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ABSTRACT

This study will provide an overview of the roletbke United Nations collective security system in
post cold war international peace and securitys Emtails critical assessment of the underlying
concept of collective security, and evaluation le# thallenges and achievements of the system.
The research will use a conceptual framework ofective security paradigm in analysing the
problem. The central idea in this concept is that ¢cooperation of the states is sustained on the
notion of ‘one for all and all for one’-that an aggsor will be stopped by the superior force, that
will come from the amalgamation of states poweltse $tudy establishes that the creation of the
universal collective security arrangement was nganaacea to the global security problem as
expected. Rather the spirit of ‘one for all andfatl one’ as professed by the proponents did not
actualize, but instead states became more atoraisticegocentric in their approach to universal
obligations. This situation rendered the Unitedidla collective security unable to effectively
respond to international peace problems. The sulagined relevant data from primary and
secondary sources to try and understand the probléwa data collection method applied was
mainly desk study, library research; Internet basestarch, and participation in some relevant
seminars. Data was also acquired from various pyirsaurces through participation in various

meetings of policy nature, and intergovernmentgbtiation forums.
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY

This study intends to critically appraise the rofethe United Nations (UN) in post-cold war
international peace and security. The researcteimiged on the assumption that the system of the
United Nations was built on the principles of cotlee security. This arrangement obligates the
contracting parties to pledge to stand togetheronfronting any state or organization that will
attempt to disturb peace and security. This stuillyprnovide an overview of the United Nations
collective security system by assessing the prdiicof the underlying concept of collective
security and also examine the challenges encouhteyethe system in tackling post-cold war

peace and security problems.

The concept of collective security informed theniation of the functional subsystem of the
United Nations organization. Ingrained in the Clidf the United Nations, it formed operational
structure of rules and procedures of the orgamimatUnder this arrangement the world leaders
envisaged to prevent recurrence of the catastropais that ravaged the world twice before, and

try to replace the archaic political drives of thedance of power system with the new order.

However, the study notes that the conceptualizadiothis noble idea did not provide ultimate
solution to international peace problem as antteigaEmpirical record has shown a different
picture. To the disappointment of the founding éash the system lacked energy to handle its core
function of maintaining international peace andusi¢. As exemplified by the failure of the
League of Nations, which was established under\hesailles Treaty in 1919, to maintain
interstate peace. It proved incapable of preverttiegoccurrence of the World War 1l (WWII) of

1930-1945.

Albeit the challenges it faced, the concept of exilve security has remained relevant to the
present time. Additionally the advent of the Leaguss invaluable in epitomizing the emergence

1



of the modern collective security system. Afteratat in 1930, the United Nations took form.
During this time the vigour and expectations weghér. The number of proponents of the idea
had increased, making it more universal. Howevee, groblem of maintenance of international
peace and security remained persistent. Despite lleigel of modernization attained, with the
additional impetus of stronger leadership of thatééh Nations Security Council (UNSC), the
answer to the question of effective maintenancentdrnational peace and security remained

unanswered.

In the backdrop of this unfulfilled expectationsdactontinued peace and security problems, this
study will discuss in detail the role played by tdeited Nations collective security system to
avert this unprecedented impediment to growth avdak development of the states. It will
particularly provide a closer look into the intemtiens and responses of the system to the

emerging breed of post cold war threats to intéonat peace and security.

1.1 BACKGROUND TO THE STUDY

The entirety of United Nations collective secusistem (UNCSS) conception is a culmination of
an international political process driven by theschdor peace and stability. The search for a
solution to international peace problems evolvedfthe time of the Peace of Westphalia of 1648

through to current international arrangements.

A modern form of these systems emerged after therdadf Westphalia Treaty that transformed
the international political scenario by creatingel@ralized state entities. These new creatures
assumed sovereign power on behalf of the peoplk,samereignty became the basis on which
states galvanized power and authority. That procés®rmation of states is conceived as a
collective response to anarchy and the institutivase created to protect the survival of humanity

from the effects of state of anarchy. Overtime behaviour of states became a threat to the



survival of humanity as struggle for power and wtgses took effect. States evolved into untenable

power seekers.

To mitigate the effects of raging anarchy, libestslienvisaged the possibility of cooperating and
integrating states to form a universal collectieewsity system. This was borrowed from ancient
Greece society, in which a council was createdvazsee peace and regulate actions by obligating
parties to assume responsibility of not to destiibigs nor cut off their streams, in war or peace

and if any should do so, members will march agahesaggressdr.

However, realist philosophers refuted feasibilitystates cooperation under anarchy. They argued
that under anarchy states are preoccupied withrisg@nd power, and they do not entrust their
security to anyone. They also argued that the aieaic situation is self-regulating through
balance of power system; where power balances ptweugh strategies such as the arms race,
strengthen military forces, forming alliances anourmter-alliances, which maintains system

equilibrium, as witnessed in the Concert of Europefal 7" century?

The outbreak of World War | revamped internatiopalitical thinking; general antipathy was
registered over the occurrence of unnecessary egused by balance of power system. The war
discredited reliability of states as an instrumefhtpeace and more so blamed realism for
promoting unnecessary wars, which lead to a pamadigjft in ideological disposition and liberal-

idealism was embraced.

The Liberalists championed the conception of ctillecsecurity as the ultimate panacea to global
peace. The idea was predicated on the hope thaphlecation of reason and universal ethics to

international relations can create more orderlyd arst world. In addition, the new thinking

1 Bennett Leroytnternational OrganizationsPrinciples and Issues Simon and Schuster Co., (Englewood cliffs, Nevsey-1977) p145
2 Croaker. C. A, T.O Hampsumurbulent peacechallenges of managing international confli@vashington; U.S institute of peace 2005) p33-37
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proposed management of international anarchy andtlwaugh international organizations and
international laws, leading to the formation of timst institution of collective security named

League of Nations in 1919

However, within a period of two decades the arramgy@ under the League of Nations was unable
to sustain itself. The defection of key members andateral wars resulted to collapse of the
system; another round of international war erupt\WAWII. This was one of the most horrendous
wars that ever occurred owing to advanced weapiowgntions and use, such as the atomic bomb.

This war further rejuvenated anti-war campaign.

The paradigm of idealism was met with accusati@nsfdiling to anticipate the outbreak of the
WW II. The idealism was accused of naivety, legadj and highly moralistic for assuming that
peace and progress is possible through human aspgaAntitheist dismissed idealists approach
as utopian thinking that neglects the harsh realitof power politics and humans’ innate

compulsion to put their personal welfare aheadhefvelfare of others.

Within that ideological confusion and post war ahgrthe United Nations collective system was
conceived. The system was highly welcomed at flesifers termed it as new beginning, and
receive it with a perplexing euphoria that blurithe realities of the task ahead. Actually this
overshot the expectations, causing overestimatidheocapacity and role of the UN in the post

war era. Compared to past experiences, UN was tegéx be a perfect making.

Unfortunately, the system of UN was disrupted by@ostruggle politics sooner than expected.
The two major powers U.S and Soviet Union engagpowmver contest, a struggle that remained

cold with minimal bloodshed between the partieg,ibstead the struggle paralyzed the working

3 Baylis, J (et al)The globalization of world politics an introductiéo international relations3rd edition, (Oxford University press, New York
2001) p36-38
4 Ibid



of the collective system. More interestingly thddcwar continued an active proxy war in the
protégé states. This was manifested in the outbwéakvil wars and intrastate conflicts. Also the
contending powers used the UNSC (United Nationsu@gcCouncil) as the theatre where their
political disharmony was settled. As a result teovbound Council was handicapped and thereby
UN interventions into conflict situation became cimavable. However, the members were able to
salvage the UN collective system by devising a wagund the veto blocks and instigating
alternative peace enforcement mechanisms, anastt ¢éfered post-cold war tentative collective

measures.

1.2 STATEMENT OF THE RESEARCH PROBLEM

This study proposes to undertake a critical assessof the challenges confronting the practice
and the operation of the United Nations collecBeeurity system, with a focus on interventions
into post-cold war peace problems. The major condbat motivated this research is the
untenable state of international order and the temmsfailure of international institution in

fulfilling its responsibility of maintaining peacand security. With regard to that therefore, the
study will try to relate the theory and the praetaf international collective security system, with

a view of establishing the root cause of its falur

The study notes that the UN peace and securityvieéion measures are established on the
principles of the collective security. The conceys borrowed from theories of international
political system, and it is understood as a secaritangement in which each party in the system
accepts that the security of one is a concernloThuUs, in this case the states being the patidies
the arrangement, agree to join in a collective asp to threats that breaches the threshold of
international peace. Unlike other forms of secuaitsangements, it seeks to encompass the totality

of all states globally and addresses a wider rahdjereats.



This concept also has a long history, and its imgletation in practice has been challenging.
Equally, the global peace and security problem hamained more stubborn and endemic albeit
measures put in place to address them, which mieesvorld increasingly unsafe for human

inhabitancy.

In this research work the assumption will be thétrinational conflicts will be a major concern of
the United Nations collective security, and the rhenstates are expected to utilize this collective
security mechanism to maintain peace and securtg. study also recognises that the United
Nations is a supranational establishment with avamsial obligation to safe generations of
humanity from scourges of war as stipulated inGtsarter, and the world expects this to be
assured outrightly. Therefore, to meet this endtNehas to be seen acting swiftly when engaging
a situation that is posing substantial threat & lihmanity. The action of the collective security
system has to be always expedient and effectivagindn order to prevent mass killings or gross
violation of human right and avert intensive distron of human development. In theory this is
the rationale behind the creation of the UN coilecsecurity system, and the UN remains the
only organization with universal mandate to interweand stop any grievous threats of

international nature at any time and place.

However, it is noted with concern that despite $hstem put in place, often people go through a
disparaging situations, during war and conflicuaitons, mostly because they have nowhere to
run to, particularly when the states fail to prattthem, and when the UN intervention is not
forthcoming. The most excruciating scenerio wadrpged during the Darfur and the Rwandan
conflict. Whereby the armed conflict killed andplaced thousands while the world was watching.
Moreover the ensuing UN intervention in those dotdlshowed a complete departure from the
expectations of the world. In Rwanda’s case theldvaitnessed how the blue helmet United
Nation forces on the ground were treated to bystarmle as the massacre unfolded and in Darfur

they(UN forces) too suffered casualties.



Ordinarily the UN interventions are either with ited mandate, or not fulfilled or delayed. The
Rwanda and the Darfur cases is evidence of UNrtaita protect lives. Notwithstanding these
failures and under performance, the role of Uniiadions is continousily becoming instrumental
as the global peace and security issues developd Mflection on the background of this
dilemma, this study will try to examine the role thie United Nations in the post cold war

international peace and security in the contexhefconcept of collective security.

1.3  OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY

The overall objective of the study is to examine tble of the UN in post-cold war international

peace and security and within the context of ctiltecsecurity. More specifically, the study aims

to:
i) Provide an overview of the United Nations colleetsecurity;
1)) Investigate the practicality of the concept of edlive security in the UN system;

iii) Analyse the challenges as well as major achievesradithe UN collective security system

and within the context of the rapidly evolving peahallenges.

1.4 LITERATURE REVIEW

This part of the research will review literature nwghat have discussed issues relating to the
advent of the collective security concept, the fiomng of the collective security system and the
challenges encountered by United Nations collecsiygtem in maintaining international peace
and security. In this review the study observed thare are three major debates that emerged,
which discussed international collective security detail. Here below those debates will be
categorized as: the classical approaches to dekesecurity; the antitheists approach to collextiv
security; the liberal-idealist approach to colleeti security; the advocates of the
institutionalization of collective security; andetlparadigm of the 1945 Charter of the United

Nations organization.



1.4.1 Collective Security: The Classical Approaches

According to the history of collective securityetheace of collective security was not an idea that
burst unannounced onto the twenty first-centurytigal stage. Bennet Reloy traced the practice
of this idea to the Amphictyonic League, which Gregty-states assumed the obligation not to
destroy any city of the Amphictyons nor cut offitt@reams, in war or peace and if any should do

so, they would march against the aggressor.

The study observes that an inchoate version otdliective security regime is assumed to have
been developed around"14o the 18 century, where collective security plans were techby
publicists Europeans, requiring the monarchs tgsttpeach other against who sought to a higher
power®The same views actually generated in the contempeeaiant of universal peacekeeping

under the aegis of a permanent international orgdion.

In 1306-Pierre Dubious a French jurist talked abiwt ‘recovery of the Holy lands, where a
formation of League of Catholic European sovereigias witnessed. Arguing that the League
used arbitration process to settle internal corsfliand also used a joint coercive response against
war makers. And, in 1462 George Podebrad-electad &f Bohemia called for formation of ‘cult

of peace’ in a draft treaty calling upon Europeath@lic rulers to join him, to counter greater
Turkey Penetration of Eastern Européde called for an organization of catholic nations,
functioning through an assembly that would havéaitly to initiate collective military action to

block Turkey’s.

Freeman postulates that the early systems of tioesecurity considered maintenance of stable

international order through coercive measures agitanate objective. That military intervention

5 Leroy Bennettlnternational OrganizationsPrinciples and Issues, a Simon and Schuste(Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey-1977)p144
6 Joel, Larusi-rom Collective Security to Preventive Diplomagghn Wiley & Sons Inc. (New York, London, Sydn&965) p4-19
7 Ibid
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to preserve peace from time to time is a necessafgrcement mechanisfniThis view was

borrowed by the modern system, which has laterrifried to misperception of the collective
security. By synonymously using peace enforcememnnéan collective security, the misplaced
facts undermined the constitutional construct dfective security thus heightening the general
expectations. Others misinterpreted collective sgcand hypothesized it in terms of maintaining

international order, using any viable means.

1.4.2 The main anti-thesis of the concept of collective security

According to the realists understanding internatigpolitical system has been under a state of
perpetual anarchy, where there is no central alyhitrat imposes limits on the pursuit of states
sovereign interests. They argue that in such #igt state relations are marked by wars and
concerts, arms races and arms control, trade watdaaiff truces, competitive devaluation and
monetary stabilization. Adding that internationabechy foster competition and conflict among

states and thus inhibits willingness to coopera@mavhen they share common inter@st.

According to the analyses of the international esysby mainstream realist, the aspect of power
dominance is prominently emphasised. They argughkanternational politics runs on the aspect
of balance of power, and international instituti@me unable to mitigate on constraining effects of
anarchy on interstates cooperation. They beliea¢ ttie proponents of collective security have
ignored this reality and naively assumed that peamwoe progress is possible through human
aspirations. They dismissed idealists approachi@san thinking that neglects the harsh realities
of power politics and humans’ innate compulsionptd their personal welfare ahead of the

welfare of others?!

8 Ademola AbassThe development of collective security beyond ehnayit of the United Nationsn international law (Hart publishing 2004)

9 FreemanArts of Power; United States Institute of Peadnited States Institute of Peace Press 1997) p47

10 Joseph M GriecoAharchy and the Limits of Cooperatioh Realist Critique of the Nemes Liberal Institrtalism," International
Organization, Vol. 42, No. 3 (Summer 1988), p488-50

11 Charles A. KupchaGoncerts, Collective Security, and the Future afope Clifford A. Kupchan International Security, Vdi6 No.1
(Summer 1991) pp 141-161. http:/links.jstor.ortiAsici0162
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According to Barry Buzan the international collgetisecurity institutions can be the source of
anarchy in the international system. If the intéioreal collective security will not provide

overarching government to enforce law and ordee, sbvereignty entities will compete for
survival within limited resources and imbalancedteyn, generating vulnerability, and states

become more concerned with individual nationaltyatfean cooperatiotf

Joseph Nye et al, supports the argument that thectiee security system can be a proper means
to maintain international peace. However, they tidd the system has to be propped-up on the
pillars of political power. According to this argemt the powerful states leadership is a
responsibility in the operation of internationalipes. They further argue that the future is ldyge

in the hands of the great powers, because ‘powssthtes make the rule¥.Critics of this
argument have contended that the hegemonic donerfzas been the source of major wars in the
balance of power system. Nonetheless, the studgsntitat this concept of powerful states
leadership ended up informing the formation of tn@dern collective security institutions, which

created structural imbalance in the system.

The study observes that powerful states parentext ofdnternational institutions that ended up
enabling them control global political affairs. ig also important to note that presence of
superpowers in any application of collective measumakes operations more vibrant and
relatively effective; an example is the Yugoslavese where USA invitation on humanitarian
intervention boosted the operation, and in ther8&iéron operation, the presence of British

Armies bolstered mission capacity.

12 Barry BuzanPeople, States and Fear; An agenda for internatiseaurity studies in the post-cold war p(BCPR Press 1991) p146-153

13 Joseph Nye Jr. S. and Donahue Joh@@ernance in a Globalizing World, vision of goaroe for the 21st centur€ambridge,
Massachusetts, Brookings Institution. (Press, Wigghn DC 2000) p42

14 UN report by Secretary General dn Larger freedom” Towards Development, Securitd Aanman Rights for Al(United Nations New York,
2005) p68-70
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Realists criticized the conceptual basis of thdéective security, arguing that collective security
may be internally consistent as a theory for worlder but impractical and faulty in its acceptance
and application by sovereign states, it bent ortegtmg national interests against suspicious
motives of other statéS.Further argues that the practicality of some funelatal elements of the
concept such as consensus on peace as a primaig goain the interest of all Nation-States, the
situation may conflict with national interest's ttidi@mands equal or greater priority. For instance,
in practice there are complex forces that influeeeeh state’s commitment to the impartial
application of sanctions against an aggressor matere China and Sudan were trade partners,
China vetoed against preferred sanction on Sudeauise of its national interest tied in economic

diplomacy between the two countriés.

According to Walter Lippamann the situation of fiaded collective actions or failed collective
intervention arises because of constrains by naltioieerests on the unanimity of powerful states.
Arguing that it is a trouble of collective securthat when the issue is less than the survivahef t

great power nations the method of collective ségwvill not be used’

Adams Robert observes that as long as nationsasermed by national interest rather than by
collective principles and as long as states refogecognize that their friends may be aggressor, i
will be impossible to mobilize the kind of unitear€es that would be necessary to make collective
security work'®In support Adams Robert argues that as long asnstire governed by national

interest rather than by collective principles arsdl@ng as states refuse to recognize that their

15 Leroy Bennettinternational Organizationgrinciples and issues Simon and Schuster co., (Englewood cliffs, Neveey-1977) p144-156
16 Joel Wuthnow, Beyond the VetoChinese Diplomacy in the United Nations Securityi@al, (Columbia University 2011),
academiccommons.columbia.edu/catalog/ac:132019

17 Ernst B. Haad)ynamics of international relationgllen writings Rand Corporation Rubi, (McGraw Hilk. Co. New York 1956) p641
18 Adam Roberts and Benedict Kingsbury, 2nd editibrited Nations, Divided world, the United Natiomses in international relations
(Clarendou press, Oxford; New York; 1993) p146
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friends may be aggressor, it will be impossiblentbilize the kind of united forces that would be

necessary to make collective security wbrk.

Charles Peguy in his writing argues that the Charfti¢he UN flopped, owing to the failure of the
originators of the plan, not to have anticipatedraing international environment and the
emergence of new forms of conflicts, such as ttemmsil conflicts, terrorism, and counter-
terrorism. The constitution of the organizationnfi@d the basis of the preservation of the status
guo over peaceful change. Where, provision forectiNe security was anchored on the idea of
empowerment of the great powers to respond in cbrnoetraditionally well-defined cases of

international aggressid.

Hans Morgenthau observed that the collective sscagistem fail because it is the proponents
usually give too little attention to the politicaasonableness of basic assumptions implicit in the
collective security approach to peace. Further edgihat during the formation of the League of
Nations in 1919, the founders believe that theahoé collective coercion would out rightly act as
a deterrent. He added that the security systenblesttad under the League was structurally and
constitutionally weak to support asymmetric stajus®* The organization was dominated by few
Western Europe powers of that time, including Gtadr, France, Soviet Union, Italy and only
Japan is from outside Europe. The lock out of Geyrend U.S.A opting out created structural
imbalance where some formidable forces were notegiadd in the system of preponderance
power needed collective measures to maintain pe@oastitutionally it created option for

interstate war in name self-defence.

Critics further argued that the League system aSnaorrect epitaph’. Arguing that, the U.S.A

opting out was irresponsible and favoured politlagdsez-faire by declining to share the burden of

19 Ibid

20 Kegley, Charles, W. and Wihkopt EugeneWRorld Politics, Trend and Transformatiofhomson Learning Inc. USA 2004)

21 Hans Morgenthau Hans J. And Kenneth w. ThompBelitjcs among Nations, struggle for power and pegkalyani publishers, New Delhi
Lothian,2004) p494-497
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collective peacekeeping. Deprived off much neededegrs and leadership, by the council and
assembly to initiate the covenant’s program foridascurity purpose. Further arguing that, it is a
truncated version of the collective security sysiemprovised and a substitute for the version so

lavishly praised by early League enthusiadms.

Joel Larus argues that the League did not offertvithstood for, because the mandates of the
organization made it more or less like an inteoral government without power and authority to
enforce decision. The organ responsible for passimenforcing decision, which is the Council,
disintegrated in a short notié&ln 1939 Germany, Italy and Japan resigned andeStkiion was
expelled, and the Council was left with G. Britaind Francé? Practically, the organization did
not act according to this provision of collectiveasure but acted according to the interest of the

powerful states.

