentrated in a relatively small
number of markets (e.g., London accounts for 38% of all foreign exchange trading in the world), some
general agreement among a handful of financial centers would most likely suffice to capture a large
share of the revenue.

Nevertheless, consideration of the tax would require the balancing of several objectives, from the
desirability of generating additional revenue to promoting economic development objectives (and
addressing intensifying global catastrophic risks) to ensuring that implementation of the tax is feasible,
and that it involves appropriate levels of international coordination and cooperation to ensure its success.
In any case, given the size of today’s UN budget and the potential revenue to be collected through a Tobin
tax, there is merit in Tobin’s idea that countries could be presented with a menu of choices as to how to
allocate the proceeds of the tax, including, of course, a substantial allocation to the UN. Indeed, in the
long-term a Tobin-like tax or something similar, taking advantage of the substantial opportunities
generated by economic globalization for government revenue generation, could be a promising avenue
to provide funding to the UN, over and above the levels contributed from national treasuries linked to a
fixed percentage of GNI. 

Notwithstanding, political opposition has been strong, given powerful anti-tax sentiments in many
countries such as the US, where even a carbon tax remains a distant prospect. Financial sector interests
in many countries are powerful and it is not difficult to imagine armies of lobbyists pressuring (or
intimidating) lawmakers not to support the tax. Schwartzberg further illuminates one obvious
consideration, namely, that under existing chaotic financing arrangements, the UN does not have the
capacity to spend in an efficient, value-creating way the large sums of money that could be collected
through a Tobin-tax type of instrument. This is currently true, but it is not an argument against the tax
itself; it is rather a commentary on the state of the UN, and the “benign neglect” it has suffered.
Schwartzberg was also concerned that in the foreseeable future the UN would not have the administrative
capacity to collect such a tax. This is not a persuasive argument because there would be no need for the
UN itself to be involved in the collection of such a tax through the creation of some UN fiscal agency. The
tax would be collected—as suggested by Tobin—by the tax authorities in the countries where the
transactions would take place and simply passed on to the UN or other recipients, as EU members do with
the share of VAT contributions and customs duties that go to the European Commission in Brussels.

Overall, although a Tobin-like tax alone may not replace traditional UN funding mechanisms, it represents
a viable supplementary instrument that reduces reliance on discretionary government contributions.
Given the post-2008 fiscal constraints on donor states – exacerbated by the COVID-19 crisis and rising
public debt levels – a global financial transactions tax could provide a stable, progressive, and counter-
cyclical funding source for global governance. Nevertheless, realizing such a system would necessitate
political   will,   institutional  harmonization,   and  robust  international  agreements  to  balance  national
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interests with global developmental imperatives.

7. Short-term versus long-term options

In the short term, the most viable path towards a more stable and equitable funding mechanism for the
United Nations is the adoption of a system based on fixed contributions tied to Gross National Income. A
modest contribution rate, such as 0.1% of each country’s GNI, would ensure a predictable and fair revenue
stream whilst reinforcing the principle that financial support for the UN is an obligation of membership,
not a discretionary political tool. As a result, beyond its immediate administrative advantages, a GNI-
based contribution model would act to foster a greater sense of ownership and commitment of the
organization across the membership, in a way that would have numerous long-term benefits for the
United Nations’ relevance and credibility. It would be transparent and easy to administer and would
relieve the General Assembly from constantly having to come up with novel schemes that in the end
violate the principle of even-handedness of treatment across members.

Furthermore, such a system would provide financial predictability, eliminating the need for ad hoc
fundraising measures that often introduce inefficiencies and inequities in burden-sharing. By gradually
removing the influence of voluntary contributions, this system would restore the financial autonomy of the
General Assembly and, under the Second Charter, the Parliamentary Assembly, allowing the UN to
allocate resources based on collective global priorities rather than the political preferences of dominant
donor states. But a fundamental principle of this reform must be the reaffirmation from UN members to
the principle that contributions to the budget are a non-negotiable obligation of membership, not a
choice that members make based on other considerations, such as whether they like or support (or not)
particular programs or activities. Using budget contributions as leverage (particularly by the larger
countries) to demand particular reforms or extract concessions within the UN system is not consistent
with the cooperative nature of the organization, where change should come as a result of deliberations
and consultations amongst members and the forging of consensus for change.

At the outset a GNI-based framework could serve as the foundation for a more comprehensive and
diversified UN revenue system later. This could be complemented by alternative global financing
mechanisms, such as the more sophisticated funding system currently operating in the EU or a Tobin-like
financial transactions tax, which would leverage global capital flows to generate substantial additional
funding. As the UN establishes a track record of fiscal prudence and efficiency in the management of
financial resources, members might be ready at some point to entrust it with a larger body of funding,
particularly if by then all the members of the UN, not just its low-income members, can have access to its
various programs and facilities. In this respect, the above proposals do not exclude the possibility that a
high-level panel of experts could be convened to explore additional international revenue generation
mechanisms, including an international carbon tax on fossil fuel consumption, a global tax on certain
types of mineral resource extraction, an internationally tradable system of pollution permits, duties on
alcohol and tobacco, or other workable ideas, whether based on effective existing international schemes
(e.g., that of the International Maritime Organization) or otherwise. 

A key component of strengthening the UN’s financial stability lies in broadening its envelope resource
availability and reducing the unpredictability of funding flows, a persistent challenge throughout its
history. To achieve this, it is essential to demonstrate a commitment to fiscal responsibility and
transparency, ensuring that Member States trust the organization’s ability to manage resources efficiently
and equitably by building trust in the organization’s capacity. These measures would reinforce the
principle that financial contributions to the UN are an inherent obligation of membership, rather than a
political bargaining tool wielded to advance national interests. Establishing a predictable and rules-
based funding system would protect the organization from financial coercion and enable it to operate
with  greater  autonomy  and  effectiveness  in  addressing  global  challenges. Alongside  these  financial
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reforms, the UN must play a proactive role in tackling structural deficiencies in international taxation,
particularly the "race to the bottom" driven by tax competition. Left unchecked, such practices will further
erode governments’ fiscal capacity, restricting their ability to finance essential public services and meet
their multilateral commitments. Addressing these systemic issues is therefore crucial to ensuring both the
financial sustainability of the UN and the broader stability of the global economic order.

Ultimately, securing a financially sustainable and politically independent United Nations requires a multi-
pronged approach: establishing a fair and predictable GNI-based funding system, introducing innovative
global revenue instruments, and ensuring transparent fiscal management. A reformed UN financing
model built on these principles would not only restore the organization’s financial credibility but also
enable it to meet its expanding mandates in global governance, peacekeeping, development, and
climate action. As a result, strengthening the financial autonomy of the UN is an indispensable step
towards revitalizing its role as the cornerstone of a functional and cooperative international system.

While recent debates under the “United Nations at 80” initiative have rightly emphasized the need for
greater efficiency, transparency, and value for money in the management of UN resources, this protocol's
analysis approaches the question of financing from a different angle. There is no doubt that waste can
and should be reduced, and that sound stewardship of public resources is essential to maintaining trust
and legitimacy (see Article 6.1 below). However, to frame the UN’s financial challenges primarily as a
matter of cost-cutting is to misread the depth of the institution’s current crisis. The more serious obstacles
lie not in technical inefficiencies, but in structural and political deficits—above all, the failure to update the
organization’s mandate and architecture to match the realities of the 21st century. Overemphasis on
doing more with less risks deflecting attention from the hard but necessary work of reforming global
decision-making, revitalizing multilateralism, and ensuring that the UN is equipped to address existential
threats through enhanced legitimacy, accountability, and collective capacity.

8. Proposed Articles for financing protocol

United Nations Protocol on Budget and Financing

Preamble

The Member States of the United Nations:

Reaffirming their commitment to the purposes and principles of the Second Charter of the United
Nations;

Acknowledging the increasing complexity of global challenges and the need for a strong and
effective United Nations capable of addressing them;

Recognizing the inherent responsibility of all Member States to provide the United Nations with the
necessary financial resources to carry out its mission;

Expressing concern regarding the persistent challenges related to the financing of the United Nations,
including the volatility and unpredictability of Member State’s voluntary contributions and, in
particular, the inflexible character of a large share of their Voluntary Earmarked Contributions, and the
need for a more equitable and sustainable funding mechanism;

Recognizing the need to diversify the sources of funding for the United Nations, while maintaining the
primacy of Mandatory Contributions from Member States;
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Highlighting the importance of sound financial management, accountability, and transparency in the
utilization of United Nations resources;

Determined to strengthen the multilateral system and enhance the effectiveness of the United Nations
through a robust and sustainable financial framework;

Recognizing the value of increased democratic supervision of the UN budget, through oversight by the Parliamentary Assembly in
addition to the General Assembly;

Provide as follows:

Article 1 – Purpose and Scope

1. The purpose of this Protocol is to establish a funding mechanism for the United Nations that is consistent
with its multilateral decision-making autonomy and delivers financial resources in a manner that is
efficient, transparent, predictable, and equitable.