1.4.3 The Idealistic Understanding of the institutionalization of the concept of

collective security

The study notes that the principal proponents dfective security idea are liberal-idealist,

including Emmanuel Khant, Innis Claude, Woodrow &il, and Franklin Roosevelt among
others. They believe that war and internationat@mnaare not inevitable and that strengthening of
the institutional arrangements can reduce warsy Bingue that war is a global problem requiring
collective or multilateral, rather than nationaffoets to control it. Adding that the international

order should not rest on balance of power but an greponderance of power wielded by a
combination of states, acting as the agents ofriat®nal society as a whole and that will later

challenge those who will disturb the order of tiistem *

22 See Joel Laru§rom Collective Security to Preventive Diplomagiohn Wiley & Sons Inc. New York, London, Sydn&965) p.32-40
23 Ibid

24 Leroy Bennettinternational Organizations; Principles and IssuasSimon and Schuster co., (Englewood cliffs, Nevsey-1977) p34
25 Leroy Bennettinternational Organizations; Principles and IssyasSimon and Schuster co., (Englewood cliffs, Newsey-1977) p341
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Thomas Weiss argues that while the roots of theepinof collective security sends back several
centuries through a long series of proposals fantaging international peace and security, the
central idea has remained the same: that the gosents of all states would have to jointly
prevent any of their members from using coerciong&n advantage, especially conquering
another. According to him collective security systeill not allow governments with impunity
undertake forceful policies that would fundamemtalisturb peace and security. Any attempt to

execute such policies would be treated by all guvents as if it was an attack on each of thgm.

Thomas further argued that the phrase collectieeirstg has suffered imprecise references and
misuse, that political debates have used the termattribute it to describe regional defence
coalitions such as NATO and Warsaw Pact policyoasti According to him it is not every joint

effort of governments to preserve peace or avomdlico or to build alliance against a presumptive
enemy could be collective security. And the esseniceollective security resembles nuclear
deterrence and thereby a successful system wodldeqaire resort to force to enforce peace.
Therefore, the ultimate objective of collective gty is to frustrate any attempts by states to
change the status quo with overwhelming force amihtain peace and security, unlike other

forms of security arrangemerts.

The concept of collective security can be said &awehbegun with the Prussian philosopher
Immanuel Kant in his Second Definitive Article whiae referred to a ‘pacific federation’ as a
‘particular kind of league’ that ‘would seek to eall wars for good’. He saw the possibility of
promoting and maintaining international peace tbhoan extensive partnership of committed

states. This is the key concept of collective sgcur

26 Weiss Thomas and Lynner Reinner, edited by GedfgDownsCollective security in Changing Worl@Publisher University of Michigan
Press-1994) p4
27 Ibid
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In his papeperpetual peac&hant faulted peace treaties with provisions farwarguing that no
treaty of peace shall be held valid in which thisréacitly reserved matter for a future Vi8n
reference to this argument the study notes thét thet League and the UN provided for what they
call ‘self-defence’. Their constitutions did nottlaw war precisely. The members were given
condition on which they can wage war. For instaad&le 12 of the League, stipulates that the
members should not ‘resort to war until three mergtier the award by the arbitrators...... "and in
article 13(4), the members agreed that they willresort to war against a member of the League,
which complies with the judicial decision of thesgluite. The UN as well tacitly admitted that war

is a solution, under article 31.

Innis L. Claude's contributed a lot to the develepinof collective security concept, in his article
"Collective Security as an Approach to Péadefined collective security system as a compremis
between the concept of world government and a matiate/multistate based balance of power
system, where the latter is seen as destructiveobgood enough to safeguard peace and the
former is deemed un-accomplishable at the presemd. tClaude argues that while collective
security is possible, several prerequisites havbetanet for it to work® According to him the
feasible institutional arrangement of peace in aldvof sovereign states, in which there is no
centralized organ that can make laws and enfonas, laollective security meets the condition
since it is a middle ground between global goveceaand multistate system and thus collective

security is at centre of the continuum.

Innis Claude outlined the underlying principles tbe practice of collective security as; that
collective security system requires the policy diexis to be determined jointly by the parties, and

also it requires formation of a multinational-arméatce that can be employed in restoring

28 Emanuel Kant perpetual peace 1975

29 Hans J Morgenthau And Kenneth w. Thomp$iitics among Nations, struggle for power and pedkalyani publishers, New Delhi Lothian,
2004) p490

30 Innis, Claude, L., Swords into Plow Shailse Problems and Progress of International Orgati@a (Published June 1st 1984 by McGraw-
Hill Companies)
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international peace and tranquillity. Further deéirthe collective security system as a system of
security arrangements where all parties (statesjemuired to collectively provide security for all
by the actions of all against any of the partyt&tavithin the group who might challenge the

existing order by using forcg.

According to Woodrow Wilson collective security @pt calls for a universal embracement of a
common dogma of collective peace, which he believélseliminate sources of international
conflict. He proposed formation of a general assomn of nations under specific covenant, for the
purpose of affording mutual guarantees of politicalependence and territorial integrity to great
and small states alik€.This concept was perceived to be form of collectdecurity system
captured under article 16 of covenant and ChajmddM Charter provision. He argued that this
represents fulfilment of tempered inter-war expgees to the conduct of international relation. An
approach very different from the tradition Europed@votion to Realpolitik or raisons d’état,
where War was an instrument of policy. The new esystommitted members to avoid use of
force in common interest and emphasised sovereigaligy. This brought democracy in the

conduct of in the conduct of IR as well as natitfaies. >

Frank Roosevelt advocated for the collective ségusystem, arguing that it would be a
masterstroke if all great powers honestly bent eacp and form a League of peace not only to
keep the peace among themselves but also amongnaémebers and non-members too. He added
that under collective security system all civilizaxd orderly powers have to insist on the proper
policing of the world®* To him the collective security institution is médo seek a rule based
international society rather than acquiescencenarchny or law of jungle. And provide condition
under which justice and respect for the obligatiamising from treaties and other sources of

International Law (I.L) can be maintained and aedgunder International Court of Justice (ICJ).

31 Joel Laruskrom Collective Security to Preventive Diplomgblew York, London, Sydney; 1965)

32 Collective security; America’s Top-tier LLM Oné: http://www.answers.com/topic/collective-setu#ixzz22NicrhLx

33 Kennedy Hickman, World WarThe Fourteen PoinfsAbout.com Guide http:/militaryhistory.about.com

34 Joel, Laruskrom Collective Security to Preventive Diplomadghn Wiley & Sons Inc. (New York, London, Sydn&965) p4-19
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The UN General Assembly encouraged the progresi&velopment and codification of I.L article

13(1) ILC 1947 respect for obligation will promgtsstice as well as refledt.

Palmer and Perking, argued that the collective rigcsystem implied at Dumbarton Oaks and
San Francisco meant collective security againsgeiato peace from the middle powers and small
states and collective insecurity in the face ofragsjion by any of the world power&.This view

informed the basis behind anchoring of the UN ctiNe system to the concert of powerful states.

Dag Hammarskjold supported collective security easiting that if permitted to evolve
according to the needs of the times, the orgawzatould help meet the requirement of a world
plagued by conflicting ideologies and competingetests®’ Animated by deep conviction
supported by the public opinion and numerous matat®ns of great associations of educate
people on the precepts of the organization to prevecurrence of terrible disaster, which

imperilled civilization and drenched the world seined possible.

Kenneth Waltz Thomson 1979 a structural realisienggd realists stand on cooperation and
added global level analysis that interstates cosflpersist due to anarchical nature of global
society. Arguing that, international structures eged from the interaction of states, which
constrains states from taking certain action whilepelling them towards other actiofievaltz
added system level analysis of the internationalusy problems, which states that the
international structure forms the theatre of stdiebaviour that constrains them from taking
certain action while propelling them towards otfations>® The theory provides that in an
anarchical situation the states feels insecure \aderable and therefore there is need for a

mechanism to give security assurance.

35 Joel LarusFrom Collective Security to Preventive Diplomadghn Wiley & Sons Inc. (New York, London, Sydn&965) p51-55
36 Stromberg Joseph R; Mises Institfee United Nations Charter and the Delusion of €dilve Security
http://mises.org/journals/scholar/Stromberg.pdf
37 Joel, LarusFrom Collective Security to Preventive Diplomag@yew York, London, Sydney; 1965) p.4-19
38 Charles Kegley. W., and Wihkopt Eugen@NRxrld Politics, Trend and TransformatipfThomson Learning Inc. USA 2004) p43
39 Croaker C. A, T.O Hampsun and P.A (Ed)rbulent PeaceChallenges of managing international conflifVashington; U.S institute of peace
2005) p37

17



Robert Keohane and Lisa Martin in support of ingittnalism they argued that institution matters
and thus it shapes and defines the actor's expatsatHowever, traditional realist contest this
view and argue that institutions have no direce@fon state behaviour and operate largely at the
margin of international relations, and therefomest choose to obey them, if they wiSResides
underlying scholarly divergence institutions arecdmaing popular channel through which

international community address global issues.

According to Charles Kupchan and Clifford Kupchaiexctive security means placing the world
peace on regulated, institutionalized balancingdimated on the notion of all against recalcitrant
one, as opposed to unregulated, self-help balansysiem predicated on the notion of each for
his own. They further argued that the authorityutidie at the universal body of the system, and
the behaviour of the main actors should be guideddyms and rules, which creates obligations
and opportunities for the membétn an article Mixing Oil and Water'they argued that the
institution could cause peace. They argued tharnational institutions provide a system of
authoritative rules at the global level. This argminadded to an important aspect of the legacy of
the institutionalization of collective security tHaved on in the UN collective system. This ergail
the concept of collective security entrenched i@ ifiternational organization with both moral
right and the legal competence to discuss and jtligeénternational conduct of its members. The
Charter borrowed substantial codification of Leaguecedures and cognized developments of its

nascent idea®.

According to Thomas J. Biersteker, collective sgguroncept assumes that in a world, where

every government is prepared to use force (anarchggin its will, restraint should evolve from

40 Peter J. Katzenstein, Robert O. Keohane, gegh&n D. Krasnetnternational Organizatiorand the Study of World
Politicshttp://www.economicpolicy.eu/Katzenstein1998l0andgbfworldpolitics.pdf

41 Charles Kupchan and Clifford Kupchémternational Security, the Promise of Collectivex@rity; vol. 20 No. 1(Summer, 1995), pp52-61;
http//www.jostor.org/stable.

42 John. J. Measheiménternational Security; A Realist RepWMol 20(1), Summer 1995 pp. 82-@®arsheimer.uchicago.edu/pdfs/A0022.pdf.
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anticipation of the results of superior power. Agonderance power created on the basis of one
for all and all for one notioffThe institution of the United Nations collectivecaaty fits well

into this description, because under the UN the@gdan is supported on the provisions of the
Charter of the UN, which spells out the norms atahdards and the General Assembly and

UNSC forms the forum that executes decision on@ead security issues.

Roland N. Stromberg observed that the instituti@agibn of collective security is a call from the
common man and woman, journalists and moralistshu@r politicians as opposed to
professionals exert. It was an outcome of pratgstinst the intolerable existence of world war
and a call for assurance that such wars are natifped to happen again. Noting that the League
of Nations was the first experiment of collectivecsrity institution formed through popular
outcry. Even though it failed to stop WWII, duestouctural deficiency but it was a breakthrough
for institutionalization of modern system of coliee security. The failure of the League and the
subsequent war strengthened the spirit of the fteatle make a more stable and effective
institution. The powerful states negated Leaguenétion, but took the front line in the UN

formation, and took centre stad@.

According to Robert Keohane and Joseph Nye thé&utiehalization of the UN and its Charter
borrowed a lot from classical measures of collecsecurity. The philosophical expressions of
those early European political systems and othettilataral treaties contributed much to
conceptualization of the modern collective secwsitgtem. It is observed that the influence of old
systems on the UN collective security system wasnty a boon but also a bane. The study notes
that medieval measures employed in Europe wefatdd attempts of the great powers to preserve
jointly the tranquillity of Europe, and thus the dgrie of Nationd> These approaches were

perceived more parochial in character and exclusvproblem that affected modern collective

43 Thomas J. BierstekeBlobal GovernanceForthcoming in Myriani Dunn Cavelty and Victor Mer (eds) Routledge Companion to Security:
(New York and London Routledge Publisher, 2009) p6

44 John. J. Measheiménternational Security; A Realist Repiol 20(1), Summer 1995 pp. 82-93 mémimer.uchicago.edu/pdfs/A0022.pdf.

45 Joel Laruskrom Collective Security to Preventive Diplom#&sew York, London, Sydney; 1965) p4-19
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systems. However, they noted that some occidewri@iufes are necessary tools of security

systems, which includes power centralization.

They maintained that power has to provide leadprahithe collective security system, arguing
that for the UN collective security system to stahdhas to meet the basic conditions of the
prevailing international political system. That #hestem should be inclusive of special interest of
the powerful states, since the preponderance pofaée collectivity comes from powerful states.

The founders of the UN collective security systemmrdwed this thinking of hegemonic leadership
and placed the power of the collectivity under tstody of the major powers, however, the
system did not augur well with the world order loé time. The power struggle between the two
major powers commenced just after the formatiothefUN, which paralyzed UNSC for over 40

years?

1.4.4 The 1945 UN Charter

The study observed that the UN collective secuwps viewed as an advanced system that
corrected the mistakes of the League of Nationd, established a new international order free
from wars. According to the founding fathers theadvas envisaged to remove anti-cooperation
behaviour of members including aggressive meassteh as unilateral actions, exclusive
alliances, competition for spheres of influencesd dalance of power among other political
expediencies that the affected functioning of tadue. Coincidentally interstate wars reduced
significantly after the formation of the UN. Butitars argue that this was not purely the effort of
the UN per se, but rather the increased demoap#ice in the world impacted significantly on the
states behaviours. Whereby, the argument that dexties don't fight each other holds and others

arguing that the modernization and interdependefsyate system lessened interstates Wars.

46 Charles Kegley W., Jr., ed. and Wihkopt Eugen@&/@ld Politics, trend and transformatipfiTfhomson learning Inc. USA 2004) p42
47 Baylis, J (et al)The Globalization of world Politics an Introductiom International Relations3rd edition, Oxford University press, (New York
2001) p413
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The study observed that the Charter of the UN, ljiust its predecessor system missed on the
basics of the collective security concept. The @rap/ll article 24 of the Charter placed the
primary responsibility of maintaining internationp¢ace and security under the United Nation
Security Council organ. The Security Council congzb®f 15 members’ states, including five
permanent members of the powerful states thatth&A, Britain, France, China, and Russia and
10 non-permanent members. The decision of the Bg&wouncil is binding, and must be passed
by a majority of nine out of the 15 members witmoarrent vote of the five permanent members.
The concurrent vote of the P5 is what makes the petver over any decision of the Council.
Therefore, UNSC has the sole mandate of enforcewfepeace, and they approve intervention

into an international crisi€.

According to Franklin D. Roosevelt the plan of ective security entails that the four major
powers the United States, the Great Britain, Sowuieion, and China (France was added later)
should act together as policemen to keep the p&ackim the small nations were to be disarmed
and if any one of them defied the policemen, be bamo submission, this notion informed the
Charter?® He further argued that the power needed to commeade throughout the world could
best be assured by cooperation of the powerfuéstaith sincere desire of peace and have no
thought themselves of committing aggression. Hmsagdwere married into the UN collective
system, which was translated as collective actigairst belligerents. The country guilty of
attempting to gain its ends by war will be forceddesist by economic and military action of all

the rest’

The Charter considered the great power states cati@e as a solution to international peace and
security matters, putting under their custody, digfto permanent membership to the Security

Council. The permanent members of the supreme cofdéime organization composed of China,

48 The Charter of the United Nations New York UN39
49 Bennett Leroyinternational Organizations; Principles and IssyasSimon and Schuster co., (Englewood cliffs, jergey-1977) p1-17
50 1Joel LarusFrom Collective Security to Preventive Diplom#blew York, London, Sydney; 1965) p4-19
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France, Great Britain, former Soviet Union (Russa)d U.S.A, the only members in UN who
enjoyed the veto power. The argument of the foumaes that the Council was constituted with
the aim to guarantee that all of the powerful stat®uld share responsibility for preserving

peace’

According to Brad Roberts, the original conceptollective security as professed by Woodrow
Wilson and others operates in subtle, in that meisha existed but patently not. The collective
enforcement concept is more subtle and places me#plity where power lies, however, the veto
power was used to protect P5 and their allies. éseiibed the system of the UN as ‘an alliance of
great-power embedded in a universal organizatiotiid alliance is inoperative the Charter cannot
operate as expected. To him it is the nationakests that lead the collectivity, and the political
leaders pay only lip service to collective actidhe result is cooperation in dilemma, the system
gets trapped in the mid of competing national dreddollective interest. Thereby the Leviathan
institution suffers the inability to enforce itsaigons in critical situations, even without thddco
war excuse. In addition, the persistence of thedtréerails the credibility and relevance of the

organization as an agent for maintaining intermatipeace and security.

Baylis, J (et al), notes that aggression was eauslg assumed synonymous with the first use of
military force by one nation against another. Fartadding that the Charter superficially brushed
through the need for collective action in the prblEmarticle 1(1) which states—to maintain
international peace and security, the UN will tekiective collective measures to that end, for the
prevention and removal of threats to the peacefanthe suppression of acts of aggression or
other breaches of the peadelowever, it undermined concept of collectivity asubjugated the

organization to the mercy of the power politics,ragealed by article 39 of the Charter, which

51 Charles W. Kengley and Wihkopt Eugen@NRirld Politics trend and transformation, (Thomson learning WA 2004) p63-66

52 Roberts BradOrder and Disorder after the cold wafWashington Quarterly 1995) p38-41

53 Adam Roberts and Benedict Kingsbury, 2nd edititmited Nations, Divided world, the United Natiomdes in international relations
(Clarendou press, Oxford; New York; 1993) p146
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places entire responsibility of collectivity andfidégion and determination of aggression on the

shoulders of the Security Countl.

Adam Roberts argues that it is certainly diffictdt collective security system driven on the
concert of powerful states to be feasible. Incidiyt the superpower based institutions of UN
system collapsed even before they were put to Tdst. veto based decision-making system
composed of UNSC, Military Staff Committee (MSCasvtotally impaired, and the operation of
collective security as well. The MSC is composedhaf military Generals from the permanent
members provided by article 47, to provide advioel assistance to the Security Council in
matters relating to requirement of military sergi@nd the provision for standing force. In 1946,
Security Council directed permanent members torunstthe chiefs of staff to appoint
representatives to Military Staff Committee. Thelitdiy Staff Committee members unable to
agree on what kind of force was required and whetheh member should provide the same size

of contingent consequently became a non-eriity.

The study notes that the Charter in article 2(T)tels the collective security agenda expressed
under article 1(1) by advancing the principle ohfioterventions in the matters essentially within
the domestic jurisdiction of staté$While millions of people could be dying in the destic,
conflicts UN will wait for invitation by the stater seeks the consent of the party to intervene
perceived domestic crisis. In Darfur crisis owingSudan resistance to international intervention
genocide and mass displacement occurred beforernatitenal attention was effective.
Government led offensive was witnessed through ynolitia called Janjaweed. The AMIS

(African Mission in Sudan) Ndjamena humanitariansadire was an ad hoc measure according to

54 Baylis, J (et al)The Globalization of world politics an introductioa international relations3rd edition, Oxford University press, (New York
2001) p413

55 See Atrticle 47 of the UN Chartésnited Nations Publication8006

56 Atrticle 2(7) and article 1(1) of thénited Nations Charter 1945
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analyst than a systematic measure with limited rasmdand equipment, constantly exposing

peace-making forces to unnecessary damiges.

The Charter sanctioned the notion of sovereign léguend national integrity, under article 2 (7)
of the Charter, which assured non-interference samttioned unconditioned sovereignty. The
study notes that the unconditioned sovereigntyighli contested by scholars. The view that the
states are independent supreme authorities witheir tterritories, and the perception of
sovereignty as an instrument of authoritative aanis a misplacement of fact. An argument
professed positivist like John Austin under commtrabry stated that the power of the sovereign

is supposedly not limited by justice or any idefgand and bad, right or wrorg.

This notion was interpreted by leaders as sovetgigmlied that it is free from any restraints and
that there is no authority above it; motivatingtesato choose actions that are sometimes
unacceptable under international laws but sergemdividual interest. For example, United State
of America occasionally flexes its military mus@ded punishes other states that they consider
rogue state. And the UN was unable to restrain AJ&hd allies from invading Iraq in 2003;
because of the huge ratio of USA contribution to idNXerms of resources, the decision of the UN
is largely in U.S favour. For example, USA paidatsrued balanced of subscription owed to UN

before attempting to justify its aggression agairesj>

Paul Taylor and Devon Curtis added that, the ppiecof territorial sovereignty has had adverse
effect on the functioning of United Natiofi¥The United Nations advanced the principle of

sovereignty and recognized states as equal entitiga international society. The understanding

57 David Curran and Tom woodhousggernational Affairs, in journal of CosmopolitareRcekeeping in Sierra Leon€ol.83, No.6 November
2007, pp 1055-1070

58 William Zartman et alSovereignty as a Responsibility, conflict managernmeAfrica; (the Brookings institution, Washington DC1996) p2

59 UN report by Secretary General dn Larger freedom” Towards Development, Securitd amman Rights for Al(United Nations New York,

2005) p43

60 Charles Kengley, W. And Wihkopt EugeneViRorld politics, trend and transformatipiThomson learning Inc. USA 2004) p76
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that state recognizes no higher authority than tlech that there was no superior jurisdiction,

provided a defensive ground to the irresponsibtégreed leaders to their unbecoming behaviour.