2. This Protocol establishes the principles and practices governing the financing of the United Nations
budget.

Article 2 – Definitions

For the purposes of this Protocol:

a) “Donor” shall refer to all lawful organizations, regardless of their legal nature, status or sector, as
well as to all corporate organizations, states, sub or supranational units, or individuals who wish to
contribute to the financing of the United Nations budget and its activities.

b) “Mandatory Contribution” shall mean the fixed assessed contribution required of every Member
State in accordance with its membership obligations as prescribed by Article 4 paragraphs 1 and 2 of
this Protocol. 

c) “Voluntary Core Contributions” shall refer to contributions paid at the discretion of any Donor
towards the general budget of the United Nations to be allocated based on the priorities and needs of
the United Nations as determined by the General Assembly and approved by the Parliamentary
Assembly. For Member States, these contributions are in addition to Mandatory Contributions.

d) “Voluntary Earmarked Contributions” shall refer to contributions paid by any Donor who wishes to
support the financing of specific projects, programs or activities developed by the United Nations or
its Specialized Agencies.

e) “Least Restrictive Contributions” shall refer to voluntary contributions by Member States to the
United Nations that place the fewest constraints on the organization’s discretion to employ the funds.
For example, “soft” Voluntary Earmarked Contributions, which might include provisions for project
directed funds to be spent flexibly in accordance with United Nations priorities, would place fewer
constraints on the United Nation’s discretion than “hard” Voluntary Earmarked Contributions that are
highly prescriptive in conditioning the use of funds.

f) “Member State Funding Practice Objectives” shall refer collectively to the objectives specified in
Article 4(6)(a)(i-iii) of this Protocol.

g) “United Nations Budget” shall refer to the general budget as well as to the budget of the
Specialized Agencies that are part of the United Nations System and are not funded independently of
the United Nations. 

h) “GNI” shall be used to reference the Gross National Income of each Member State as determined in
accordance with the provisions of Article 4(2) of this Protocol.

22PROTOCOLS COMPLEMENTARY TO THE SECOND UNITED NAT IONS CHARTER

Highlighting the importance of sound financial management, accountability, and transparency in the
utilization of United Nations resources;

Determined to strengthen the multilateral system and enhance the effectiveness of the United
Nations through a robust and sustainable financial framework;

Recognizing the value of increased democratic supervision of the UN budget, through oversight by
the Parliamentary Assembly in addition to the General Assembly;



Article 3 – Fundamental Principles

This Protocol is intended to provide that the financing of the United Nations shall be in accordance with
the following principles:

Article 4 – Funding by Member States

1.Consistent with Article 17 of the Second Charter, each Member State is required to make Mandatory
Contributions to the United Nations budget. Such Mandatory Contributions shall be a fixed percentage
of each Member State’s GNI calculated in accordance with Paragraph 2 of this Article.

2.The initial Mandatory Contribution shall be assessed at a rate of 0.1% of each nation’s GNI, and such
Mandatory Contribution may be revised every 5 years by the requisite vote of the General Assembly
and the Parliamentary Assembly specified in Article 18(4) of the Second Charter. The determination of
GNI shall be based upon the World Bank's publication of World Development Indicators as updated
from time-to-time. Should the World Bank cease its World Development Indicators publication of GNI,
the General Assembly shall specify another suitable method for determining GNI. 

3.Member States may make voluntary Core Contributions to the United Nations Budget on an ad hoc
basis or as a multi-year commitment to contributing a greater percentage of their GNI annually than
their assessed Mandatory Contribution rate.    

4.To the extent not inconsistent with Paragraph 6 of this Article, Member States may make Voluntary
Earmarked Contributions to the United Nations Budget. 

5.Member States shall transfer to the United Nations their Mandatory Contributions in full and in hard
and readily exchangeable currency on or before the date they are due. Member States shall disburse
Voluntary Core and Voluntary Earmarked Contributions when agreed upon.

6.The Secretary General will charge the Office of Programme Planning, Finance and Budget or, in her/his
discretion, other similar office (“Office”) with reaching memorandums of understandings (“MOU’s”)
with Member States memorializing their voluntary contributions to the United Nations. 

a. In negotiating MOU’s, the Office shall encourage Member States to channel their voluntary
contributions so as to maximize the following Member State Funding Practice Objectives:

i.The Objective of Maximizing Funding Flexibility, holding that Voluntary Core Contributions are
preferred to Voluntary Earmarked Contributions and that among Voluntary Earmarked
Contributions, the Least Restrictive Contributions are preferred.  

ii.The Objective of Institutional Alignment and Coordination of Earmarked Contributions, holding
that to minimize transaction costs and fragmentation, Voluntary Earmarked Contributions
should, to the extent possible, be aligned with the goals of the United Nations as articulated in
such instruments as the General Assembly’s Quadrennial Comprehensive Policy Review and
the Member State specific, United Nations Sustainable Development Cooperation Frameworks,
as well as relevant resolutions of the General Assembly, the Parliamentary Assembly, the
Economic and Social Council, and the Earth System Council.

iii.The Objective of Maximizing Time-Critical Aid to Humanitarian and Other Emergencies, holding
that in exigent circumstances the intention of dispersing aid in a timely and coordinated way
should, to the extent necessary, take precedence over the above two Member State Funding
Practice Objectives.  

b. In their negotiation of MOU’s with the Office, Member States shall in good faith in accordance with
their own funding priorities and strategies give full consideration to conforming their contributions
to the Member State Funding Practice Objectives enumerated in the above Article 4(6)(a)(i-iii).

a) That the United Nations be financially autonomous;
b) That the Mandatory Contributions of all Member States of the United Nations be equitably assessed;
c) That the United Nations be empowered to draw from a diversity of funding sources;
d) That United Nations budgetary and financial management be transparent and executed in accord
with best practices for sound financial management.

1. Consistent with Article 17 of the Second Charter, each Member State is required to make Mandatory
Contributions to the United Nations budget. Such Mandatory Contributions shall be a fixed percentage
of each Member State’s GNI calculated in accordance with Paragraph 2 of this Article.

2. The initial Mandatory Contribution shall be assessed at a rate of 0.1% of each nation’s GNI, and such
Mandatory Contribution may be revised every 5 years by the requisite vote of the General Assembly
and the Parliamentary Assembly specified in Article 18(4) of the Second Charter. The determination of
GNI shall be based upon the World Bank's publication of World Development Indicators as updated
from time-to-time. Should the World Bank cease its World Development Indicators publication of GNI,
the General Assembly shall specify another suitable method for determining GNI. 

3. Member States may make Voluntary Core Contributions to the United Nations Budget on an ad hoc
basis or as a multi-year commitment to contributing a greater percentage of their GNI annually than
their assessed Mandatory Contribution rate. 

4. To the extent not inconsistent with Paragraph 6 of this Article, Member States may make Voluntary
Earmarked Contributions to the United Nations Budget. 

5. Member States shall transfer to the United Nations their Mandatory Contributions in full and in hard
and readily exchangeable currency on or before the date they are due. Member States shall disburse
Voluntary Core and Voluntary Earmarked Contributions when agreed upon.

6. The Secretary General will charge the Office of Programme Planning, Finance and Budget or, in
her/his discretion, other similar office (“Office”) with reaching memorandums of understandings
(“MOU’s”) with Member States memorializing their Voluntary contributions to the United Nations. 

(a) In negotiating MOU’s, the Office shall encourage Member States to channel their Voluntary
contributions so as to maximize the following Member State Funding Practice Objectives:

(i) The Objective of Maximizing Funding Flexibility, holding that Voluntary Core Contributions
are preferred to Voluntary Earmarked Contributions and that among Voluntary Earmarked
Contributions, the Least Restrictive Contributions are preferred.  

(ii) The Objective of Institutional Alignment and Coordination of Earmarked Contributions,
holding that to minimize transaction costs and fragmentation, Voluntary Earmarked
Contributions should, to the extent possible, be aligned with the goals of the United Nations as
articulated in such instruments as the General Assembly’s Quadrennial Comprehensive  Policy
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Review and the Member State specific, United Nations Sustainable Development Cooperation
Frameworks, as well as relevant resolutions of the General Assembly, the Parliamentary
Assembly, the Economic and Social Council, and the Earth System Council.

(iii) The Objective of Maximizing Time-Critical Aid to Humanitarian and Other Emergencies,
holding that in exigent circumstances the intention of dispersing aid in a timely and
coordinated way should, to the extent necessary, take precedence over the above two
Member State Funding Practice Objectives.