Hans Morgenthau contested the view of absolute reaydy, that sovereignty is not freedom
from legal restraint. So long as those legal regsado not affect its quality as the supreme
lawgiving and law-enforcing authority, the qualitf/legal restraints does not affect sovereighty.

Sovereignty is not freedom from international region of all those matters, which are
traditionally left to the discretion of the individl nation$? or just dismissed as UN-charter puts

in article 2 (7) as the matters within the domegtitsdiction of a state.

The Chapter VII of the Charter outlines the inteti@n mechanism, article 39 provide pre-
emptive measure. In case pre-emptive deterrends fai resolve the dispute, the Council
investigates to verify the magnitude of the disputkether the threat to international peace or is
breaching international peace is significant. Hogre¥he study observed that the system of the
UN collective security lacks proper monitoring st and it is very slow in response due to
some legal hindrances. For the warning informatioe UNSC rely on the information from
disputants and the media, and after which the goé verification takes place. The UNSC can
sit under emergency circumstances, where any meg#erequest for a meet to consider an
urgent matter.

Article 41 is applied if the deterrence failed, ahgrovides for the application of sanctions. In
case the problem persists or is protracted furtherCouncil takes the toughest step, which entails
the application of the collective measures. Thern@dunay call upon the members to apply such
measures as complete or partial application of ewdn and trade sanctions, travel ban,
communication interruption or severance of dipldmeatlation. Article 42 gives the ultimate use

of force, providing that.in the event the above measures proven inadeqtlseUNSC may

61 Malcolm N. Showinternational Law 4thed, A Grotius Publication, (Cambridge Univer$tress, United King-1997) p854
62 Hans J Morgenthau and Kenneth W. ThompBolitics among Nations, struggle for power and pedisalyani publishers, new Delhi Lothian,
2004) p339
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direct the UN members to take such action by aatew land forces as may be necessary to

resolve the peace problems article 42, this is called collective enforesmarticle®®

The study notes that the application of the callecsecurity under the Charter first failed in 1950
When the veto embedded dream of unanimity of thpeguowers failed to authorize intervention
into the Korean War. The first veto power was usgdhe Soviet Union, where they boycotted a
Security Council meeting that was to pass resoiutio resolve the dispute. In protest of
disqualified representative of the Republic of Ghirom seating in the council meeting following
its partisan, the Russia invoked substantial wstoch invalidated the decision of the Council. To
resolve the stalemate, on 3 November 1950 the @eressembly circumvented the veto by
passing the Resolution Uniting for Peace (RUFP)cwimtroduced a new system that mandated

an agent such as NATO or a regional security agamet to enforce peace on behalf of the®¥N.

Prof. Arnold Wolfer noted that the practicality obllective enforcement under the Charter with
reference to Korean War indicated that the Koredgrvention represents a radical break from the
traditional foreign policy of state and as for tbé\; it fulfil the expectations widely held for
collective security” Further argued that Korean War intervention diggesfrom the purported
measures and created two varieties of collectiveurs#y. The first one is collaborative
peacekeeping operations and the other one is gewoiiective security operation and collective
defence action. The U.S response is more accuraedyuated as containment under the

convenience rationale of the UN policy action.

63 The Charter of the UN, New York 1945, UN

64 Balys, J (et al)The Globalization of World Politics an Introductitm International Relations3rd edition, Oxford University press, (New York
2001) p 421

65 Ibid
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1.4.5 Literature Gap

The study reviewed relevant literatures on the ephalization of the collective security system.
The discussion was placed under four major debdtess. involved debates on the medieval
collective security approaches, which brought foovdne modes and concepts of the prehistoric
security cooperation. Also, reviewed was the realimderstanding of the concept of collective
security in relation to the views of the advocatésnstitutionalization of the collective security.

And, lastly, the study reviewed the UN version ofiective security as conceptualised under the

Charter.

Based on the literature reviewed, the study ndtat the collective security concept is one of the
most under-researched areas of study. Besidesallat, the existing literature has focused more
on the intervention aspect of the maintenance tefmational peace and security and overlooked
the component of defining actual threat to inteéoratl peace and security. Especially the aspect
of the post cold war threats to international peand security is not well synthesised in the
reviewed literature. This gap clearly reveals thessing link between the maintenance of

international peace and the understanding of tteeriational peace and security problems.

1.5 JUSTIFICATION OF THE STUDY

This study was keenly selected according to presége of academic program of the M.A
international studies. Study on this topic has ndween done before this, at the Institute of

Diplomacy and International Studies of the Univigrsif Nairobi.

This study is necessitated by the critical neednderstand the functioning of the United Nations
collective security system in order to contributethe continuing debate on the creation of a
peaceful and prosperous world through the estabbsit of effective global mechanism. Similarly,
driven by the need to understand critically the namisms employed by the United Nations in

maintaining international peace and security artth &iview to uncover the sustainability of that
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fact and relevancy of the system. Moreover, thi help inform the policy makers on the

importance of cooperation as a means to achiewgabl® peace and security globally.

This study was also justified by the need to asHesgracticality of the concept of collective
security in the context of the post cold war intgimonal peace and security. This will be done
through comprehensive and expansive discussiom@tN collective security system, to unveil
the gaps in the theory and practice of collectimeusity. This will help to trace theoretical origin
of concept in the academic world and give new gnengd inspiration to the researchers to

continue the study on the collective security appho

Additionally, this work was motivated by limited remarly work on collective security, after
noticing a declining attention this concept is reicg from international relations scholars. This
study identified this phenomenon as a major obstacthe progressive evolution of the collective
security system, which thereby impacts negatively the grand mission of international
community of searching for permanent solution tobgl peace problems. Therefore this study
will contribute to the academic maturity of thisncept by updating the idea along the changing

global issues. Otherwise, the limited study ofd¢bacept will blunt feasibility of this concept.

The research will further expound the debate beyaamditional conception and integrate the idea
to the emerging peace and security issues, inajuttia role of non-state actors and non-military
values in the international system. This will alselp the concept to appreciate new forms of
threat to peace and security such as civil andiettonflicts, aggression against individual socio-
political and economical right, and civil rights thfe people state agencies and people’s right to
basic needs (poverty and inequality) right to cleamvironment (humanitarian aspect of
environment). In a view to help the concerned ingtins understand and manage the resultant

problems effectively.
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This research will also attempt to correct somepfaied concepts and facts about collective
security. This includes the traditional importaratéached to the issue of domestic jurisdiction,
which needs to be considerably evaluated in a addhingernational context. In which sovereign
states are no longer the only subjects of intevnati law and eventually the states are not the
outright providers of security. The paper will tdioute to debate on the effects of change on
international peace and security and give acadetrength to the importance of having a
proactive system that can strategically change tintie. For example, the paradigm shift of the
security concept understanding, from state-centrgwv of security to a more universal and

humane view of international security is a charge €scaped many who are paying dearly.

The study will also try to unveil gaps and sholsfalf the international collective security system,
to equip the policy makers with necessary infororatand tools to address the intricacies
contributing to the failure of the peace plans. Shedy will contribute to the new perspective of
international peace and make an input in the peooéspeace and security management. The
research will try to reveal other challenges tocgeavhich did not have much attention before; for
example, issues such as violation of individuatghts were a major cause of disturbances in State
relation today. This has allowed a wide-rangingwa# security to include peace, freedom, health,
justice, development environmental security andsaas security the narrower view based on
safety or protection from war and conflict. Nevefdss, the principle subjects along with
international organizations, non-governmental oizgions, and individuals, who are also
acknowledged to have rights and obligations uridedaw of nations. Nevertheless, today there is
a rising need for United Nations to include inatgenda and reinforce the fundamental needs of
peace, security, and justice for the people, isgbas have lost ground under the traditional

national security interest.

This will enable the United Nations to reflect tve heed of the world today and have the picture

of the future in mind other than dwelling in thespistoric ideas that hold no water in the modern
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era. And, try to initiate a paradigm shift in thestem and bring it closer to the people who require
its services. In the end, the research will be &blgoint out where the contradiction lies as far a
international peace and security is concerned &iel ta recommend or suggest a way forward.
Notably, it is in the plan of this work to criti@zthe working of the collective security system

under UN for the sake of improving on what alreadists.

1.6 HYPOTHESES

The study is guided by the following three hypottes

. International peace and security can be effectivelgintained through a strong UN
collective security system provided that membetestaare committed to their national and
international obligations;

. Current realities in the international system canydthe applicability of the principles of
international collective security;

. For many member states, international anarchysslfaregulating phenomena that needs

no a mechanism to manage it.

1.7 CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

The study will use the concept of collective setyutdo analyse and understand the challenges
facing the United Nations in the maintenance oénimational peace and security in the post-cold
war era. The concept originated by liberalist s¢hafothought, who proposed to replace the
balance of power system with a collective secigytstem as a measure to end war era, to establish

a regulated system.

The underlying logic of collective security is tfold. First, the balancing mechanisms that
operate under collective security prevents war stogs aggression through deterrence that is
more robust by ensuring that aggressors will be migh an opposing coalition that has

preponderant power rather than merely equivalenivepo Second, a collective security
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organization, by institutionalizing the notion df against one, contributes to the creation of an
international setting in which stability maintainéttough cooperation rather than unregulated
competitive systerﬁf.3 The security cooperation of states forms the tunstin of international

organization that will regulate states behaviowoading to international law and the believed that
war and anarchy are never inevitable, and the ocder be maintained by strengthening the

institutional arrangements.

The collective security program was initiated bg liberalists’ scholars including Immanuel Kant,
Innis Claude, Thomas Jefferson, and supported &yptiitical discourse of the leaders such as
President Woodrow Wilson and Franklin Roosevelt wioough public policy initiative
contributed to the institutionalization of the @ative security. Immanuel Kant strongly supported
the idea of collective security in his work of tlperpetual peace (1795). Accordingly, he
recommended creation of a federation (League) efwibrld’s states that will ensure perpetual
peace. The states will form League of pedoedus pacificum)and which would be distinguished
from a treaty of peac@actum pacid)y the fact that the latter terminates only one,wdnile the
former seeks to make an end to all wars for&@rough such a federation, the majority of states
could unite to punish any one state that commeéaiggtession. This would safeguard the collective
interests of all the nations against the narrovdvingtrest of one nation that might otherwise profi

from aggression.

Other contributors to the concept of collective isig are the mainstream of international
relations theorists. These theories include realiseo-liberalism, neo-realism and transnational
interdependence theory of globalization. The eldmborrowed from realism theory includes, the

principles of the enforcement of peace, creatiogeasftral enforcement authority, and the use of

66 Hassan Ulusoy;ollective Security in Européiassan Ulusoy PhD candidate at METU, is a Fiest&ary at the Turkish Ministry of Foreign
Affairs.

67 Charles W Kengley (et aWorld Politics, Trend and TransformatiofThomson learning Inc. USA 2004) p423

68 Immanuel Kant, an article gerpetual peac&975
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preponderant power to overwhelm aggressors to @eltempliance. Realist scholars like Thomas

Hobbes and Hans Morgenthau enabled successiveptoateation.

The modern theories of international relations Wwtsapported the construction of the concept of
collective security by adding new and dynamic ideadude neo-realism led by the work of
Kenneth Waltz 1979. Waltz added system level aimslgkthe international security problems,
which states that the international structure fothes theatre of states behaviour that constrains
them from taking certain action while propellingeth towards other actiorf.The theory
provides that in an anarchical situation the stégeks insecure and vulnerable and therefore there

is need for a mechanism to give security assurance.

Neo-liberalism contends that states are not thg aators in the international arena. There are
others such as individuals, non-governmental omgdiuns, civil societies and international
organizations, which can penetrate internationadiéis and interact with each other and states too.
They also emphasized the need for interstate cabparon a common interest to create a global
community’® They base the concept of international securitg @ommon interest in security and
peace being the collective good to be sanctiondidatively.”* The collective good benefits will

be enjoyed by all members regardless of their dmriion or size, but needs effective governance
for it to prosper and eradicate chances of fremgidThe transcending nature of the particular
interest of sovereign states and the recognitiorthat common interest carries with it the
aspirations to create a communal framework to cepthe need for unilateral national security

measures.

69 Croaker C. A, T.O Hampsun and P.A (Ed)rbulent peacechallenges of managing international conflict: @Magton; U.S institute of peace
2005) p37

70 John Baliys, (et alf;he Globalization of World Politics an Introductitm International Relatios, 3rded, (Oxford University press, New York
2001) p.29

71 Joshua Goldstein Joshirternational Relations(fifth Ed); New Delhi; Pearson Education Inc. 3221
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The transnational interdependence theory of glehatin added more value to the concept of
collective security by emphasizing further on theportance of cooperative action against the
global security problems. The proponents of thesthre Robert O. Keohane and Joseph ye.

They criticized the mainstream international relatitheories for over simplifying the world

politics and having constant factor analysis. Thk sthool selected states as single important
actor in the world stage and accordingly missedesiimdamental aspects affecting international
security that does not depend on borders, for elamender, trade, environmental issues, and

further missed the role of non-state actors inittkernational peace and securify.

The study will use a broader concept of securitanalyse security issues that will encompass
almost all security aspects as professed by BangaB. Currently different security concepts such
as human security and international security, pggfyodeveloped to address global security issues,
which have a different focus in analysis, but hyginiterconnected and interdependent in issues,
but they all share the same purpose and objediveost all international security issues are the
driving force to the security cooperation of statemcause most of these security aspects obey no
borders and have enormous and negative effectseowelfare of the tradition states. Some of the
emerging multifaceted security problems require tifageted approach include climate based
security problems, human security, economic basedrgy issues, and cultural based security

issues.

1.8 RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

The research will obtain all relevant and availati&a from primary to secondary sources to
understand the problem under this study. Howewagrsdary data will be more prominent, owing
to its adequacy and convenience of time and ressuf@ue to limitations of primary data based

on cost, time and bulk the research preferred mhggize secondary data relevant to the study.

72 Joseph S. Nye Jr. and John D. Donagaegrnance in a globalizing world, vision of govamoe for the 21st centuryCambridge,
Massachusetts, Brookings Institution. Press, WagbimDC 2000)

73 Palmer Howard Perkingiternational Relations, the world community traisi; 3rded, (A.1.B.S Publishers and Distributions Kris nagger,
New Delhi 2004)
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The study will explore and critically analyse UuitBlations publications. Scholarly journals and

Internet data will form part of the foundation dfet study. Other materials will encompass
scholarly essays, academic journals and books hgweed scholars in the field of peace and
security. Other works to be reviewed will be goveemtal policy papers on peace and security,
United Nations documents, such as the United Nat@marter and other international agreements
and global Conference papers on peace and seamdtyaudio and seminar presentations will be
examined. Grey or unedited materials will not beoigd but with care will be reviewed, including

Internet information, newspapers, magazines, amgletters, to ensure exhaustive analysis of the

problem.

The data collection method will be mainly desk gtudbrary research; Internet based research,
attendance of some relevant seminars and revigheaklevant material to gather secondary data.
Data will also be acquired from some primary sosirt@ough discussions in meetings, policy
formulation meetings, attended some governmenttiagm forums interviewing of about five
persons from UNON (United Nations Office Nairolfije persons from the Ministry of foreign
Affairs through the unstructured questionnaire exystThe sample size target of about ten will be
more representative of the population. Primary datkection will be very important since it gives
researcher opportunity to be in touch with theiaaltissues and able to conceptualize and
operationalize the objectives of the research. grbblem of acquiring primary data is that due to
limitations of time and resources the primary dailhnot be adequately researched. The problem
with secondary data is that it is not reflectivetloé current issues on the ground, and it requires
more time to analyses voluminous books to get egledata. Also it is not easy to get relevant and
standard data from all the data banks such asrillstacomputer Internet and other resource

centres.

The study will use variant tools of analysis inéghglcomparative analysis, dialectic analysis, and

philosophical exposition among others to elabotate international political and economical
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interactions based on security. The study will @stploy critical reflection on the data collected
from the field. This is important as it incorporsitiie researchers input to the study. This allows

critical appreciation of the concern areas of theysand related problem.

1.9 CHAPTER OUTLINE

The study is structured around the following fig¢ ¢hapters:

Chapter One: Introduction to the study;

Chapter Two: The role of the UN in post-Cold Waa@e and security: An overview

Chapter Three: The role of the UN in post-Cold VWaace and security and the concept of
collective security;

Chapter Four: The role of the UN in post-Cold Weage and security: A critical analysis;

Chapter Five: Conclusion
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CHAPTER TWO: THE ROLE OF THE UN IN POST-COLD WAR PEACE AND
SECURITY: AN OVERVIEW

2.1 INTRODUCTION

In the preceding chapter the study introduced #search topic as critical assessment of the
effectiveness of the United Nations collective sgguin maintaining international peace and
security in post cold war time. The paper furthetlined three main objectives of the study and
reviewed relevant literature work of the main se®lof collective security and identified the

conceptual framework of the study and thereby pledia testable hypothesis of the study.

In this chapter the discussion will be based on dkierview of the theoretical basis of the
collective security concept. This entails unveilofghe historic routes of the concept, defining th

main principles and reviewing the assumptions ef ¢bncept. The chapter will further venture
into assessing the practical aspect and operatommalitions of the concept and further outline the

flaws and limitations of the doctrine.

2.2  DEFINITIONS AND DEBATES

The international collective security is a concejptoduced by liberalists into the international
political system with the aim of mitigating the efts of the international anarchical condition.
The proponents advocated for the creation of cilecarrangement, formalized through
cooperation of sovereign states, for the purposeaiftaining international peace and security in

the anarchical situation.

The paper has established that the collective ggasirsimply an idea that any country attacking
any other country is tantamount to its attackinigo#tier countries, whose duty is to oppose the
attack. The concept of collective security is at sdrsocial contract among states, whereas the

system of balance of power is a mechanism in itsglf a measure of laissez-faire, and supposed
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to prevent any state from increasing in power ehotegbe able to upset the status quo. The
collective-security goal is stability and peacejlevthe system of balance of power is expected to
maintain the status quo (especially that of thegpewers), if need be by resorting to war—with

limited objectives—in order to maintain the geopicéil balance?

The security arrangements entered into by thesstdikgates them to provide security collectively
for each other by taking united actions against aggressive party (state/s) that might challenge
the existing order by force. The idea was introdubg political idealists, basing their argument
on the historical record of security cooperatiohisTinformed the formation of modern security
arrangements. These are the arrangements unddr pééce and prosperity are purportedly to be
defended as a common goal. This is based on agyraimed at managing peace in the perpetual
international anarchy. This concept was conceivadite basis that aggressors might not be
stopped by peaceful means alone, unless met witle finat is more superior. Equally, under the
collective security system, use of force is noimdite, and if used it is not meant to vanquish, but
only for the purpose of deterrence. New studie®havealed that the use of threat of sanctions is
more effective than execution of sanction; themfdhe preponderance power of collectivity is

suppose to act as a tool of deterrence againgprisatice’®

Innis Claudes explained the concept of collecteeusity as a balancing mechanism that operates
under universal organization to prevent war angb stggression far more effectively than the
balancing mechanisms that operate in an anarchingeThe system works through collective
security organization which is formed by institmadizing the notion of all against one, and it
contributes to the creation of an internationatisgtin which stability is managed through
cooperation rather than through competitiéfhe state behaviour is guided by the understanding

that states will be met with overwhelming forceéhiéy show aggression, and because they believe

74 Leroy Bennettinternational Organizations; Principles and IssJ@ Simon and Schuster co., (Englewood cliffs, Neveey-1977)p143
75 Innis Claude L., \8ords into Plowshares: The Problems and Progredatefnational Organization
76 Joseph R. Stromberg Mosksstitute of the United Nations Charter and theudén of collective securitywww.Stromberg@mises.org
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that, others will co-operate with them in resistiaggression. In that way collective security

mitigates the rivalry and hostility of a self-heijrld.

The practice of collective security requires poldscisions to be determined jointly. Provisions
are to be made for an international body to esthbinultinational-armed force that can be
employed to provide deterrence force and rest@e&dmtinents peace and tranquillity. In addition,
collective system requires all states to coopesatt collectively provide security for all by the
actions of all against any states within the groumipp might challenge the existing order by using
force. The ultimate objective of the system is tasfrate any attempts by states to change the
status quo with overwhelming foréeA change in the status quo meant a change to tkl w
order of independent sovereign states. The worldvwgdarantee of the political integrity of all
states epitomizes our contemporary version of tlleative security idea. The collective security
system is supposed to project all global secuhitgédts as a matter of international concern and be

handled by collective effort of the members.

Historical records have shown some successeslactue security management of peace. A good
example is the philosophy used by the Concert objai of 1815 that helped to prevent great-
power war for almost one century. The Concert megystem powers of the time, which ensured
great-power equilibrium through balance of powernbers agreed to consult and take joint
action in response to threats to peace and stalfiifowever, critics argue that at least in theory
collective security makes for deterrence that isemobust by ensuring that aggressors will be met

with an opposing preponderant power of the coalitio

2.3  MYTHS AND FACTS ABOUT COLLECTIVE SECURITY

The study has notes that there are extensive tigstsrin the understanding of collective security

concept that are attributed to divergent theorketioaception. A number of scholars and policy

77 Hassan Ulusoyollective security in Europelassan Ulusoy PhD candidate at METU, is a First&3ary at the Turkish Ministry of Foreign
Affairs
78 Joel Larustrom Collective Security to Preventive Diplomadghn Wiley & Sons Inc. (New York, London, Sydn&965) p32-40
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makers have used the phrase collective securixptain several policy issues involving security
cooperation. Mixed conception has caused confusioapplication as well and in the process
undermining the fundamental basis of the univesgatem of security. In this respect, this study
will attempt to reveal some practice and concelpds have provided confusing direction on the

understanding of collective security.

Its proponents asserted that the collective sgcafiproach is not a panacea, neither is it an
assurance against all forms of threats to securityis neither anarchy nor a concept of world
government’°This means that the prevailing anarchy as positgdthie security analyst is
engendered by the multistate system, but not sarexdi by collective security system. The
ultimate objective of collective security is to $trate any attempts by states to change the status
quo with overwhelming force, acting as pre-emptigéher than vanquishing foré&However,

critics like Walter Lippmann argue that, the mettodcollective security system is as terrifying to

the policemen (the UN) as it is to the lawbreak@ggressors§*

Collective security is not a synonym for an enfoneat mechanism for all violations of
international law. The perception that it is an cgoément mechanism is what created the
overwhelming euphoria of expectations during the Eimation® However, the collective
security system can create condition under whistige and respect for the obligations arising
from treaties is maintained. Severally states haveatened to invoke use of collective security
action for violations of all international normshi¥ must not be misconstrued to apply to any
multilateral intervention and is not a form of assiwce to be used as an enforcement mechanism
for the whole body of international % However, because collective security has alwags be

described in ideal terms, application has beenlegihg. It has never been defined by treaty or

79 Ernst B. Haas, dynamics of international refei Allen writings Rand Corporation Rubi, (McGraill Bk. Co. New York 1956) p461
80 Ibid
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82 Claude, Inis, LSwords into Plow Shares: The Problems and Progoéssternational Organization

83 Marshall A. Perler and Spence P@sitive Diplomacy(IPs witch Book c0.1997) p55
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by the supreme international tribunal functionirigTae Hague since 1922, and therefore, it is
always in danger of being misinterpreted and hgalckn the quagmire of power struggle

politics 3

Some regional and security organizations are oriflinanderstood as a collective security
organization. The supposition of the collectivewsdg scholars posits that for a system to qualify
to be collective security system conditions suchcassensus and commitment to peace and
collectivity response is fundamental. The displagemof the theory can be confused with
collective defence, security community and alliasgstems, which are designed according to the
balance of power and individual states/group secfitiThe essential conditions of collective
system does not exist in those selective arrangesmér example the collective defence and
alliances, they all lack universality and they ezgional based which limits their mandate. The
balance of power system applying to the later systeas displaced by collective security after its

inadequacy under the concert of European and taguesof the Nations.

It also differs from unilateral or collective detenuse of force, not in terms of numbers, but rathe
in terms of authority and purpose. Irrespectivéhef number of states involved, unilateral force is
the result of a unilateral decision and is desigmeaharily to achieve goals personal to the acting
state(s). Collective security system use of fotme,contrast, is the result of the decision of a
competent international organization and is takenbehalf of its representative community at
large. Collective security action is taken to meahective use of force carried out in accordance
with Chapter VII of the Charter, which has mandatel consent of the all members, thereby

giving its actions collective legitima&y.

84 Hasan UlusoyCollective Security in EuropdasanUlusoy PhD candidate at METU, is a First&acy at the Turkish Ministry of Foreign
Affairs.
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In essence, the collective security system is ssggbdo be a compromise between the concept of
world government and a nation-state based balahpewer system. Where the latter is seen as
destructive or not good enough to safeguard peadéhee former is deemed un-accomplishable in
the multistate international systeth.Therefore, collective security remains the mosibig
method of controlling war in a world of sovereigtates. The states being unable to surrender
enough national sovereignty to form even a limiemtld government and facing the crumbling
world, apparently the widely acceptable idea bemoroellective security system to bridge

between the anarchy and world governni&nt.

2.4  BASIC CONDITIONS FOR THE OPERATION OF COLLECTIVE SECURITY SYSTEM

The effective working of collective security arrangents depends on some stringent conditions.
Such stringent conditions also constitute the fumelstal principles of the concept. These
comprise the following; the first principle is tpenciple of universality, which calls for univetsa
membership of the system, where the internatiomaVep structure is widely dispersed. This
condition allows effective application of preporaiece power of collective system to counter
balance any aggressive fofn practical terms there is no time that all statél have equal
capability, in terms of economic and political pewklowever, universality under international
collective security system entails that members ltave equal power and authority and thus
combined power of the collectivity, or all membeates except the aggressor, will be great
enough to overwhelm the aggressor. Otherwise, @énahthical power distribution superpowers

take dominant presence over others and reducedttefor effective action.

Proponents argue that relatively even distributidrpower creates a symmetric balance, with
levelled interaction, achievable through a univensembership. While limited membership
undermines universality of the system and resttidssamount of resources available for effective

application of collective measures such as sars@oa embargo. The deterrence is assured by the

87 Hassan Ulusoyollective security in Europevww.collectivesecurity.com Hasan Ulusoy., op., cit
88 Ibid
89 A.F.K OrganskiThe World Politics2nd edition University of Michigan; (Alfred A. Kapf, New York 1968) p468
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notion that the overwhelming power stands readpedaised against it, an aggressor will either
sheathe its sword or go down in defect.90 Similalipited membership promotes structural
weakness and enhances defection of members. Maoraavieersality will enable impartiality in
the decision-making process through equal repragent and gives equal chances to all voices to

be heard in the global forum.

The second principle is the indivisibility of peadéis means that threat existing to peace should
be perceived as a threat to every member and daaeps assured collectively and guaranteed as a
priority in day-to-day life. Maxim Litvitov a Rusan delegate to the UN forming conference made
recommendations to plan that peace must be indigisiThis implies lasting willingness of all
member states to act and suffer in defence of c@olle security. The establishment of the
collective security system requires all interestations share in primary interest maintaining of
peace, and peace be viewed as indivisible andhiteats to peace anywhere be treated as the
concern of all members of the system. That premgnéiggression is a value that overrides all
others in international relations. The commitmerit toe members to the arrangement of
collectivity should be concomitant to the consendesision on peace and security matters and

ready to act in concert at any tirffe.

Indivisibility of peace will provide a condition foautomatism of collective action in which all
states are equally interested in stopping aggneseion whatever source it comes. This principle
requires that in any armed combat, members agreenah combatant is the aggressor and reach
this agreement immediately since rapid and unitetiba is necessary if aggression is to be
brought to a halt before extensive damage is daseNoodrow Wilson stated, there can be no
‘ifs’ or ‘buts’ violation of the prohibition of fate must be regardedso factoas an act of war.

Collective security must be a mechanism that akes & mousetrap that springs automatically

90 Leroy Bennettinternational Organizations; Principles and IssuasSimon and Schuster co., (Englewood cliffs, Nevsey-1977) p144-145
91 Ernst B. Haa$)ynamics of International Relation8llen writings Rand Corporation Rubi, (McGrawltBk. Co. New York 1956) p462
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when tested, that neither friendship nor economi@atage will stand in the way of action against
an aggressor. That all nations agree in advancereat promptly against threat to peace and

organized in such a way that can provide the praedfor collective response to thre¥ts.

Effective response of the collective action reduiitbat universal interest be upheld above
alliances and historic friendship and agreementthan identification of aggressor and victim
achieved quickly and unconditionally. Because tlgstesn cannot harbour eternal friends or
everlasting foes, and regardless of who are the&eaggrs or the victims, the system must be
unbiased and concentrate solely on the act of aggme Collective security, therefore, is different
from a collective defence system like the NorthaAtlc Treaty Organization (NATO), which will

only attack against external enemies but never reesniithin the alliancé®

Under the system, all states are free and ablgirian action against an aggressor. This condition
assumes that all states accept a universal definiti “aggression” and can recognize such acts of
aggression instantﬁfMoreover, this necessitates procedures for therrdé@tation of aggression
as an impartial process entrusted by all to a wsatanstitution, to make the final (but largely

forgone) determination.

Lastly, the system needs to be permanent for teisiability and reliability of the solutions and
needs to have generality in approach to issuesidoeas the wider scope of issues. The system
must be permanent, abstract and general as opposethog expedient or particularisticThe
collective security system must be institutionaliZer international security against all dangers.
This element is closely related to automatism itective action and anonymity of aggressor and

victim. In other words, the system cannot be whaalsor hesitant.

92 A.F.K. OrganskiThe World Politics2nd edition university of Michigan; (Alfred A. Kupf, New York 1968) p468
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2.5 THE LIMITATIONS OF THE CONCEPT OF COLLECTIVE SECURITY

The antithesis argues that collective securitye@sible only when it is unnecessary and it works
when it is not needetiThis expression signified that the whole conceptalfective security is
crippled by a fundamental paradox that a collectigeurity system can only be successful in a
world that is already peaceful. This argument cald lgiven that the collective security system is
not a replacement for state system and also direceyistem cannot control the behaviour of states,
everything is in the hand of states. States actemesmotivated by their interest and if their
survival is under threat states will act accordmgiven though collective security can give a

framework under which even the weak states camdefeeir security interest.

The study notes that the collective security systauffered flawed conceptualization. The
proponents of the collective security system did mdequately explore issues affecting
international security, thereby restricted the &mdo interstate relation. However, today, segurit
issues have changed in all aspects, including timeber of actors in the international arena
increased, the role of actors changed and the \aitees of the system changed among other
things. If analytically understood the original cept of collective security ignores the
significance of some aspects of security such asrtfie of non-state actors in international
security, and narrowed down the scope of threatseturity to only aggression against the
sovereignty of the state. Nevertheless, new formghmeats to peace and security such as
international terrorism and weapons of mass destru¢WMD), generated by non-state actors
and non-military factors, have emerged in recematryas the most significant security threats to

the international ordeY,

Additionally the concept makes certain blanket agstions about the international political

system, such as the indivisibility of peace, thggrassion anywhere is a threat to all states
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everywhere. This is not true in reality. Powerftdtes needed not to fear attack from any, but a
small handful of small states until recently. Stadgticipation in collective response is an isstie 0
foreign policy decision that has to be considetnally and therefore the question of national
interest arises as the benchmark for the actioentakhe strategies with which states pursue its
national interest are guided by some critical fexcto determine nature of its action. For example,
factors such as geographical location makes statasrable to external shocks. Usually states are
unwilling to make a priori commitments that it wiitjht on the side of anyone attacked anywhere
in the world if its own interest are not at stakds also proved that weak states often take eefug
in neutrality than to engage powerful states inrthme of collective security. For instance, when
Italy attacked Ethiopia, France and British wereig&nt to move against her. Also the Russian

invasion of Georgia in 2008 did not receive assistarom either the UN or neighbouifs.

Similarly, universal ability to oppose aggressianperforming any international obligation has
been severely affected by national interest issuésch is influenced by a number of factors
including geographical location of the state. Faaraple, the protracted war in Syria is a case that
has not got critical attention from powerful nagorThe main reason is that the strategic ties
supersedes collective obligatiSfiHowever, in reality, allies do not oppose each othhe
economic tie between China and Sudan was enablidgrbto escape sanctions preferred against

it by the Security Council because China vetoedi#sion.

It is also a mistaken fact, to believe that peace security are universal goals of all nations
overriding all others. In practice, multilateralistands to receive minimal attention. This is
evident in the way international community is réagtto some security issues like the protracted
war between Israel and Palestine, a case that ¢esthys received multilateral intervention.

Factually, if the interests of the great powers aoe directly threatened collectivity might not

98 A.K. OrganskiThe World Politics2nd edition University of Michigan; (Alfred A. kapf, New York 1968) p413
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respond and aggressors may be left to devour ¥iwtims undisturbed. For example, in Rwanda

1994, the USA president Bill Clinton and UN KoffnAan regret their slowness until tod4y.

The plan of collective security stresses the fhett the aggressors are dependent upon other
nations following growing global interdependence, terms of economic development, and
security wise. Thus, the aggressor can be easiljacted through sanctions on trade, transport,
and communication, or severe of diplomatic relatiddowever, interdependence is two-way, and

states are dependent upon the aggressor and thbke o break away completely.

The principle of universality demands for balandeternational system, but ordinarily the
international system is always based on power fdkya where superpowers set the order and
others follow. For example, depending on the numdfepowers competing the international
system is run on unipolar, bipolar, or multipola&towever, collective security balance is
achievable if the UN system adopts and entrenchealiey of membership properly. Otherwise,
with five members having more privilege and poweran other members do an asymmetrical
relationship created

Unclear identification of aggression by internatibrlegal systems, have also led to flawed
assumption of aggression as synonymous with fisst af military force by one nation against
another. For example, it was Japanese planes, \attmtked USA first without prior alert in 1941.
They bombed American fleet at Pearl Harbour, whiagered US attack in retaliation. The UN
uses the same concept to invoke intervention tédakhe only aggression considered under the
institution of collective security is war againswereign equality, and war was narrowly viewed in
disregard of the manifold causal of recent wétén the process, the vaguest definition preferred
for aggression has fundamentally affected otherctfanal areas including identification of

aggressor, and agreement on aggressive actionslamiity, thereby affecting effectiveness with
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which the institution has to respond to crises.r&hg the principle of CSS that all nations will

agree on the identity of the aggressor was declafedsible.

In the absence of a clear definition of aggressind aggressive acts can be disguised and even
when they are committed openly, claims and coudi@ms can be launched as to which side
starts it all. A complex case of identification afijgressor presented to the UN, which has
remained unravelled, includes Israeli-Arab relalip that has remained steadily hostile for
decades. Israel insisted she wished to live in gpamith her neighbours, whereas some Arab
leaders have stated officially and categoricall tineir aim is to erase Israel from the map. The
question is does such stated intention count? Aemecent problem caused by a vague definition
of aggression that blurred identification of aggmswas the 2003 Iraq war, which was instigated
by a claim of the existence of weapon of mass destm (WMD) by the USA. The USA
launched pre-emptive war to stop the said rogue $tam arming itself with WMD% But later
there was no substantial evidence of WMD, and the a¥ intervention had ravaged the life of

Iraqis.

Agreement on the identity of the aggressor is yatglanimous as foreseen by proponent of
collective security. A position on which nationtlee aggressor in an international squabble has
not been achieved adequately. Accused nations #teessalmost invariably deny the accusation
and claim to be provoked by the aggressive actfahe opponent. The communist North Korea
denies aggression against South Korea, claimirglatame first from South Koré%' Based on
this it is factual that historians have not conslely agreed on who might have started WWII and
WWI, and that is why philosophers have argued gl was unnecessary-The final verdict of
history has relied on who writes the account ofdtients and mostly the aggressor will depend on

who wins the war. In the Abarkasia war, Russia $iwa was ignored because Russia believed it
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was within its right to defend itseff® The vagueness has undermined universal acticiofiping
aggression as proved by the realities of internatigpolitics. International relations history
indicates that aggressors have never found thessdhendless, for instance China opposed

further sanctions on Sudan according to a BBC tepo2d’ May 2007.

2.6 CONCLUSION

The study reveals that the concept of the collecsiecurity is a security plan based on the notion
of all for one and one for all. This plan is basedprinciples of universality of membership and
indivisibility of peace and obligates members tlgio@a contract to collectively stand together and
oppose aggression initiated against any memberpildponents assert that the collective security
plan is neither an ultimate panacea to peace prahlaor is it an assurance against all forms of
threats to security. And also collective securitynot a synonym for an enforcement mechanism
for all violations of international law. Howeverhet study indicates that due to distorted
misapprehension of this concept it has always b#escribed in ideal terms, and this has

overshoot the expectations and thereby making @gin of the concept challenging.

The review of the concept of collective securitgicates that practicality is far fetching in the
changing world of multistate system. This is beeansreality the notion of ‘one for all and all for
one’ is technically infeasible. The practice engyirelepends on the states commitment to
international obligations, which in turn becomesampect of the foreign policy decision of the
individual states. It is also noted that the thdoa¢ assumptions of the concept are impractical.
For instance the functional basis of the concefbimded on the assumption of indivisibility of
international peace. This implies that a thregt@ace in one place is regard as threat to peace in
every place and that peace assured collectivelis dilgument cannot hold in reality, because in
practise a war between two states, for examplefitcad hardly impacts on other parts of the

world.

106 Economist Magazine articATO and the invasion of Georgalst August 2008attp://www.economist.com/node/11965287
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CHAPTER THREE: THE ROLE OF THE UNITED NATIONS IN POST-COLD
WAR INTERNATIONAL PEACE AND SECUIRTY AND THE CONCEPT OF
COLLECTIVE SECURITY

3.1 INTRODUCTION

In Chapter 2 the study provided detailed reviewtltgé concept that informed formation of
international mechanism for maintaining peace aedusty. The review entailed critical
assessment of viability of the concept in questma the possible challenges encountered in
operationalizing of the concept. The review alsptased the application aspect of the concept of
collective security in forming United Nations meolsan. And further outlined the basic
principles of collective security and the conditiemder which those principles can be effectively

implemented.

In this Chapter the paper will discuss the applicadf international collective security concept
under the system of the United Nations. The study laok into selected cases of the UN
collective intervention into international disputés order to have a better understanding of the
application and operation of the plan of collectbezurity, the chapter will provide a brief review

of the nature and condition of the internationdltjpal system.

3.2  BACKGROUND

The international relations theorists have maimdithat, global systemic changes are responsible
for the behavioural formation of international ingions and by extension affect the functional
roles of the same institution. With regard to camsion and operation of the UN collective
security system, the study considers that, haviagnbconstrued in the post-war anarchical
condition, the system inevitably reflects the erigies of wartime. Therefore, its formation
reflects the pattern of the power arrangement after. And in the formation process of the
collective security system the victor states tduk ¢entre stage and steered the codification of the

rules of the system according to their interest.
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During the formulation process the power competitiook precedence over cooperation, leading
to creation of imbalanced arrangement. Notably, siistem created, favoured the incidental
alliance of powerful states. Under auspices ofvensal organization, they formed what they
called required unity of the permanent membershef Wnited Nation Security Council. This

thinking was informed by the understanding thatdbecert of the powerful nations for peace is
indispensible. Organizers thought that the great/gp® unanimity was attainable and would

effectively maintain peace among small and mediomey states?’

However, just after its formation, the UN systenswaught up in a political turbulence of power
struggle of the famous cold war politics. The wilangerally engineered a new and fundamental
transformation of the international system. The @owtructure was changed from bipolar to
unipolar, following collapse of one power centrattts the east communism under Soviet Union,
and the west led by the USA emerged as new cehgioloal power. The emergence of the single
power dominance led to resurgence of hegemonic ppwaidics, which negatively impacted on

the working of the UN system, due to conflictingeirest of the imperialism and international

obligations.

The study further notes a new phenomenon that esdeyg the international arena after cold war
period (Post cold war). This was marked by a dragécline of traditional interstate wars, and
increased intrastate conflicts, especially in thiedtworld states. The intrastate conflict became
rampant and endemic in 1990s, at one point theuénecy increased tremendously, in 1960, 103
intrastate conflicts recorded against 22 interstateflicts'°® In explaining this scenario scholars
of conflict management study argued that such titnahave resulted from collapsed of

institutions of governance, both at national artdrimational level. This implies that the failure of

107 See Chapter one: Literature Review
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institutions of governance exposed the fragileestdab external and internal shocks, where the
struggle for regime survival took precedence. Theéeulying inequalities and inadequacies within

the weak states were exposed, erupting into dystmad conflict.

The study observed that during cold war the dedpition process of small states took place in
1960s, which was carried out in a way that privéeégtatehood over justi¢® Above any test of
viability, and without considering existence of ational-hood, or adequate economic
performance, defensibility, or a prospect for acinig justice for citizens, states were credt€d.
The UN extended unconditional right of independetacthe putative states. This process lead to
the emergence of a new form of threat to intermatigpeace and security, as new states collapses
under pressure of change and survival. During thled gvar wrangle the injustices and other
underlying inadequacies remained inactive. The yrars conducted by the powerful states
provided support in terms of finance, weapons aotds to the differing factions. When Cold war
icons fell in 1990, the support declined, and stattere orphaned, but the small arms were in
abundance and accessible within the dilapidatedsstahis led to rise of widespread-conflict of
the self-determination nature manifested in forntc@iip and counter-coups, especially in Africa

and Latin America.