(b) In their negotiation of MOU’s with the Office, Member States shall in good faith in accordance with
their own funding priorities and strategies give full consideration to conforming their contributions to
the Member State Funding Practice Objectives enumerated in the above Article 4(6)(a)(i-iii).

(c) The Secretary General will establish means to incentivize Member States to conform their funding
practices to the Member State Funding Practice Objectives enumerated in the above Article 4(6)(a)
(i-iii), including, but not limited to, provision for recognition of such contributions in United Nations
burden-sharing metrics and the dissemination of other publications and pronouncements that
enhance the visibility of such contributions.

(d) The Secretary General shall establish targets for the progressive transition to funding practices
that conform to the objectives enumerated in the above Article 4(6)(a)(i-iii), and she/he shall issue
periodic public reports assessing the Office’s progress in promoting those targets that she/he may
adjust from time to time.

(e) The General Assembly and Parliamentary Assembly will review the Secretary General’s public
reports identified in subparagraph (d) above.

Article 5 – Alternative Funding Mechanisms

1. To the extent not inconsistent with Paragraph 6 of Article 4 of this Protocol, Donors who are not
Member States may make Voluntary Core Contributions and/or Voluntary Earmarked Contributions to
the United Nations Budget.

2. The Secretary General and the Member States shall endeavor to work together to develop a plan for
the eventual implementation of regulations supporting a New United Nations Revenue System to
include alternative funding mechanisms such as: international trade import duties and fees collected
from Member States; the collection of indirect taxes (e.g., VAT), or of specific special taxes from
economic actors within Member States; taxes on financial sector transactions, the issuance by the
United Nations of debt instruments of different classes and maturities, including long-term bonds and
short-term bills.

3. Pursuant to Article 17(3) of the Second Charter, the New United Nations Revenue System will come into
effect upon the approval of the General Assembly and the Parliamentary Assembly.

4. Upon approval of the New United Nations Revenue System under Article 17(3), Member States in
cooperation with the United Nations shall build their internal capacity to efficiently collect the duties,
fees, taxes, and other charges that may be implemented pursuant to this Article. 



Article 6 - Sound and Transparent Fiscal Management

Article 7 - Financial Oversight

1. The Secretary General shall be responsible for ensuring the proper implementation of the United
Nations budget.

2. The Secretary General shall submit an annual report to the General Assembly and the Parliamentary
Assembly assessing the implementation of the United Nations budget and the financial status of the
organization.

1. The United Nations shall adopt and comply with the highest standards and best practices in
international accounting and sound and transparent fiscal management.

2. Pursuant to their authority under Article 17(1), the General Assembly, with the approval of the
Parliamentary Assembly, shall promulgate a multi-annual organizational budget to be in effect for
periods of 5 to 7 years.

3. The General Assembly with the approval of the Parliamentary Assembly may make annual
adjustments to the multi-annual organizational budget to the extent necessary.
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Article 9 – Amendment and Entry into Force

1. This Protocol may be amended in accordance with the same terms and conditions as are provided in
Paragraph 2 of this Article.

2. This Protocol shall enter into force upon ratification by two-thirds of the Member States of the United
Nations, and upon entry into force, it shall be binding on all Member States of the United Nations as if it
were incorporated into the Second Charter.

1. In addition to the remedy provided for in Article 19 of the Second Charter if the amount of a Member
State’s arrears equals or exceeds the amount of its Mandatory Contribution for the preceding two full
years, the General Assembly may in its discretion suspend, condition, restrict, or cancel that Member
State’s access to development programs.

2. If a Member State fails to pay its Mandatory Contribution for a period of five consecutive years, the
General Assembly and the Parliamentary Assembly, may in their discretion terminate that Member
State’s membership in the United Nations.

Article 8 – Remedies for Late or Non-Payment of Mandatory Contribution



Member State % Malaysia 0.326 Serbia 0.040 Papua New Guinea 0.009 Antigua & Barbuda 0.002

U.S.A   22.000 New Zealand 0.302 Sri Lanka 0.038 Cambodia 0.008 Djibouti 0.002

China 20.004 Greece 0.280 Kenya 0.037 Equatorial Guinea 0.008 Eswatini 0.002

Japan   6.930 South Africa 0.251 Turkmenistan 0.036 North Macedonia 0.008 Mozambique 0.002