During the same period of the cold war rivalry,a&wum developed in the international order; the
UN Security Council collective system became inactiThe Council, which is the central

structure of collective security mechanism-was jpacdtated by the permanent members’ inability
to achieve unanimity in decision-making. A cridistt resulted from conflict of interest between
the members of the Council. They used powers andlgges accorded to them through the
Charter of the UN that is the power to enforce rima¢ional peace and security decisions and

power to veto decision. The antagonists’ executed faction through application of containment
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110 William Zartman et aovereignty as a Responsibility, conflict managenmeAfrica, the Brookings institution, (Washington DC1996) p2

51



and deterrent policies, using veto power to revdkeisions affecting their interest. And this
tendency of misuse of veto power actually went belyoold war rivalry to post cold wart, today
China prominently uses veto power. This has caassgitlation of indecisiveness and uncertainty

in the international scene.

3.3 THE OPERATIONAL METHODOLOGY OF THE UN COLLECTIVE SECURITY SYSTEM

The UN collective security was established on theciples and procedures of the Charter, which
guides the implementation of the policy actionsisTdystem was developed on the basis of the
ideas that emerged from the doctrine of collectigeurity. The scholars of the collective security
defined the concept as a type of coalition buildstigategy in which member states agree not to
attack each other and rather defend each othensiga attack from one of the others, if such an

attack is made.

The collective security speck in the principle hie tphrase dn attack against one is an attack
against alt, which differentiates universal collective systénmmm "collective defencewhich is a
coalition of nations, where members agrees to deftisrown group againstutsideattacks:* The
world leaders borrowed this plan from ancient peaugatives and the Woodrow Wilson
declaration of the fourteen points, helped foster UN collective security system. Originally
under the system of UN, collective security wascesed as referring to solely the peace
enforcement plan, however, as explained later is $itudy, you notice that the scope of the

collective security measures is wider than that.

The Charter explains that the functional objectifeéhe UN collective security in article 1(1) of
the Charter as collective measures aimed to saseesding generations of humanity from the
scourge of war. The article defined collective sigas an effective collective measure taken by

the members for the prevention and removal of threathe peace, and for the suppression of acts

111 See Chapter twdasic Conditions for the Operation of Collectivex@rity System
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of aggression. The article further explains tha #iction taken in adjustment and settlement of
international dispute situation has to be in comity with the principles of justice and

international law*?

The Charter under article 24 further sanctionslthi#éed Nations Security Council (UNSC) as the
principal organ. And conferred the primary respbitisy of maintenance of international peace
and security up on the Council. In the same corited¢mands that the member states agree that
the decision passed by the Council on peace andigeis mandatorily abiding. This will further
obligate the members to agree to accept and carrythe decisions of the Security Council
through article 25 of the Charter. According to @learter the other organs (Secretariat, General
Assembly, ECOSOC, the Trusteeship Council and &Jjhe United Nations can only make
recommendations to governments, and the UNSC isrilyeorgan capable of passing resolutions

that are legally binding on all member stdt€s.

In order to fulfil its responsibility of maintaingninternational peace and security the Council acts
and approves intervention measures in order toagord conflict situation. The intervention
commences once the matter has been listed on #wedagof the Council meeting, then the
Council will assess and approve it as a problerhrikads international solution. The first action
will be to direct a comprehensive investigatiortle# problem. Depending on the condition of the
crisis and the harmony of the interest involved @wmncil might first consider exploring pacific
means to settle disputes under Chapter VI of theQhidrter. Recommending to the parties that
they reach an agreement through peaceful means, asiccall for ceasefire or truce, and

mediation, among others. It may appoint speciateasgntatives, direct the Secretary-General to
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appoint special representatives, and or set sonmeigles for the peaceful settlement of the

conflict.***

In the event fighting persists the Council triesécure a ceasefire, by approving intervention by a
peacekeeping mission to help the parties maintantiuce and to keep opposing forces apart,
sometimes create a buffer zone for the transmissfdmumanitarian services. The Council can
also take measures to enforce its decisions undapt€r VII of the Charter. It can also impose
economic sanctions or order an arms embargo. Bhat the initial course of intervention, the
Council may call upon the members to apply suchsmeaas complete or partial application of
economic and trade sanctions, travel ban, commuoicaterruption or severance of diplomatic
relation, provided by article 41. The Council alss authority to direct the member states to use
‘all necessary means’, including collective miljtarction against the aggressor under articl&'22.
This article provides the apex of the UN collectiaeasure. In the traditional view UN measures
stops at this point, unfortunately no disputes $tapped or may have subsided at this point, but
rather some conflicts continues in a changed fomd dimension, an example is the Somalia
conflict, and the Democratic Republic of Congo, ethare still hot and fierce in spite of several

international interventions.

In practice the UN intervention is not as smootd ample as explained above. The process of
decision-making and implementing is highly challedgby the disagreement and lack of
commitment of the members. When the UNSC plungtmviato-caused crisis during the cold war
period, a situation emerged, better known as agamh lack of overarching legitimate
organ/institution of governance. The UN collectisecurity went into inaction, following veto
invoked, in 1950 by Soviet Union against collectaaions to stop Korean War. From a realism

view, such period of vacuum of power are highlycepsible to war caused by uncertainty of

114 See Chapter one; Literature Review:
115 Ibid

54



security, but Barry Buzan rules out possibilityvedr in international anarchy. He argues that the
presence of regulating regimes such as interndtitena, International Court of Justice,
International Criminal Court, and thereby benefit&economic cooperation reduce propensity for

conflicting relations*®

However, the situation subsequently impaired UNeotive security system, and also, destroyed
some institutions such as MCS (Committee Militataf§, which are critical in application of
collective security. To salvage the system, the Ga&neral Assembly) passed a resolution, to
circumvent veto obstruction and sanctioned UN irgations. The members invoked article 10 of
the Charter, which provided a vent for alternativeans, which lead to invention of Peacekeeping
mission. The article provided that case a threat to peace, breach of the peaceaabrof
aggression is suspected, the General Assembly abradider, immediately the matter with a view

of making appropriate recommendations to membersditective measures’

Using provisions of article 10, the G.A passed adRdion Uniting for Peace (RUFP) on 3
November 1950, which granted G.A power to permégeeenforcement, conditioned on Council
approval. However, the working of proposed mechanigas subjected to the limitations of G.A
powers, since the G.A can only discuss and recordnienUNSC, on any issue pertaining

international peace and securitj.

3.4 THEUNINTERVENTION CASES IN POST-COLD WAR PERIOD

At one moment the UN collective security was grapmplwith the challenge of maintaining
international peace and security on one hand aednpting to ensure its survival on the other.

The study links this situation to overdependenceablective system on the political will of the
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powerful states. Following the institutional impagnt suffered the system lost capacity to ensure
effective enforcement of peace. The permissive geaforcement mechanism took effect through
moral authority of G.A, but this further subjectib@ system to the mercy of the dominant power
interest. Further to that the question of whetherémerging threats to peace and security, can be
considered, as a matter of international concetharwhat level of magnitude a threat becomes
an aggression, remains unresolvEdloday the real threats to international peacesaudrity are

no longer confined to violations of state sovergigior which the UN collective security system
was created. Rather, genocide, massive violatibmaiman rights, civil conflicts, terrorism, and
weapons of mass destruction (WMD) represent imntedigernational security threats that are

beyond the scope of any one st&te.

Here below the study will critically look at somgpical cases of post cold-war collective security
intervention, which includes intervention into th@91 Irag-Kuwait War and the intervention into
Darfur war (Sudan) 2001-2006. These two cases bangpletely different characters, in terms of
dimension, the nature and type of the problem. Eguthe intervention differed, and therefore
this gives the research an opportunity to assessdirelation between the policy and the practice

of the UN collective security system.

3.5 THE 1991 IRAQI-KUWAIT WAR

At one moment the UN collective security was grapmplwith the challenge of maintaining
international peace and security on one hand aednpting to ensure its survival on the other.
The study links this situation to overdependenceadlective system on the political will of the
powerful states. Following the impairment of thesteyn as caused by veto crisis, the UN lost
capacity to ensure effective enforcement of pe@hbe. permissive peace enforcement mechanism
took effect through moral authority of G.A, butdHurther subjected the system to the mercy of

the dominant power interest. Further to that thestjon of whether the emerging threats to peace

119 A.F.K OrganskiThe World Politics2™ edition university of Michigan; (Alfred A. Knophlew York 1968) p460
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and security, can be considered, as a matter efnational concern and at what level of

magnitude a threat becomes an aggression, remaiesalved-*

The study selected this case because of the timwhgzh is of importance, since it marks a
symbolical departure from Cold-war realm, and alsportant because it is an interstate war
taking place under the new international order.imthis period the UNSC showed a strong
recovering from inaction, following a unanimous eofor resolution 678 invoking peace

enforcement Chapter, in Nov 1991, authorizing usée against Iraq invasion. Even though
China absented itself, while Cuba and Yemen, vatgdinst®?In the implementation of the

resolution, mainly the US and its allies conduaipdration desert storml1-intervention regarded to

be legitimate under permissive enforcement resmuRUFP.

This case was considered most successful inteoresince the formation of the UN collective
security system. But still, the contracting of NATdDd allies indicates that besides recovering
from veto crisis, the Council still faces difficylof commitment of the states to the intervention o
implementation of peace enforcement, which largeigains indefinable. Study has shown that if
NATO or US is not supporting, the UN peace enforeenwill not materialise. This happened to
Rwanda 1994, when US president Bill Clinton adopsetationist policy after US suffered severe
casualties in Somalia intervention in 1993. The r@maobligates the members to support
enforcement of peace and security that the goventsya# all the states have to join to prevent any
of the members from using force to gain advantags the other states. But many interventions
usually fail because is either too late or is aablincomplete. And not all states comply with

application of the Chapter VIl or enforcement oape, when economic and diplomatic sanctions
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were applied on Iran and North Korea to stop theiclear weapon ambition, it turns out that it

was only US and its allies who seriously committethe application of the sanctiots.

3.6 THE 2004 - 2007 DARFUR CONFLICT

The Darfur case involves a war that escalatedternational level in 2003. The Darfur war is an
endemic resource based conflict triggered by peeceinequality, where the regional tribes and
races, fought for access to basic needs and sernvibés was mainly between Arab communities
and non-Arab Africa tribes. An intercommunity caociflextended to full scale war when the
people, who felt marginalized for long formed rdioel forces named (SLM) Sudan Liberation
Movement/Army, and (JEM) Justice and Equality Moeam with an aim to redress imbalance
and defend their land and people. The Arabs foeresed with racism and Arab supremacy
ideology formed a government-backed militia namadjalweed aimed to exterminate the black

populationt®*

Along the way the mode changed from the orientaglowece based conflict to a full-scale
politically motivated war. This was with the help government, who participated through proxy
forces to contain uprising. The government usedessiwe force, by applying air and ground
heavy artilleries, displacing over 4million peomé non-Arab Darfurians and causing death of
staggering number of between 400,0000 to 1millieogle, by 2007. As compared to the Iraqg-
Kuwait war of 1991, this is a complex situationjsitan intrastate conflict, and the UN does not
have an express intervention right unless provedl tthe magnitude is of international concern.

And also it has a cross border influence on ChadGentral Africa, make it more compl&X.

In the Darfur war, while there was a consensu$éninternational community that ethnic groups

have been targeted and that crimes against humbaity therefore occurred, there has been a
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prolonged debate on whether genocide has takee.dlae to the pressure from civil society and
non-governmental organizations the US declared tthetgovernment of Sudan has committed
genocide, this further expanded the definitionhaf term genocide to include ethnically targeted
killings, rapes, and displacement. Seeing the eérthe civil society in exposing the inside
details of the conflict and the government of Sudaclared some entities persona non-grata,
including Red Cross, leading to complete paralgéisumanitarian operation in Darfur. The US
under pressure from the same sector, applied tariBec€ouncil to take action, recommending

investigation to verify the crime of genocitfé.

In May 2006, the International Commission of Inguan Darfur was formed, mandated by the
United Nations to investigate, which concluded ttiet Government of Sudan has not pursued a
policy of genocide. They added that internationférces such as the crimes against humanity
and war crimes have been committed in Darfur magnbee serious and heinous than genotide.
However agreement on the use of the tganocidewas missing. For UNSC to act and intervene
it has to prove that there is breach of internatigreace, and has to surpass the threshold ofeartic
2(7), which states that the United Nations hasutbaity to intervene in matters which are within
the domestic jurisdiction of any Statehile this principle shall not prejudice the apg@limon of
enforcementneasures under Chapter VII of the Charter. THeigad phrase is open-ended and
could not guarantee peace enforcement measuressskprthus its vagueness has given room for

assumption of absolute sovereignty.

It is observed that the US government was reluaaniell to lead intervention despite proof of
crime of genocide, which its constitution guarasté®ee president to declare intervention. Being
the most powerful country and with highest stakenternational order US has been seen leading

interventions such as Irag-Kuwait case. But Dactase could not be that weighty on the scale of

126 BBC NewsSudan Allows aid agencies badth June, 2009
127 Andrea CharrorExpanding the UN'’s Collective Security System: RoResponsibility to Protect and the Duty to Prév@nform to its Ideal
ElementsRoyal Military College of Canadaww.postcoldwarcollectivesecurity.com
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its national interest measure. Thus this gave Kiiantchance to assume absolute jurisdiction over
Darfur affairs and mobilised its allies to oppolse UNSC resolutions terming it Western invasion.
Nonetheless, there was agreement on AU lead imtBove through the constitutive act principle
4(h) gave AU express right to intervene, which pievthe right of the Union to intervene into
domestic matters of a Member State pursuant tocasida of the Assembly in respect of grave
circumstances, namely: war crimes, genocide anmdesriagainst humanity? On that basis the
AU sent a mission that was mandated to monitorptméies’ observation of Ndjamena ceasefire
(AMIS-African Mission in Sudan-2004), a peace deaikered in Chad, Ndjamena and military

forces were sent to protect the monitors.

However this action was criticised by some schadarnsufficient and ad hoc attempt. Generally
the AMIS achieved little, and suffered heaviestuedtses. The mandate was limited and the
mission was under equipped. The UN could not helie to lack of consensus of the permanent
members, China and Russia used the threat of wefwrdvent invoking of Chapter VII. The

principle of non-intervention as well limited theseuof Chapter VII, a situation that resembled
Rwanda genocide 1994, where gross human righttioal&onducted in some failed states and
continued uninterrupted. Similarly the US actionswslowed because of its national interest

orientation that categorized Africa as non-stratégi

The Ndjamena ceasefire did not hold the governraeBudan could not implement the objective
of the agreement that required neutralising ofaimed militias. Because of the interest attached
and also lack of capacity, since it is already stretched by the long-standing Southern conflict,
the government was unable to disarm any group.|&imithe rebel factions’ disunity affected
solidification of the ceasefire decision. Follogia breach of Ndjamena Humanitarian Ceasefire

Agreement, the Security Council used the same gfatfand passed resolution 1556, 30 July,

128 African UnionConstitutive Act of African Uniorttp://www.au.int/en/
129 Marjorie Ann Browne; Report for Congress onltlnited Nations Security Council-Its role in thadrCrisis: A brief Overview; Updated
March 18, 2003: CRS Web
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2004, that demanded disarmament of the Janjawedthv@0 days and physical protection of the
displaced people and those returning hdfi@mar Al Bashir strongly refused UN involvement,
and Janjaweed remained armed. The US called forSAtdIhand over to the UN peacekeeping

mission, arguing that AU forces have never handlezh complex conflict and also lacks capacity.

The AU and UN were reluctant to adopt a strongesitfom; likewise Khartoum was strongly
against UN intervention. Following relentless diphatic effort, the UN adopted resolution 1706, a
Chapter VI version of an intervention that recomdesh expansion of UN mission in Sudan to
include deployment of peacekeeping forces. The Sgdaernment remained adamant to the UN
intervention, and also China, and Russian abseéhtedselves claiming that the resolution lacked
the consent of Sudan. Since the application of @mayl intervention relied on the consent of
Sudan, thus deployment failed. The UN then embarkedn alternative, approaches to try to
begin to stabilize the region, including throughresgthening of the AMIS, and devised

intervention through agreement on hybrid missiojooft AU-UN mission.

Following prolonged and intensive negotiations wite Government of the Sudan and with a
significant international pressure, the Governnaauepted peacekeeping operation in Darfur, and
demanded the military forces to be exclusively édn based, although China was able to get the
consent of the Sudan government. On 31 July, tleare¢ Council by resolutions 1706,1755,
1769 (2006) authorized the establishment of thaddniNations-African Union Hybrid Operation

in Darfur (UNAMID), upheld on the concept of Respinility to Protect®* This concept was
introduced to the UN system after the 1994 Rwarategide, it provides the UN responsibility to

intervene into intrastate conflict, and mandatgdiegtion of coercive measures including military

130 The United Nations Security Council, Press &#eSC/8160; Resolution 1556 (2004) Security Colrrnands Sudan Disarm Militias in
Darfur;
131 UNAMID African Union/United Nations Hybrid operation in Bar: www.un.org/ga/search/view_doc.asp? Symbol/=268§
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intervention, considered under necessity, if tlEesmanifestly fails to protect its citizens from

mass atrocities, such as genocide, war crimesgsragainst humanity, and ethnic cleansiig.

3.7 CHALLENGES

The study observed that despite the gravity ofwthein Darfur, it was the most challenging task
for the international community to intervene. Thedy links these challenges to the conceptual
basis of the system, which created constitutionebkmess through entrenchment of state
sovereignty and assurance of non-intervention gdmestic affairs of a state. The sovereign
independence places strong restrictions on thepamtent power of the organization. The
reservations have made the UN to depend on thmgrikkss of the states for its effective working.
Similarly, the securitizations of some threats dwther they are to be considered as threats to
international peace and security, or whether @ imatter of internal affairs has been an endless
debate. However, mechanisms such as humanitaritarvémtion under the concept of
responsibility to protect has been used to purssmissive enforcement, which was first used in
former Yugoslavia. The prolonged debate also dethgsprocess of determining the security
agenda, which is also dependent on the discrefidgheosuperpowers, and if the reaction of the

superpowers is not effectively forthcoming intertien delays.

The other problem was the approach adopted by #oeirlly Council to the Darfur genocide,
which was heavily criticized by many states andevsi as being most undesirable. The Council
was thought to have delayed considerably in authmgyiaction aside from the fact that when the
situation has become desperate, the S.C had natveet placed it on its agentfa The civil
society and the international media played a daitimle in putting Darfur matter on the
international agenda. The role of China was soifsegmt as well in the failed intervention, in

which using its privileged position in the Counadlbstructed progressive intervention. China

132 The United Nations, General Assemiilyaft resolution referred to the High-level Plenavieeting of the General Assembly by the General
Assembly at its fifty-ninth sessj@2005 World Summit Outcome;
133 Hasan Ulusoy, PhD candidate at METU, is a Sestretary at the Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affai

62



became instrumental in blocking the UN interventitrey weakened application of resolution
1556 that was adopted by the Council to impose rams &mbargo on all non-governmental
entities and individuals, including the Janjaweegerating in Darfur on 30 July 2004. They
supplied military equipment’'s and trained personthelt participated in the conflict in Darfur.
They prevented the threat of sanction on Sudanpsuked a robust UN intervention into Sudan

dispute. The main motivation for China is said éopbotection of its interest in dif*

The study observed that lack of legitimacy of tHeS€ decision also poses a major challenge to
the collective security intervention. Legitimacy the parlance of international governance
connotes the authority, both legal and moral of dhgan of international organizations, to take
collective actions and decisions on behalf of treeners-*In the context of the Security Council,
legitimacy refers to the collective jurisdiction bbw the Council deploys its legal and moral
authority to decide on and implement the measwatming in Chapter VIl of Charter. To assert
its legitimacy Council must be seen to be actingéeordance with established procedures and
limitations. The Council must also persuade st#tes it is exercising its powers justly. Even
though, peace and security issues are mandatagatibhs to all, but have to be authorized by the

UNSC and has to be subjected to synchronized Vdteeqermanent 5, that is the vetd.

The Council derives its legitimacy basically frotretloyalty in its simplest formulation, which
implies the legal ability to perform a task. Itdsntended that good reasons for an action may not
make it legitimate if it does not meet the approwélthe majority. Especially in Africa and
Middle-East Asia-the UNSC decision has lost criteapport, this due to selective and unilateral
intervention carried out by the permanent membéithe Council. Some cases that have raised

legitimate questions over the operation of the @dumcludes the Lockerbie affair, the Iraq war

134 YouTube VideoBBC Darfur documentanyChina’s Secrete War in Darfur.
135 Croaker .C.A, T.O Hampsun and P.A (Bd)rbulent peace; Challenges of Managing Internaic@onflict Washington; U.S institute of
peace 2005
136 Croaker .C.A, T.O Hampsun and P.A (B)rbulent peace; Challenges of Managing Internagic@onflict Washington; U.S institute of
peace 2005
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2003, the Rwandan Genocide 1994, and Darfur carfli®3. In the Lockerbie affairs, several
states criticized the decision of the Security @ilule impose sanctions on Libya while the issue
was before ICJ (international court of justice).thMrag-Kuwait conflict 1991, virtually all states
agreed with the adoption of resolution 678, despifew states opposed like Yemen, Cuba, and
Colombia disagreed with the timing of that resalnti*’In the case of Iraq war 2003, many states
opposed it and regarded it as an invasion and itpo®f imperialism. But in the case of Darfur
the Council faced exceptional opposition from Adiicleaders against the resolution S/RES/1593
(2005) directing ICC (International Criminal Courtp indict (Omar AL Bashir) Sudan
President'® Even though the decision taken by African leadees not popular at home,
surprisingly there was minimal resistance airedric&h leaders with the support of China
criticized the UNSC resolution as lacking multilalequalities and of being more unilateral and
selective action of the western powers as indicégdhe overshadowing presence of the UK

(United Kingdom).

The Charter further anchored international actionttte discretions of the UNSC permanent
members, under article 27(3), which anchored eefoent of collective action on the unanimity
of the permanent members. The veto mainly devisqatdtect the interest of the founders of the
UN system by providing holders’ of veto power imntyragainst collective action from minor
members, but the intended peace concert of the rsowas not feasible owing to divergence of
interest, and the resultant absence of consenspsawne and security issues. In practice, the veto
power was used by permanent members to advaneentt@nal interest, and the use of veto to
meet individual objectives paralyzed the decisiamking process of the Council, consequently
hampered the progress of the United Nations functib maintaining international peace and

security.

137 Haas Ernst BDynamics of International Relation8llen writings Rand Corporation Rubi, (McGrawltiBk Co. New York 1956)
138 Marjorie Ann Browne; Report for Congress oa thiited Nations Security Council-Its role in thad Crisis: A brief Overview; Updated
March 18, 2003: CRS Web
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The study noted that the post-cold war internatisgatem was made unstable by the increasing
number of failed states and weakness of globaleeaoperation. As a result innocent people
were exposed to threats to peace and securityinktance, some regions in Africa were noted as
the most insecure place by a contemporary politcel development indices. Where the failed
states indices report of 2007, indicate that Afasahe continent with the highest number of failed
states of eight out of the world’'s ten most failgdtes. In ascending order there are Sudan,
Somalia, Zimbabwe, Chad, Cote d’lvoire, Democr&#public of Congo, Guinea, and the Central
African Republic. These fragile regimes were essalld arbitrarily by colonial system, which
remained docile during the cold war era despiteetgithg inadequacies, but drastically erupted
into chaos after losing external support. Additibnaabsence of the supposedly supporting
system of the UN exposed the population of thitestéo the cruelty of the political transformation

process, leading to an irreversible political quagrof modern timé=*

3.8  THE PROSPECT OF UN COLLECTIVE SECURITY

The report ..In Larger Freedomby Kofi Annan Secretary General of the UN, statest the
principles and purpose of the United Nations, dsosein the Charter, remains as valid as and
relevant today as they were in 1945, and that thegmt moment is a precious opportunity to put
them into practicé? It is however acknowledged that UN organizatioacfices are not adapted
to the needs of today. The heads of states andrigoeats, in the Millennium Declaration,
reiterated the same and stressed the need forgtesing the UN to make it more effective

instrument for pursuing the objectives of colleetsecurity.

Here are some of the essential modification measeapgperienced by the United Nations
collective security system, that were meant to m#ke system more effective in tackling

international conflict issues. This includes: exgeeh intervention approach, enhanced response to

139 Paul D. WilliamsThinking about Security in Africa; Internationalfaifs, Volume 83 (6), November 2007 (1021-1038)
140 Koffi Anan the UN Secretary General;larger freedom: towards development, securitg Bnman rights for ajiIThe United Nation, New
York 21 March, 2005- A/59/2005.
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international peace problems; introduction of rewiaility to protect; and adding Peace-building

aspect to collective security responses.

3.8.1 Expanded Intervention Approach

The expanded intervention entails provision of eplete peace, with justice, equity and progress,
to ensure a lasting peace. This involves addrggs$ie core causal issues of the dysfunctional
conflict, an intervention to address what prof.nJ@altung calls structural conflict, to achieve

positive peace.

In order to meet this need for adapted changemtbmational community have made attempts to
address this challenge through a number of stegeagjmed at building confidence and trust in the
UN collective system. This includes reforms tanggtimprovement of the international peace
management mechanism through making it more in@ugrocess by cooperating broader scope
of participants such as regional organizations, mrdia, and also introduce a mechanism such as
UN/AU hybrid mechanism, and early-warning systemi$ie process also involved re-
conceptualizing of peace to include elements likeetbpment, justice, and security. Lastly, the
processes targeted strengthening of the UN roladdressing non-political issues of social-
economical nature including poverty, climate changed development through pursuing
comprehensive reforms in the fundamental instingiof the UN collective system. Some
measures were adopted to address the problemseéfedtive response, unattended peace
problems and relapse of post-conflict situatiortsitatted to the incompetence of the available

mechanism.

3.8.2 Enhanced response to international peace problems

In 1990 a major attempt was made to address inadezgiof the UN collective security system by

the then UN Secretary General Boutros Ghali. Heirmat the most ambitious role for UN in
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international peace and security management inmansé report headed ‘An Agenda for Peace’.
The proposal aimed to improve the intervention rae&m, particularly expanding the scope of
security threats to include intrastate conflictsaamajor threat to international peace. The report
cared for improvement on speed of response by gitrening preventive diplomacy involving
confidence-building measures; fact-finding and preive deployment of UN authorized forces.
The report recommended the enhancement of enfortetoeovercome major legal obstacles
placed by principle of non-interference, and pmeférsanctioning interventions on humanitarian

ground without the consent of the pafty.

The report recommended a paradigm shift in expantlie scope of international security threat
to include security threats emanating from withie tstates. However, the reforms were not
accommodated in the Charter to give legal suppire reform proposal was not effectively
executed until 2000s, because the practice wadyhigterfered by power interest, and legal
challenges. Nonetheless, some selected interventisare conducted througlpermissive
enforcement, by NATO forces, which deployed arrainl in the conflict of the former Yugoslavia
state to stop government-backed atrocities. Angpthponents of the system considered response
to the Yugoslavian conflict and the response to &italvaq war as some of the outstanding cases
of successful interventions, and both were effetgifhandled. The Yugoslavia peace process was
also followed up with the pursuit of justice, whiictvolved arraigning of the conflict perpetrators,
before an international tribunal called Internatibi@riminal Tribunal for Former Yugoslavia

(ICTY).1*?

3.8.3 The introduction of the Responsibility to Protect (R2P)

In 2000s internationalization of peace problem bexanore real when terrorists bombed New

York Twin towers. Before this tragedy, there waseasistent failure of international interventions

141 Charles Kengley , and Wihkopt Eugen&\Rrld Politics, trend and transformatipfiThomson learning Inc. USA 2004) p413
142 The United Nationdnternational Criminal tribunal for the former Yuglavia 1993 www.icty.org.
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partly attributed to negligence of powerful statmtil this wakeup call some states were so
ingrained into isolationist policy. Since then matention was given to international issues,
especially problems affecting poor regions of thebg. The reform processes were introduced
through a collaborative and comprehensive studyetiaken by a team of High Level Panel
(HLP) examining major threats and challenges tdalgpeace and make recommendations. The
panel provided a comprehensive report A/5a/565 @f-P004 on ‘creating a secure world on a
shared responsibility’ aimed to broaden the scopesexurity beyond interstate crisis, and
improved peace management mechanism to ensurensidity of peace. Issues considered as

critical to international affairs include povergpidemics, and climate change, among otHérs.

This led to the introduction of a new principleadilective security ‘responsibility to protect and
duty to prevent' to include armed humanitarian nme@tion. The principle of ‘responsibility to
protect’ as imbued by paradigm shift in peace amanged security thinking to ‘thinking new.’
Experts re-conceptualized international securitgmf state-cantered norms to globalization of
security with human security emphasized and re@o@lization of peace management
mechanism to integrate ‘hard’ and ‘soft’ power pcéi.**Where soft power politics involves
preventive diplomacy to carry out confidence buitgifact-finding measures, and hard politics
involves authorization for international intervemmti after receiving enough justifications and
peoples acceptance. The improvement enhanced idreditpeacekeeping measures on the
principle of ‘responsibility to protect’ under wiiaise of force to protect population was justified,

and capacity to facilitate operation across thelimzone*®

The reforms further preferred expanded legal jirctgmh of the system and further reinforced

Chapter VIl article 42 of the Charter, to providecanditioned intervention under humanitarian

143 Kofi. A Annan, Secretary-General of the Unilations,In Larger Freedom: Towards Development, Security Haman Rights for All
United Nations, New York 2005;p35

144 Journal, International Affairs, Volume 83 NumbBgeNovember 2007; David Curran and Tom WoodhoGssmopolitan Peacekeeping and
Peace-building in Sierra Leon&hat Africa can contribute: pp1055

145 Kofi. A Annan, Secretary-General of the UniMations, In Larger Freedom: Towards Developmentu8g and Human Rights for All;

United Nations, New York 2005; p33
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demands. The International Commission on Intereenéind State Sovereignty (ICISS) and HLP
recommended that regardless of the legal norm dpeel or not, there is a growing international
consensus that, under certain circumstances chamsct by massive human rights abuses, a
legitimate case for armed intervention is emergidgwever, acceptance of the new idea also
requires a concurrent fundamental shift in thinkiof states. A shift in definition of state
sovereignty from the traditional view of assumingherity of unrivalled control over a delimited
territory and the population residing within itgovereignty as responsibility and conditional on a
state demonstrating respect for a minimum standfhdiman rights-then a norm of responsibility
to protect will emerge. If this shift can be madeen armed forces can be employed

legitimately*®

The new reforms further recommended a dramatizeatgm shift in security thinking. This is to
accommodate new trends of security, which have ch@weay from conventional view, to a new
international security approach focusing more ascpeas justice, development, and equality. The
assumption in the early days misinformed the poécsion, whereby the Charter assumed that
security threats would be largely state-on-statieiciv meant that the absence of war equalled

fil.47

security; thus, state security was regarded asidnneitself-"" This argument was defeated on the

altar of changing world.

The new security thinking expanded the scope dafatisrto peace to include non-military issues
such as social-economical factors, ecological faataong others that were perceived to affect
sustainability of peace. These factors are boungréoluce humanitarian crisis, in many forms
including refugee menace, urban displacement cfqmes; and massive migrations of people with
in and with out. These issues traditionally haverb&nored as non-military and relegated to

individual state domestic affairs. The study shadlaat more than half of post-cold international

146 Andrea Charrorsxpanding the UN’s Collective Security SystBm the Responsibility to Protect and the DutyPtevent Conform to its Ideal
Elements, Royal Military College of Canada

147 Andrea Charrorxpanding the UN’s Collective Security Syst@®mwo:the Responsibility to Protect and the DutfPtevent Conform to its
Ideal ElementsRoyal Military College of Canada
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conflicts have connections to these non-militasues and they make the point of origin or the

epicentre of conflictd?*®

3.8.4 Peace-building aspects and collective security responses

The reformists have reiterated that the signifieaoicinternational mechanism and the effect of its
absence or ineffectiveness are evident in the Ramargenocide, Srebrenica, Darfur and other
intra-state conflicts. The crisis that affectedrgy@recept of humanity, prompting the international
community to initiate the process to equate andstede all kind of gross violations of human

right into threats to international peace and sactit’

The addition of peace-building mechanism is gedoeards addressing issues related to relapse
of post-conflict situations and the issues relatedinking effective responses. This is to be
realized through supporting socio-political and remmic structures of the societies, which
involves rebuilding failed systems and supportihg transformation process of societies. And
also promoting human development, and addressiagdinflict caused damages through post-
conflict-reconstruction. This process has necessitthe introduction of the peace building (PBC)
mechanism into the maintenance of internationat@esnd security to facilitate the process of
reconstruction. Through the UNSC resolution, 164&age-building commission was formed and
the roles outlined, as bringing together all refevactors and marshal resources and advice, and

propose integrated strategies for post-conflictpdauilding'*

This involved stopping of violence to create huntemmn space and creating space for civilian
activities and included other key actors such asstate actors including civil society, media, and
non-governmental organizations (NGOs) to assisteaonstruction of dilapidated structures of

governance and development. Sierra Leon was aib@mgfof the new robust peace management

programme. In Sierra Leon, the commission engagedpast conflict reconstruction of

148 William Zartman, et al; Sovereignty as a Resgility, conflict management in Africa, the Brookjs institution, (Washington dc1996) p2
149 Koffi. A Annan; In larger Freedom 2005. op. cit
150 UNSC Resolution 1645 (2005)
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infrastructure, such as building of quality wateuces, roads, hospitals, schools. Similarly
engage in reconstruction of institutions neces&aryecovery and support development strategies

through Peace building Fund (PB#j.

Also the reforms targeted issues related to theldpment and modernization process of societies
to provide multifaceted solution by involving att all parties, sectors and factors in the process
For instance, aggressions against state infornvibfwzars, arising from violation of human rights,
injustices, and development inequalities was camed having bearing on global peace.
International community expanded the scope of $gcthreat and prioritized issues concerned.
These involved addressing underlying issues of ghace problems including the pursuit of
infringed justice to prevent recurrence of crigisretribution and discourage a culture of impunity
through Rome statute (ICC). An example is the I@@e(national criminal court) indictments in
Kenya and Sudan. Addressing development issuesughrostrategies like Millennium

Development Goals (M.D.G) 2000 and World Sustaimalelvelopment Johannesburg 26%2.

3.9 CONCLUSION

In the discussion the study revealed that the d¢ipea methodology of the UN collective security

was enshrined on the principles and procedurebeofCharter, which guides the implementation
of the policy actions. Also the study notes tha #pplication of the Charter in post cold war
period was technically challenging. Particularlyiedto the changing nature of real threats to
international peace and security. Today threats rewreonly confined to violations of state

sovereignty, but also intrastate peace problem®sept immediate international security threats
that are beyond the scope a single state. The Wtérsywas unable to respond effectively to these

problems due to its inadequacies, in terms of tutsdnal and constitutional weakness. The

151 David Curran and Tom Woodhou€gsmopolitan Peacekeeping in Sierra Leone; Intéonal Affairs volume 83 (6), November 2007-1055-
1070

152 Kofi. A Annan, Secretary-General of the UniMations,In Larger FreedomTowards Development, Security and Human Right#\fh

(United Nations, New York 2005) p12-17
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traditional means failed to effectively address tmblem and the available constitutional
reference, which is the Charter is designed foklitag interstate conflict only. This makes the

system incompetent to tackle the new generatigreate problems.

Equally the system was unable to adapt and copeithpthe rapidly changing peace and security
problems, due to the institutional rigidity createyl overdependence on the political will of the
powerful states. The Charter anchored internatig@icy action on the discretions of the
permanent members, through the unanimity based p@te@r. The veto power was also used to
block substantial legal reforms and proposals pawérd by other members, remained unreliable.
Procedurally the UN intervention requires the comsef the parties affected, before being
subjected to approval of the General Assembly hateby of the UNSC. Nonetheless, even when
the UN intervention is underway, the action coudimited by the competency of the mechanism
or the mandate of the institution applying. Fortamge, application of sanctions, just like military
action, tends to have haphazard effect on the state not effective in stopping aggression.
Equally, the mechanism used could be limited bysit@pe of the mandate or the capacity of the
resources, such as in the case of military actiernforces are restricted in use of force to only in

self-defence and usually forces from major powatest are not always included.
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CHAPTER FOUR: THE ROLE OF THE UNITED NATIONS IN POST COLD WAR
PEACE AND SECUIRTY: A CRITICAL ANALYSIS

4.1 INTRODUCTION

In the previous discussions the study revealed tthetcold war crisis considerably affected the
working of the institutions of international peanenagement. This is clearly shown by the
evidences of shortfalls in the response of the ONXhe international peace problem. During the
cold war period international relations were rocksdfierce power competition, which in the

process fundamentally affected international séguenvironment and the working of UN

collective system. Notably there was a widespreatbreak of intrastate conflicts, and the
subsequent response of the United Nations intdorgenwas insufficient. This exposed major

faults in the functional aspect of the collectieewrity system.

Under this chapter, the study will critically ansdy some issues that have emerged from the
research and provide critical understanding ofrthelie in relation to the performance of the

United Nations collective security system.

4.2  EMERGING ISSUES

4.2.1 The Nature of Inter-state Cooperation Under Anarchy

It is established that the states have been dwéltiran environment of perpetual anarchy, which
realists define it as a lack of central authorftgttcan impose limits on the pursuit of sovereign
interests. In such situations, it is revealed thates relations are marked by conflicts and casicer
arms races and arms control, trade wars and tauifes, competitive devaluation and monetary
stabilization. On top of that the absence of cdimed international authority is believed thatainc
preclude attainment of cannon goals of any fornta@dperation. The challenge is that, under

anarchy the states cannot cede ultimate controt tweir conduct to any organ or system,
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including a supranational sovereign body, and thakes it difficult to guarantee adherence to
promises in any contractual arrangement. Thusptssibility of a breach of promises impedes
cooperation even when cooperation would leave elteb off. Nevertheless, states do realize

common goals through cooperation even in anarckivaronment>?

In explaining this situation international relatisnholars have argued that states cooperation is
possible even under anarchy, but the nature anfdrpeance of the instrument of cooperation
might be imperfect. Both contemporary and classp@losophers have recognized that even
under anarchy states have created a variety afgtienal regimes and institutions to regulate
their relations, particularly after WWII. But rests have maintained that interstate cooperation is
not sustainable under anarchy, due to its effectthe behaviour of states. Where in anarchical
environment, states fear to cede ultimate contvel their conduct and security to external force.
This is because they believe that the internatienaironment severely penalizes them if they fail
to protect their national interests or if they mu&rsobjectives beyond their means, hence states

become sensitive to costs and behave as ratiotoasat

Structural realists argue that in anarchical emriment the states become atomistic actors and
rationally egoists’ entitie§® Rational meaning that, they posses consistengreddpreferences
and calculated costs and benefits of alternativesas of action in order to maximize the utility of
different preferences. This behaviour was evidedigplayed in the initial negotiation conferences
of the UN formation. Conditioned on their relatipewer, states were faced with complex choices,
and security was prime. The WWII victor states dpt® maintain their position in the
international system, by preferring to have an @sigkly protected club of powerful ones to
oversee global peace and security. This led tattbation of the United Nations Security Council,

while the small states are worried about their isaty wanted neutral organ that drives power

153 Hans Morgenthau And Kenneth w. Thompsgewlitics among Nations, struggle for power and pedkalyani publishers, New Delhi Lothian,
2004) p33-40

154 Michael Sheehaimternational Security; Analytical Surveftynner Rienner Inc., Colorado 2005) p 5-10
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from universality. They preferred placing power the core of the United Nations General
Assembly and also preferred mechanism that caretatdwvelopment matters, which favoured
formation of Economic and Social Council (ECOSGY).

Structural realists argue that atomistic stateshatitity functions indifferent from one another;
they do not always lose or gain utility simply besa of gains or losses of others. Thus, states
cooperate for they are atomistic actors seekingnagimize their individual absolute gains, and
independent relative gains. However, cheating besoniggest impediment to cooperation among
rationally egoistic states. The mainstream reatiststest the notion that the independent relative
gains of states makes them cooperate. They bdlexdhe desire to get ahead of their competitor
by obtaining relative gains is the primary motidete states. This view of realist has had a strong
influence on states crafts, where states have beem striving to accumulate more resources, in
order to gain more powers than the rival or eveighimurs. Actually this behaviour was quite
prominent during the cold war power struggle. Bhe tdealists have maintained that states are
motivated by the search for opportunities to coaf@eto acquire absolute gains for all parties,

although view does not provide complete explanatfon the policies and actions of states.

The study shows that in spite of the siege by pagbeanarchy interstates cooperation have
thrived. The governments often venture into a miyialvantageous course of action. Though no
international sovereign stands ready to enforceeirmas of agreement, states can realize common
interest through tacit cooperation, of bilaterad amultilateral nature and create international
regimes. For instance, states cooperation has gmedpn non-political areas as informed by
theory of functionalism: forming organizations suah International Labour Organization (ILO),
World Trade Organization (WTQO) and other functioagéncies of the UN. International political
scholars generally agree that anarchical situata®s not deter cooperation, but constrains it It i

noted that in political and security areas statetep tacit cooperation rather than centralized

156 Ibid.
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systems due to fear of breach of promise, threandéteral defections and actions, or free riders

acts!®®

Based on the above argument, this paper establittaedhe two critical global institutions of
collective security system, which is the League #rel UN, were actually conceived within an
environment of anarchy. This suggests that thereabf cooperation established under these
bodies actually reflects the interstate relatiopshianarchical environment. The study observed
that in anarchical setup interest are mixed angstaave compulsion to achieve greatest possible
individual gain, using the means within their scopre the first forum of the UN formation,

diplomatic tact and tussle was the tools promiyemsied to achieve most favoured option.

It was also observed that the states are natuvadlyy of others and strive to compete under
anarchical situation. Thereby, the anarchical stimecof the system compels states to be sensitive
to their relative position in the distribution obwer. In relation to the creation of UN collective
system, the study established that the structudefamction of UNSC (United Nations Security
Council) as designed by pioneers of the United dvistiis a symbolic feature of anarchyThe
thinking of the UN founding states was dominatedwayrries about their relative position and
their security, which drove them to establish agutive mechanism within the system. Through
the Council, thevictor states assured itself privileges, immunity and grewto act as a world

government.