Germany  5.692 Qatar 0.245 Cyprus 0.035 Sudan 0.008 Saint Lucia 0.002

U.K.   3.991 Hungary 0.223 Iceland 0.035 Armenia 0.007 San Marino 0.002

France 3.858 Kuwait 0.222 Azerbaijan 0.034 Barbados 0.007 Seychelles 0.002

Italy 2.813 Philippines 0.198 Trinidad & Tobago 0.033 Jamaica 0.007 Somalia 0.002

Canada 2.543 Colombia 0.197 Ghana 0.025 Namibia 0.007 Suriname 0.002

R. Korea 2.349 Egypt 0.182 Côte d'Ivoire 0.024 Senegal 0.007 Togo 0.002

Russia 2.094 Viet Nam 0.159 Uzbekistan 0.024 Zimbabwe 0.007 Belize 0.001

Australia 2.040 Nigeria 0.150 Paraguay 0.023 Haiti 0.006 Bhutan 0.001

Spain 1.895 Slovakia 0.149 Lebanon 0.022 Lao People's D.R. 0.006 Burundi 0.001

Brazil 1.411 Peru 0.145 Jordan 0.021 Moldova 0.006 Cabo Verde 0.001

Netherlands 1.298 Iraq 0.131 Malta 0.020 Syria 0.006 Central African R. 0.001

Saudi Arabia 1.217 Kazakhstan 0.131 Brunei Darussalam 0.019 Zambia 0.006 Comoros 0.001

Mexico 1.137 Pakistan 0.123 Bolivia 0.018 Afghanistan 0.005 Dominica 0.001

India 1.106 Cuba 0.122 Tunisia 0.018 Benin 0.005 Eritrea 0.001

Switzerland 1.029 Oman 0.115 Bahamas 0.015 Burkina Faso 0.005 Gambia 0.001

Poland 0.831 Croatia 0.088 Bosnia 0.014 Chad 0.005 Grenada 0.001

Sweden 0.822 Algeria 0.087 Cameroon 0.014 Congo 0.005 Guinea-Bissau 0.001

Belgium 0.773 Panama 0.086 Botswana 0.013 D. P. R. of Korea 0.005 Kiribati 0.001

Türkiye 0.685 Lithuania 0.081 El Salvador 0.013 Mali 0.005 Lesotho 0.001

Norway 0.653 Uruguay 0.079 Gabon 0.011 South Sudan 0.005 Liberia 0.001

Austria 0.626 Slovenia 0.077 Guyana 0.011 Andorra 0.004 Marshall Islands 0.001

Israel 0.609 Ukraine 0.074 Monaco 0.011 Guinea 0.004 Micronesia 0.001

Indonesia 0.579 Luxembourg 0.073 Albania 0.010 Madagascar 0.004 Nauru 0.001

U.A.E 0.574 Bulgaria 0.071 Angola 0.010 Maldives 0.004 Palau 0.001

Denmark 0.531 Dominican R. 0.069 Bangladesh 0.010 Mongolia 0.004 St.Kitts and Nevis 0.001

Argentina 0.490 Venezuela 0.069 D.R of the Congo 0.010 Montenegro 0.004 St.Vincent & the G. 0.001

Singapore 0.479 Ecuador 0.065 Ethiopia 0.010 Nicaragua 0.004 Samoa 0.001

Ireland 0.472 Costa Rica 0.063 Honduras 0.010 Niger 0.004 S.Tome and Principe 0.001

Finland 0.386 Morocco 0.059 Mauritius 0.010 Fiji 0.003 Sierra Leone 0.001

Iran 0.386 Bahrain 0.050 Myanmar 0.010 Kyrgyzstan 0.003 Solomon Islands 0.001

Chile 0.374 Latvia 0.050 Nepal 0.010 Malawi 0.003 Timor-Leste 0.001

Romania 0.358 Guatemala 0.046 Uganda 0.010 Mauritania 0.003 Tonga 0.001

Czechia 0.344 Estonia 0.045 Tanzania 0.010 Rwanda 0.003 Tuvalu 0.001

Thailand 0.341 Belarus 0.043 Georgia 0.009 Tajikistan 0.003 Vanuatu 0.001

Portugal 0.328 Libya 0.040 Liechtenstein 0.009 Yemen 0.003

Percentage Contributions to the United Nations Budget That Each Member State is Currently Assessed
(Budget Years 2025-2027)

Data Source: UN General Assembly resolution 79/249 of 24 December 2024: The scale of assessments for the contributions of Member
States to the regular budget of the United Nations for 2025, 2026 and 2027
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Annex I 

http://undocs.org/en/A/RES/79/249
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