The study further notes that the internationalemiiVe security system was the rational choice of
security cooperation under anarchy, which providembmpromised position between the concept
of world government and a nation-state based balahpower system. Where the latter was seen

as destructive or not a good enough to safeguaetepend the former was deemed un-

158 Adrian Claudiu, David Mitrany and Functionalisthe Beginning of Functionalisnyear XIlI, no 1 (may 2010): 162-92,
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accomplishable in near future duty to states Y&4Fhe states being unable to surrender enough
national sovereignty to form even a limited worldvgrnment and facing the crumbling world,
apparently the widely acceptable idea becomesatlée security system to bridge the anarchy

and world governmerif?

The states after choosing a compromised systerecnirisy cooperation, they expected a lot more
in terms of maintenance of international peacesewirity, and enforcement of international law.
And when the UN failed to meet the objective of mtaining international peace and security,
critics faulted it as weak system. The study ndteat the emergence of contradiction between
performance and the expectations of the proporisriiglieved to have resulted from a situation
where expectations are informed by theoretical sitjpms of liberal-idealism, while the practice
was based on the realities. The idealists assulmdpeace and progress is possible through
human aspirations. Antitheist dismissed idealigigr@ach as utopian thinking that neglects the
harsh realities of power politics and humans’ ienabmpulsion to put their personal welfare

ahead of the other&?

When the UN collective security system was formé&dSl international anarchy was highly
volatile, following failure of the League of Natisnand the presence of Nuclear weapon, creating
a tense situation of uncertainty and suspicions Thade states more defensive of their survival,
which further reinforced realist view of internatad politics. Consequently, the formation process
of the UN institution was marred with politics oéalpolitik where competition for power

overshadowed the main objective of creating a paadesecurity institution.

160 Hasan UlusoyCollective Security in Europ@hD candidate at METU, is a First Secretary atftarkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs.
www.collectivesecurity.com
161 Ibid.
162 Baylis. J (et al), The Globalization of Worldlies an Introduction to International Relatiodsd edition, (Oxford University press, New York
2001) p.36-38

77



This also led to the formation of structures higtdflective of prevailing political condition of ¢h
time and a new international order established utigeUnited Nations. The system established a
hierarchical power structure in the political ordby creating an exclusively superpower club
within the universal organization-in contradictiofithe fundamental principles of universality and
equity that the institution ought to stand for. @wdly, the constitution of the organization created
conflicting standards of operation, in which in gireamble the Charter out rightly declared saving
future generation of humanity from scourges of waut the narrowed scope of operation, by
confining security to mere aggression against ssgarstates. A contradiction also arises where
the purpose of elimination of unilateral aggressisnnfringed by provision of article 51, which

allows use of force in self-defence.

The objective and purpose of the institution wanéel as creating a world free from war. But
due to the inbuilt constrains the institution waslble to perform, especially after the outbreak of
the Cold-War balance of power politics that premeliuparalyzed the systetfStructurally the
UN collective security was exclusive and restrietiThis was created out of fears and uncertainty
of the future, which motivated strategies to prostatus quo. The originators of the Council were
in agreement over preservation of status quo, wfagbured their interest, in contrast with the
main objective of forming UN. Moreover, the designef the Council tried to pre-empt conflict
of position within the club and provided equal pesvand opportunity for the main actors, which

lead to provision of power to veto decisions.

4.2.2 The Norm of Non-Intervention

Collective security intervention in the traditionsénse is in opposition to the principles of
sovereign integrity and equity of states under mespof international community standards. In
the past, the practice of intervention was almosght in many systems. The USA refused to

curtail intervention until 1933, when it conced@dhe Brezhnev doctrine of the 1970s provided

163 See Chapter Three.
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Soviet Union right to intervene in the affairs betmember states of the socialist commonwealth
to protect the principles of socialism. The UN ddesed the principle of no-interference as the
basis of international relation, and borrowed itoli$h from Westphalia doctrine of states as

independent agents, and especially the memberswfalgned members (NAMgtrictly adhered

to non-interferencé®

However, in the post cold war era intervention immternal peace problems became very
necessary as a result of increased war scourgbmiite borders of the nation-state. The world
felt the need for wider ranges of instruments totgrt generally accepted standards, insisting on
the UN to take key role in intervention. The in@ed focus on intra-state conflicts faced serious
intervention challenges, when the structures fodnoie the traditional form of security started

limiting the scope of actions of the internatiopabce instrument. The main challenge facing UN
collective security system was the question of sasp to the new security needs. And to meet
that need, the UN requires effective reforms imteof expanded roles and redefining values of

the new problem&>

Intervention was scholarly defined as meaning &dgite incursion into a state by some outside
agency without its consent, to change functionipglicies and goals and achieve effects that
favour the intervening agency. Since independeatestare recognized as having no higher
authority than itself and have superior jurisdictivithin its borders, then intervention into its

affairs is completely ruled out in this context.eT@harter institutionalized non-intervention norm,
basing a vague view of sovereignty by offering gaweents’ exclusive jurisdiction within their

frontiers. Today non-intervention is tantamountstavereignty. The states proclaim sovereign

independence whenever questions arise over thbhavimur and actions. And today this fallacy

164 Weiss Lynner Reinner Thomas@llective security in Changing World; Collectivecsrity beyond the cold waedited George W. Downs; University
of Michigan Press-15th June, 1994. www.Books.gaogha.
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has placed effective restrictions on the indepengewer of the collective security organization
and confined its jurisdiction to the external aggiens only. However, currently increasing

intrastate conflicts is intriguing the need foreintention into state affairs.

The UN collective security system effected non+iveation through article 2(7) of the UN
Charter that guaranteed non-intervention into thattens essentially within the domestic
jurisdiction to protect the sovereign integrity thie state. Stating thabthing contained in the
present Charter shall authorize the United Natibmsntervene in matters, which are essentially
within the domestic jurisdiction of any state oallmequire the Members to submit such matters
to settlement under the present Charter; but thiagiple shall not prejudice the application of

enforcement measures under Chapter'$2Il

The UN international peace and security managenmeotves third party interventions into the
peace problem that is believed to be a threat ternational peace and security. From the
collective security perspective, the UN peace nemance is supported on the Chapter ViIi
intervention mechanism€’However, the challenge is that the states stristgnds by the
principle that....nothing contained in the present Charter shallhawize the United Nations to
intervene in matters which are essentially withie domestic jurisdiction of any state.Even
though the article also provides for operation bagter VI, stating that. this principle shall not

prejudice the application of enforcement measureteu Chapter \V/f®

More over the study notes that no state, no matber powerful, can by its own efforts alone
make itself invulnerable to today’s threats. Evstgte requires the help of others to make itself
secure. Because today the indivisibility of peacenore real than ever before, since, threats are

interrelated and a threat to one is a threat toTak mutual vulnerability of weak and strong has

166 The Charter of the UN article 2(7)
167 See Chapter Three.
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never been clearet® The elements of new security problems are chandamgj-paced,
transnational in character, transcend internatidomabers, and easily globalized. For instance
terrorism, or drug traffickers or organised crincasinot be regarded solely as one state domestic
affair. It might originate from one state the impaxcfelt globally. Therefore such problem needs a

qualified mechanism to managé .

The intrastate conflicts are not exceptional tahis case, and the issue of whether the UN is
gualified to intervene into the internal problenighe states and safeguard or protect the minority
and the weak, is a universally accepted concernlevttie debate and reports on this is impressive
the practise is still wanting. The tradition norfmon-interference is still effective. The challeng

now lies in the expansion of the security agendaerms of threats considered as international
and role of the international organization in ségunatters. Also the other problem is to ensure
the legal framework and the policy focus of the dbllective security commensurate present

change.

A relook at the core objective of the Charter om-ndervention reveals that the idea was to
strengthen the authority of the states over thearsatvithin their domestic jurisdiction. Through
this, it is believed that the Charter would sanctibe notion of sovereign equality and national
integrity and protected small and weak states againlateral aggressions. Today the challenge is
that the same protective principle is providingwag for impunity and mass murder within the
borders of cruel regimes. Most of the weak state® proclaimed in their policies the principle of

non-interference into the domestic affairs of otstates and reciprocity applies for the likeminded

169 High Level Panel Report: United Nations 2004aiip
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entities, however, within their borders they coblel perpetrating oppressive rule against their

subjects.’*

Until recent when the principle of responsibility protect was introduced to the UN response
system, millions of people could be dying in them@stic conflicts, but the international
community will not have say and the UN will waitr fimvitation. The UN will not intervene until
the consent of the affected party was acquired,raostly thelegitimate party will be the same
bad regime. In recent times electronic media arm Itfternet have tried to break barriers of
information flow and assured access of informatmithe international community with ease, but
still that has not solved much problem, becausenmention action is not automatic. And people
still suffer insecurity problems inflicted by theswn governments. In Darfur crisis, owing to the
Sudan resistance to international intervention,ogefe and mass displacement occurred before
any action was effective. The Government conduoféshsive operations through proxy militia
called Janjaweed. The AMIS (African Mission in Snp&ldjamena humanitarian ceasefire was an
ad hoc measure according to analyst than a systematsure-confronted limited mandate, and

equipment, constantly exposing peace-making fa@esnecessary damages.

The norm of non-intervention actually forms parttieé main sources of technical obstruction to
the maintenance of international peace and securitys norm indirectly subjects the burden of

proof of threat to peace, to the discretion of marent members (P5) of the Security Council and
that of the affected parties. In some situationsnehithere is no existence of legitimate structdire o
governance in place, the Council becomes the uitirbady that determines whether the nature of

the prevailing threat necessitates applicatiomtrivention measures.

171 See Chapter Thre€he Role Of The United Nations In Post-Cold Wardeeand Security And The Concept Of Collective Ségur
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The problem is that this process of assessing fisteace of a threat to peace and that of
determining proper intervention action, has notmbekective enough to safeguard lives. Because
the process entirely depends on the unanimity ®Rf, and here the individual national interest
plays crucial role in informing the decision takeneach of the members. The unanimity of P5 is
rarely achieved, because of indiscriminate useebb power to safeguard national interest and
thus the intervention measures suffer the consegudn this case the dependence of the peace
agenda on the discretion and the reaction of tiperpowers makes it unreliable. For example,
Rwanda and Burundi genocide 1994 consumed 800omillves before receiving international
attention. Even after intervention, the peacekagfonces literary supervised slaughtering of lives

owing to the limited mandate of the peacekeepimget®

The study also notes that the relaxing of non-irgetion principle might as well carry some risks
and benefits alike. Scholars have argued that thady intervention if not regulate, there is
danger of being misused, especially by power ingtists to advance national interest or enforce
their values on others. For instance the NATO (Nétantic Treaty Organization) war in Iraq of
2003 Iraqg was regarded as an example of unruly vwetraof imperialism. The supporters of
collective intervention propped their argument ba heed to promote internal justice for weak
individuals, a concept indicating moving away framconditioned sovereignty towards global
governance. The first UN resolution that justifigitervention into intrastate conflict was
supported on the principle of responsibility totprt. This was applied to stop gross infringement
of the rights of the people in Kosovo war 1999, mhéorce was used in defiance of the

sovereignty to protect humanitarian standarfds.

173 See Chapter three: The Role Of The United Natin Post-Cold War Peace And Security And The €ph©f Collective Security, p47-53
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4.2.3 The issue of ‘Unconditioned Sovereignty’

The unconditioned sovereignty is the source ofhthedened grounds on non-intervention. The
Scholars contend that the principle of non-intetim@mpropagates an unconditioned sovereignty,
which is highly contested in the intellectual worldhe UN collective system supported the
principle of non-intervention constitutionally, vd informed that the states are independent

supreme authority within their territories.

However, the perception of sovereignty as an instmnt of absolute authoritative control within

its border has been fiercely contested intellettuatd policy wise, because of the failure of the
states to fulfil its obligation to provide for tilsecurity need of its citizens. An argument profdsse
by positivist like John Austin under command thetbrgt the power of the sovereign is supposedly
not limited by justice or any ideas of good and,b@ght or wrong is the core message of the
absolutism"°This notion was interpreted by leaders as implyinat states are free from any

restraints and that there is no authority aboveribpelling them towards some actions that are

unacceptable under international norms but mayebees regime interest well.

Some states, despite general support for moving dwan unconditioned sovereignty and non-
intervention, they have remained staunch suppodt@bsolute sovereignty. However, there is
always an aspect of double standard in the appitaif unconditioned sovereignty and non-
intervention norm. In some cases states proclaiict sidherence to non-intervention only when it
comes to issues related to their internal afféius,continue interference in the affairs of othiers
the name national security. This is a common behe\of P5 states, they have seen pursing their
interest across borders unilaterally. China hagsepesd mastery in disguise; it has continuously
meddled in the affairs of its neighbours withoutalmulispleasure of its allies. These include the
military coup in FIJI in 2006, Myanmar conflictsffairs within the Korea peninsula, among

others. Also China is also seen promoting bad gmrae in Africa and Middle East so long as

175 William Zartman et aBovereignty as a Responsibility, conflict managérimeAfrica, the Brookings institution, Washington DC1996 p2
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they get access to raw materials, and likewise iRussaded Georgia in 2008 to counter NATO
expansiort.’®

The supporters of limited sovereignty prefer inggmion if the existence of a threat to peace and
security has been proven beyond reasonable dobleral school support intervention arguing
that intervention is justified whenever prudent. dapport intervention Kofi Anan argued that
individual sovereignty might be as important asaret! sovereignty’’ Classical realist like Hans
Morgenthau, equally contest absolute sovereigniyea that sovereignty is not freedom from
legal restraint. So long as those legal restraintsiot affect its quality as the supreme lawgiving
and law-enforcing authority and the quality of legastraints does not affect sovereignty.
Therefore sovereignty is not a freedom from intéomal regulation of all those matters, which

are traditionally left to the discretion of the ividual nations-"®

The principle of territorial sovereignty tends tavie an adverse effect on the functioning of the
United Nations. The United Nations advanced thaggple of sovereignty and recognized states
so as to ensure equality is upheld in the inteonati society. The understanding that state
recognizes no higher authority than they do and ttiere is no superior jurisdiction, provided a

defensive ground to the irresponsible and greetklesafor their unbecoming behavidi.

The study notes that scholars are in agreement shaereignty carries with it certain
responsibilities for which governments must be heddountable. In addition, not only are they
accountable to their national constituents but atsohe international community. In the ever-
conflicting world, the challenge is how to establend apply an effective mechanism to ensure
that states account for their behaviour and actitmsmaintenance of international peace and

security universal peace is ensured if the staassastainably maintain their security, and if the
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UN can monitor and intervene into any conflict atitan. However when intra-state conflict arises
the state security system becomes compromised.sféatds are mostly at the centre of internal
conflicts and may not be capable to provide adeguamedies and the partisan government
always acts as barrier to international interventishich they justify their actions by invoking the

principles of state sovereignttf

Scholars believe that at some point the very natfosovereignty can be paradoxically implied as
a responsibility imposed up on the states by imtBonal system, in the mutual interest of the state
and the international community. Therefore, sowgmsi does not guarantee the unconditional
legitimacy to self-imposing disgruntled leadershwiit international blessing. So far, international
involvements have prominently taken the form of anitarian intervention, championed by a few
powerful states. This mechanism has not provect&fte so far due to lack of consensus among
the states making it unilateral initiative. So farost of the purported collective security

interventions seem to be strategically motivatekisThas given breathing space for the rogue

states to propagate actions that are highly puniivd mainly affects innocent populatigh.

According to John Locke the Westphalia treaty tiamed the security role of the people to the
legitimated government of the state authority. Tggtimacy was provided on the popular support
and the consent of the people, which vested thergovent with the authority to manage peace,
security, justice, and states resources on thelfbehdts people. However, at some point the
regime security became more important than theiglref its constituents; citizens forced to
pledge unconditioned patriotism to the state sagatg and theimbsoluterulers. The voluntarily
transferred sovereignty to the nation-states tuinem absolute sovereignty enshrined diyine

power and entrusted with the rulers. This becarmadtine of contention in the international arena,
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where the state and people strive to ensure theirval in an anarchical situation. This scenasio i

more prominent in the nascent state syst&ém.

This study observes that when the Westphalia sydiesh gave rise to the notion of state
sovereignty it must have been wider than the nastbwaspect states have proclaimed. Broad
enough to meet the realities of today, and it tyeaarries with it the obligation of a state to
protect the welfare of its own peoples and meetoidigations to the wider international
community. But history teaches us all clearly thaannot be assumed that every state will always
be able, or willing, to meet its responsibilities grotect its own people and avoid harming its
neighbours. And in those circumstances, the priesipf collective security mean that some
portion of those responsibilities should be tak@nhby the international community, acting in
accordance with the Charter of the United Nationd ¢&he Universal Declaration of Human

Rights, to help build the necessary capacity opsuihe necessary protection, as the case may be.

183

4.2.4 The Use of Force and Limits of the Collective Security Deterrent Force

Use of force under international law can be in fafmetorsion, a lawful act in itself but a harmful
act if adopted by the state as a method of rei@fiatgainst the injurious legal activities of arasth

state. For example severance of diplomatic relafitiee expulsion or restrictive control of aliens,
economic and travel restrictions and suspensioforgign aid as a legitimate way of showing

displeasure commonly used in*Asentury in place of international collective measd*

Use of force can be also in form of reprisals, Wheee illegal act adopted by a state against the
illegal act of another state. Reprisal during p&ate is perceived as wrong according to
international law, unless it is done in conforntityright of self-defence. The customary law gives

right of self-defence, within the principle of nesety. The USA applied right of self-defence to
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Afghanistan case after September 11 2002. Govebyethe necessity of self-defence, instant,

overwhelming, leaving no choice of means, and nonerd of deliberatior®®

Under use of force there is also an aspect of tie®ry of just war, which provides some
circumstances under which use of force is justiied the limits justified. That just war is when
states rightfully go to wafjus ad bellum)with just cause, as in self-defence, or in respdos
aggression, when the decision to go to war is nigdiegitimate authority, as a last resort after
exhausting peaceful remedies, and with some rebfohape of achieving legitimate objectives.
Exercise right to conduct in wdjus in bello)when the means employed are proportional to the
ends sought, when non-combatants are spared, waapows or other means that are immoral in
themselves are not used (typically those that radiescriminate or cause needless sufferiagy
when actions are taken withright intentionto accomplish legitimate military objectives armd t

minimize collateral death and destructigh.

The use of force under the UN collective secuntgtesm is supposed to be with just cause and
approved by legitimate authority. The proponentsi®oned that the system would establish
effective peace, by committing the members to govtr if necessary, recognizing that the
immediate peace is thereby jeopardized, but asguthiat the future peace will be more secure.
This is all supported on the policy decision thatharizes use of force based on the application of

Chapter VII; the maintenance of international pesee security chaptéf’

The Charter equally prohibits use of forces agamstpurpose of the UN and allows forces for the
purpose of deterrence. Article 2(4) prohibits liémbers to refrain from threats or use of force

against the territorial integrity or political ingendence of any state, or in any other manner

185 Malcolm, N. Show; International Law, 4th Ed3eotius publication; (Cambridge university pressjted Kingdom-1997)
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inconsistent with the purpose of the United Natiomke article was systematically elaborated as.
First, war of aggression constitutes a crime aggirace for which there is responsibility under
international law. Secondly, states must not tlereatr use force to violate existing international

frontiers or solve international disputi®.

The rationale behind the use of force is demandimjthe so-called the just war is challenging to
execute. Because there are aspects related teenteEm that contravenes the purpose of the UN.
For instance the question of the limit of forceb®used, and whether one is justified to destroy a
country to maintain peace, or whether interventgothe objective of the UN or a foreign policy
objective of another state. Because it is said ¢bfiective intervention too has interest attached.
The Charter obligates the member states to refirmim the use of force and any measures
inconsistent with UN purpose and appeals to theestto settle their international disputes by
peaceful means. In principle this will mean that tlse of force implied in Chapter VIl is for the
purpose of deterrence, because the principle oft&haommits the members to resolve their
disputes in a mutually peaceful way, without goiagvar. This contradiction has provided room

for misuse of force by the members across the e/t

The proponents of collective security argue thatltgic of the collective system resembles that
of nuclear deterrence and the assumption is tisatcaessful system would not need to resort to
use of force. Implying that using a preponderan¢ah of force mobilised in a manner that can
overwhelm any force that can discourage any redsenaolicymaker from continuing threat.
Proponents of the collective security system hagaed that if the threat of force will not stop the
aggressor, invocation of limited force is necessaherefore the force used has to be used when
there should be seriousness of threat, be in propgrose, as last resort, and proportional means

and balance of consequences considered. The cmaé is that it is a necessity for all members

188 Charter of the UN article 2(4) op.cit.,
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of the international community, developed and depelg states alike, to be much more

forthcoming in providing support for the use ofder to ensure an effective collective actidh.

The application of force consistent with provismnChapter VIl was encountered in Korena-1950
and 1991 against Irag-Kuwait war. In both casesagy@ication of forces is not as envisaged by
the Charter, it lacked unanimity of the members #ng the application was effected through
willing members, under the new provision. Everbsth theoretically and practically the use of
force has never been clear under the UN colleca@irity system when it comes to the security

threats within the borders of a state.

In the post cold war period the use of force uriderUN became mainly affairs of few committed
states applying sanctions and the threat of sarxtinstead of using military means the members
resorted to application of the threat of sanctind aanctions as provided under article 41 of the
Charter. However, application of sanction regintéseted many questions about its effectiveness,
as scholars have argued that the threat of sangtiomed relatively more effect. When the
sanction measures are in form of economic regirisi the effect is indiscriminate, and many

times the target does not suffer, but an innocexrgsnsuffers most.

Under economic sanctions placed by its allies aBdAthhanistan economy collapsed. It is argued
that perpetrators of conflict may prosper in therahical situation created by sanctions. In
Afghanistan, the situation promoted black market immcreased the consumption and income from
cocaine/opium that Taliban used to finance thegaaoization. It also increased corruption in N.
Korea, Iran, Zimbabwe, and Sudan. None of thesesarea have been effective enough to acquire

complicity from the recalcitrant. In the Zimbabwease, the dispossessed immigrants caused

190 United Nations, A more Secure Wor@r Shared Responsibility; Report of the Secre@eyeral’'s High Level Panel on Threats, Challenges
and ChangeUnited Nations 2004.
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starvation and xenophobic crisis in the neighbauountries, with the encroaching economic
collapse more crises emerge. Therefore some omiesures are self-defeating as depicted by
Barry Buzan, if their effects can be to raise awess of threats to such an extent that felt

insecurity is greater than before the meastifes.

Scholars defined the use of force by a few statesgional security community as an alternative
intervention. This method was first used in 1950 #ren 1991 in the Korean and Irag-Kuwait war
respectively. It is an alternative because it was aaptured in the Charter of the UN. The UN
contracted willing and capable party to intervenedte behalf in 1950 and 1991. This method can
be qualified under Chapter VIl article 42 becausdacks unanimity and consensus of the
universal authority. It was called permissive beeail got permission of the members of the UN
through the policy of responsibility to protect, ané to bypass the obstacle caused by the doctrine

of non-intervention. And therefore it is a permissinterventiont”

The permissive intervention or alternative mechanigas introduced when UN intervention was
blocked by veto in 1950 and 1991, and also du®de bf confidence in the veto based system.
The new system was based on resolution unitingéaice (RUFP). That if Security Council fails
to exercise its primary responsibility for the ntamance of peace and security, in any case, where
there appears to be a threat to peace, breacheopdhce, or act of aggression, the General
Assembly shall consider, immediately the matter hwida view to making appropriate
recommendations to members for collective measufsThe introduction of alternative
mechanism was a breakthrough on one hand singevided a breakaway from the veto bound

mechanism. However, on the other hand the newrsystdfered weak enforceability of decision

191 Sheehan Michadhternational Security; Analytical Surveftynner Rienner Inc., Colorado 2005) p.1-5.

192 See Chapter One, Literature Review

193 See Journal David Curran and Tom woodhousernational Affairs, in journal of Cosmopolitan Pekeeping in Sierra Leone. Vol.83, No.6
November 2007. pp.1055-1070.

91



due to the nonbinding nature of enforcing resohytithereby referring enforcement of decision

back to already ailing Council.

At first, the application of this mechanism was wbrant with impressive results in some
international operations including Yugoslavia cantfbf 1990. The inclusiveness of the decision
making process promoted universality of the systémte UN, which improved legitimacy of the
collective security policy. The process providesiadgpportunity for all members’ participation
in making and executing of peace/security decisltmacceptance was further boosted by the
incorporation of regional security organizationtle peace process, which boosted ownership of

multilateral solutiont>*

The study established that the alternative mechadid not ultimately improve the effectiveness
of the response of the system of UN to internatiggemce and security problems. Because the
procedures and process of enforcing peace decisgomain the same, the only change added was
the resolution that could not alter the provisidritee Charter, when actually the devil is in the
Charter. The challenge of nonbinding decision bexaesnl, because the organ making the
decision has no powers to compel members’ comgiavith the obligations, which the UNGA.
Thus, the mechanism could not assure promptnessaatwinatism of action as envisaged by

collective security principleS?®

Moreover, its application to intrastate conflictesvconstrained by non-intervention norm as
provided by the article 2(7) of the Charter. Thebajuity of the Charter enabled failed regimes

resist multilateral actions, where some states easrused the UN of encouraging unlawful

194 See Chapter One, Literature Review
195 Ibid.
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aggression against sovereign independence. Aftezders opposed intervention into Zimbabwe,

and Darfur-Sudan claiming that UN actions are naiéd by imperialist motives of U'$®

The new mechanism is accused of indirectly allowingateralism, that states used the approval
of the UN to pursue national interest objectivdse Tiegemonic power effectively used the system
to its advantage and circumvented vetoing prodespursue national interests, undermining the
fundamental quality of collective security of theiwersality of actions and decisions. The new
national interest driven mechanism was selective exclusive, it ignored none strategic cases,
such as such as Rwanda genocide, Somalia and Daofilict. It is also perceived that the

arbitrary actions of the hegemonic power arousetlac problem of balance of power politics, in

the form of arms race, security dilemma, nucleatifgration, concert of powers among others.

An example is the on-going nuclear politics betwe) North Korea and Iraft’

It is good to note that intervention as well hanteiest attachment. Usually any third party in a
conflict have interest either in resolving the dimhfor have an interest in continued conflict. For
instance the conflict in DRC (Democratic RepublicGmngo), there are countries exploiting the
abundant natural resources in the region undecribis, and there are others who would want a
resolved conflict. In the recent Up-rise in Nortliriéa 2012, China was viewed as positioning
itself as friend of Africa, and supporting the @lipg regime by vetoing peace enforcement
resolutions, but US is interested in seeing a neendly regime in place for its interest to be
protected. It is said that even mediators withowtsahe, humanitarian agencies and good-will
actors have an interest in trying to resolve cohflThis means that the Jimmy Carter Centre could

have interest in the Southern Sudan dispute réspland Kofi Anan has interest in Keny4.

196 See Chapter Three, The Role Of The United Natilo Post-Cold War Peace And Security And The €pnh©f Collective Security
197 A.F.K OrganskiThe World Politics2nd edition university of Michigan; (Alfred A. Kupf, New York 1968)
198 William Zartman (et al), Sovereignty as a Resbility, conflict management in Africa, the Bidings institution, (Washington dc1996) p.16.
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4.3 CONCLUSION

The study has established that since the Unitetbhathas no ultimate authority to enforce its
decision or international standards, therefore,ved is still under a limited form of anarchy.

Limited by close the interdependence of the intitonal community, and secondly states are not
ultimate actors in the international arena any m@te world is so interconnected that no one is
an island. Therefore main actors do not enjoy aldedteedom, but rather have obligations, duties
and responsibilities. The aspect of internationahrahy is really and affecting international

relation. In this situation states tend to be peissic and cynical in their approach to cooperation
arrangement, a situation that virtually flawed themation process of the UN collective security
system leading to creation of an incompetent sysfeéme outcome was neither reflective of the
need and desire of the world nor the theoreticatept informing the process. This implies that,
the current challenges facing maintenance of iatéwnal peace and security is rooted in the

formative process of the UN collective system.

The application of collective security system wad as easy as theorized. The compromised
system of the UN was caught up in a structuradigiand conflict of interest, thereby unable to
effectively maintain international peace and seguiThe application of the collective security
chapter, which is Chapter VIl failed, and the syst®as hijacked by imperial powers and used to
contain perceived threats to their national seguridnder what was referred to as volunteer based
mechanism, the application was placed under theynefr political will of the member states,

thereby subjecting feasibility of the system to ititerest of the individual members.
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CHAPTER FIVE: CONCLUSION

5.1 SUMMARY

This study was meant to appraise the challengesdfag United Nations collective security in
maintaining international peace and security. Ttuelys outlined the proposal for the research,
which covered the background of the study, probd&taement, literature review, and hypothesis
testable through the researched discussions, linedtthe justification for the study, theoretical

framework and finally the methodology applied bg 8tudy.

The study reviewed quite a number of relevant maltethat pertains to the collective security
system. This has brought out wide perspectivesiftérent scholars and writers towards the
problem under study. Also the study reviewed iraikethe concept that informed the formation
of international mechanism for maintaining interoaél peace and security. The review entailed a
critical assessment of viability of the conceptjuestion and the possible challenges encountered

in operationalizing of the concept.

Collective security was first put to practice inl®under the League of Nations and later applied
to form the United Nations system. The study furtbetlined the basic principles of collective
security including the universality, which impli¢isat international power structure, should be
widely dispersed or distributed. The second prileci@ssessed was the indivisibility of peace,
which means that threat to peace in a place omtemmber, has to be perceived as a threat to every
member and that peace be assured collectively aachgteed as a priority in day-to-day life. The
third main principle entails that the system ofledive security has to be permanent for the
sustainability and reliability of the solutions ameleds to have generality in approach to issues and
address wider scope of problems. Implying that $iistem must be permanent, abstract and

general as opposed to ad hoc, expedient or paatistic.
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The study further discussed limitations of thesaqgiples of collective security, in relation to the
realities of the political situation. The prinapdf universality demands for balanced internationa
system, but ordinarily the international systenbased on power hierarchy, where superpowers
lead the way and others follow. Additionally thencept makes some blind assumptions about the
international political system, such as the indbiigy of peace and that aggression anywhere
threatens all states everywhere. This was not giépexcknowledged until recent. The powerful
states tend to assume this reality, and have mofestack from any but a small handful of small
states. Also challenges posed by unclear deificaifosome concepts like ‘aggression’ is ignored
by international legal systems but have led to édvassumption of aggression as synonymous

with first use of military force by one nation agsti another.

The paper discussed several attempts made to c@etive security institutions, and the effects
of systemic challenges that created an unfavounaddigcal environment for the consolidation of
mutually beneficial arrangements. The study furthmoked into the UN collective security
provisions articulated as to maintain internatiqueédce and security by taking effective collective
measures to preserve peace and remove threats pedlce and suppress any acts of aggression or

other breaches of peace.

In the discussion the study noted the limitatiohthe operation of the collective security system
of the UN, the paper examined why the system fatledmeet its objective of maintaining
international peace. In a closer view the studycudised the main shortfalls of the UN that
contributed to the inadequacy of its system inelgdunctional and conceptual limitations. It was
noted that from the time of its inception the desianade at the maiden conferences of the United
Nations, was a total contrast of the ideal collecsecurity system. First, its Charter assured de
facto immunity of the powerful states from any eotive measures. Secondly, the conference
misinterpreted security as the only protection @feseign states against aggression. Thirdly, the

conference visualized a static world system thaincsementally developing through peaceful
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change and in which ‘peace and security’ impliegl tiaintenance of a status quo and lastly, the
UN Charter placed the collective responsibility aeply on a few victor states, at the expense of

the fundamental principle universality.

The study also analysed some issues that emerngedtifie discussions in this research work. The
critical analysis was done on the conceptual bafsiee study, that is collective security and also
of the related concepts. The study establishedth@nharrowed scope of international security
covered under the system displaced fundamentatiptnof universality of the collective security
system. This violated equity of the members and timdermined the purpose and the role of the
system. Consequently, the assured impunity and @exhunilateralism disguised under right of

self-defence/collective defence.

The misplaced practice of the concept, have culimthérom conceptual flaws. For example, the
nature of the UN collective security system wadotad to preceding international order. A

practice, which was initiated by a tentative coapge agreement by Western European powers,
established to manage jointly the continental stdbesn, through the concert of Europe in 1815

and 1822.

It was established that the practice of collecteeurity has also been fundamentally marred by
the prevalence of untameable aura of high expectifplaced on the UN system, as a panacea to
all international problems. Scaling the UN servagainst a standard it could never sustain.
Ironically, today, the UN is extensively losing thenfidence of its members, largely because it
was not meeting the high expectations set. Duégto incidences of states failure, and civil strife
that emerged immediately after cold war, especiallthe underdeveloped world, the need for the
UN service rose sharply, but the remedy soughtweagorthcoming as expected. As a result, the

international community is calling for review oft@mnational security system to expand scope of
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threats that the UN system should tackle and fuehgower UN in order to address people based

problems.

5.2 KEY FINDINGS

This study has established that the global peadesaaurity has not been sustainable under the
United Nations collective security system. The agske attributes this condition to, among other
factors, the rigidity of the system, lack of efigetpeace and security maintenance capacity of the
institution designed for the duty, unsustainablmpetition within the multipolar system (anarchy),
and also lack of motivation of the members to titernational commitments (cooperation). This

is a general inference of the problem affectingmeaiance of international peace and security.

On a more technical exposition the study refethitee hypothesis stated in Chapter 1. That is, the
first hypothesis states that ‘International peaee security can be effectively maintained through
a strong international institution that can enfoomenmitments of states’ to their national and
international peace’. The second states that ‘tieciples of international collective security
system are impracticable in the current internatigolitical system’. Null hypothesis states that
‘international anarchy is an endemic and self-ratjody phenomenon and the institutions have no

effect on its process’. The study has establishatlrtone of the above is positit7e.

The study establishes that the null hypothesis wat hold. The research indicates that the
international anarchy is not self-regulating pheeamand can be detrimental to the survival of
humanity if not limited. This can result to an extre case of Laissez-faire system, which will take
the world back to Hobbessian brutish life undetestd nature, and with nuclear technology added
it will be more brutal. Thus the role of instituti® is essential to limit the actions of the main
actors. Therefore, institutions are critical actorghe international arena; especially the United

Nations is indispensible entity today, and the msetiter of the global agenda. However, the

199 See Chapter One.
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institutional effect on global political processnmsnimal, and that is why effective maintenance of

international peace and security has not been asthie

On the issue of whether to establish a strongetitutisn, is a matter that has been under
discussion between/among scholars and policymagersg inception of the modern international
political system, but no concrete result achieve8imilarly the question of practicality of
collective security principles has not been exhedistn spite of the dismal performance of the
international institutions, the proponents have ntaned optimism of achieving global

governance in the future, through functionalistrapph and collective security approach.

The concept of collective security system basicatigeavours to provide for peaceful change of
the status quo, by making impossible any radicalawned challenge to the existing order.
However as indicated in the study the arrangem&hindt go as expected, the whole cycle of
challenges started from the conception of the idéw study reveals that the founders of the
collective security created an instrument of comece. The fundamental principles of collective
security such as a universality and balanced sysaadhindivisibility of peace were shoved aside.
And an asymmetrical structure was established, avttex achievement of equilibrium became an
elusive dream, the reality checked in, and an -dptaver friction commenced immediately. A

systemic rigidity emerged that obstructed smoathdformation of the syste??ﬁ

The study notes that the system lacks an effeatdgponse mechanism. The most important
quality of the collective security system is measuby its effective response to peace problems.
The whole process starts and ends with maintenahagernational peace and security, which
involves detection of threat before it erupts iotmflict, determination of intervention mechanism

and authorizing of quick and precise interventiblowever, the UN collective security is not

200 See Chapter Two.
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emphatic on aspects of effective prevention anpaese to conflict as much as it has provided for

coercive intervention.

One of the major factors affecting effective resgmnof the UN collective system is the narrowed
conception of international security, making theteyn unable to respond to the changing nature
of threats to international peace and security. &omchallenge faced by UN system in post-cold
war era was how to respond to new forms of thrieaisternational peace and security. The peace
problems prominently emerged within the interndlaia$ of underdeveloped states. Initially
international community trivialized them as a lé#sasn international crisis and assumed as matters
of domestic affairs, and further criticized affettstates of failing in their responsibilities. This
understanding was attributed to misplaced percetia narrowed conception of what constitutes
threats to international security. The effectstiedeluctance of members’ response to conflicts in

poor countries.

Also the Charter of the UN confined aggressionirst Lise of force, which narrowed the scope of
UN security operations to acts of aggression agatases only. In this situation, response to &risi
was degenerated by the rigidity of the system, beedhe system is unable to adapt and catch up
with rapidly changing global peace problem. Sirtbe, UN system was designed to deal with a
static and single factor source of threat to pedast war on new peace problems that are

advancing very fast with globalization.

The effective response of the UN to the internatiopeace problem was also limited by
constitutional weakness of the UN system. For mstathe ambiguities of international custom
law and the UN Charter, hampered implementationcollective actions. The conception

limitation as earlier noted is a problem that culated from cooperation under anarchy. Security
misperception was magnified by the exaggeratednitiein of sovereign independence of the

states, in which most of the irresponsible regimmsed orthodox values to conceptualize
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sovereignty. Using such mixed perceptions bornntérnational law, failed regimes resisted

external intervention, terming it as an aggressioviolation of principle of non-intervention.

The study also established that the ineffectugdarse of the UN is attributed to weakness of the
key institutions. The efficiency of the institutioesponsible for taking action, and the competence
of the legal framework defining the process, detres the response achieved. The most appalling
institutional weakness noted is the veto basedectile system established under the United
Nations Security Council. The organ was conferngednuthe primary responsibility of maintaining
international peace and security. Serving as theenef the UN collective security and the
executive organ of the UN system, over saw theifaibf the collective response. The veto system
also became the main instrument of institutiongidity in the UN collective system. The
permanent members of the Council effectively bameyg fundamental reforms on the system, and

by using veto power protected status Glfo.

The research also identified lack of formal earlgrming system as one of the major hindrance to
effective response of the UN collective system. Eagly-warning system acts as a signal to
trigger the response, by monitoring indicators aflance and prompt appropriate actions to
prevent encroaching violence. The UN system hasstablished warning mechanism, but tacitly
relied on the transparency and cooperation of teenbers to assume this role voluntarily. The
members are required to submit reports on theigalliteconomical, social and environmental
progress within their territory on the basis of wgigplomacy. This was done to reassure member
compliance to standards of international relatichisd also report on issues relating to general
peace and security including stock of conventiamadpon, states military budget, observation of

responsible utilization of international resources.

201 See Chapter Three.
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5.3 RECOMMENDATIONS

Notwithstanding the amount of time this researcls bBpent on analysing and critiquing the
shortfalls of the UN collective security systemhd#s also revealed that a lot has been achieved in
terms of maintenance of international peace andrggcsince its inception. Actually the drastic
reduction of the inter-state wars in 1945-2000aigy¢ly due to the effort of the UN collective
system. In the key findings the study showed thest mot the question of relevancy of the system
but the issue lies in the intervention mechanishre Bsue is that the mechanisms in place lack
flexibility in terms of adapting to changes, andeefiveness. Making the system incapable of

effectively intervening into post-cold war peacel @ecurity problems.

As of now, the United Nations collective securitgechanisms have not yet developed adequately
enough, and thus still unable to meet the risingat®ls for its service. The complexity and the
dynamic nature of the international security praide has continually outmoded available tools of
UN collective security. The institution has beeralble to withstand the challenge of timely

response.

On top of the need for an effective response tc@gaoblems, the study recommends that the
management of international peace has to be coneplie with a competent mechanism of
intervention to ensure durability of peace. The petant mechanism should be broader in scope
and action. It should address both political and-political issues. This should be in form of a
peace management mechanism that should have systdlma of actions and clear progress of
results. Ordinarily the process of the UN interi@mtends at the enforcement of peace, under
article 42, and the post-conflict situation is niypdeft in suspense. The post-conflict society
suffers deterioration of social, economic, and tmall infrastructures, which needs an effective
post conflict reconstruction process. Otherwisew ngsues will reopen, that will reverse the
situation, causing a relapse of tentative peaa@tsiins and causing unmanageable perennial

conflicts.
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The study also recommends that the principle offemsality and indivisibility of peace to be
properly ingrained in the operation system of thetéd Nations collective security system. This
entails that the concept of multilateralism be m#degeneral standard of practice. It was noted
that the post cold war intervention actions lackatversality in terms of process and conduct, and
over relied on the individual states interestssThade the system lose legitimacy and trust of the
people. That is in terms of decision-making andoactand selective unilateralism prevailed, as
opposed to automatism and need based action aseeau collective security. This has to be

reversed for the UN system to regain back the andtsupport of the people.

The study has also established that it is the mgbment for the UN system to institute proper
structural and institutional changes in the glopalitical system. After the cold war order, the
international system is ripe for the change andUheshould be the body guiding through the
peaceful process of adjustment. With time, inteomal system dependency on UNSC for
management of peace and security is becoming nfaxebane than a boon, therefore, the world
has to move away from this rigid system and intitoclusive regime. This will call for a reform

process that would ensure increased democraticespacall levels; especially people’s

participation held prime. Similarly, institutioniexibility is instilled to ensure breathing space
for the system. Also the reforms should empowerglobal institution so that it can enforce its

decisions and ensure compliance of the membeletmternational standards.

Having said this research concludes that the rotki@ parties in the conflict management needs
to be enhanced beyond the current limits and iatedrproperly with local agendas. Mechanism
such as supporting the transformation and restrimgfwof the post conflict societies should be
upheld as standard practice. The UN should sugperimodernization process of economic and

political structures of the small societies andisisg1 addressing underlying structural and
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institutional inadequacies. In conclusion this sgsh suggests that there is critical need for &rrth
study in the institutionalization of internationabllective security system, given that this

constitutes the practical aspect of the system.
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