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Introduction
1. It’s a pleasure to be back in Tbilisi and to have the opportunity for an extended visit to TSU. I am grateful for the invitation to lecture. 
2. I expect the topic is of some interest, and, I expect, frustration for Georgians. As you all know, the UN’s involvement in Georgia’s security issues began in 1992, in the context of the evolving conflict in Abkhazia. UN agencies played leading roles in the humanitarian response to the escalation of the war and the substantial displacement of ethnic Georgians from Abkhazia in 1993. And a UN “peace operation,” UNOMIG, was present in western Georgia and in Abkhazia from 1993 to 2009 when its mandate was not renewed because of Russian opposition. The UN also sponsored negotiations to produce a peaceful settlement of the conflict over a fifteen year period. The outcome of these efforts was a renewal of conflict, a Russian invasion of Georgia, and Russian occupation of both South Ossetia and Abkhazia and their recognition by Russia as sovereign states. That is not a very encouraging record. The global organization that apparently is responsible for the maintenance and promotion of international security failed to do so even in, with respect, a small country and a small conflict. 

3. The Georgian case is a rather extreme example of the organizational limits on the UN as a contributor to international and global security. I think that it is important for Georgians, as it is for the rest of us, to understand these limits and also where they came from and why they exist. It is also important, while noting these limits, not to ignore the many positive aspects of the UN role in international security.
4. In today’s lecture I want to do six things. 

· First, what’s interesting about this question in a larger theoretical context? 

· What do I mean by “the UN” and “global security”. 

· What are the various roles of the United Nations in international security. 

· How did the UN role in international security emerge? 

· How this role has evolved in the Cold War and post-Cold War eras. 

· What does all of this tell us about the capacity of multilateral organisations to foster security cooperation or, more strongly, collective security?
Theory
5. What does international relations theory have to contribute to the understanding of the UN and other institutions in international relations? Realists such as Glennon and Mearsheimer see the UN – like other multilateral organisations as epiphenomenal or as dependent variables. They are created by states for the purposes of states and they act at the behest of states. So it is states that matter. 

6. Neoliberals take a somewhat different view. Accepting the centrality of states, they none the less conclude that institutions play a significant role in enhancing transparency and predictability among states. In so doing they assist in achieving cooperative outcomes. Institutions may also gradually change the way in which states pursue their interests towards less conflictual behaviour, through a process of iteration and learning. In this context, the UN is a wonderful place to explore the logic of collective action in game-theoretical terms. Does iteration, or the repetition of gaming situations, lead to learning?
7. The liberal/globalist or, as Wight would have it, revolutionist take is that institutions gradually replace the state as humanity encounters an ever greater numbers of problems that can’t be properly addressed at the national level. Constructivists see institutions as the loci for normative change. They define “logics” of appropriateness that constrain state behaviour and they provide platforms for “norm entrepreneurship.” What does the experience of the UN in security tell us about the utility of these bodies of theory in explaining, if not predicting, outcomes in IR? 
Definitions
8. Turning to definitions, what is “the UN”? To what extent is it an agent in world politics in its own right? People often talk about it – and assess it – as if it were a unified rational actor. For example, people talk about the UN failing in Iraq, or in Bosnia, or in capitalism. I just suggested the UN failed in Georgia. The UN is essentially two things. First, it is an organization comprising over 190 sovereign states. The Assembly and the Council act on the basis of the votes of member states. On matters of war and peace, the traditional arena of security, the UN cannot act without near consensus among states, five of whom carry substantive vetoes in the Security Council. Recent examples of difficulty on this point include Iranian nuclear programmes and Chinese and Russian reluctance to support robust sanctions; the difficulty the UN has had in responding to the protracted crisis in Darfur, given that China is heavily invested in Sudan’s oil industry; and the lack of any effective response to the conflicts in Georgia, given Russia’s desire to limit international interference in its back yard.
9. The UN has no army. Nor is it likely ever to have one. So it has to rely on states to provide the means to implement its decisions in the area of peace and security. It cannot act unless states agree to give it money. The UN has no tax power. So, the UN in the realm of security is largely a creature of states and particularly of the great powers. 

10. In its second incarnation, it is a confederation of bureaucracies, comprising the Secretariat and also a loosely organized collection of agencies grouped around it. By and large, the Secretariat and the Secretary General have little direct control over the specialised agencies. Some of these agencies have far more resources at their disposal than does the central United Nations, for example the IMF and the World Bank, but also the major humanitarian agencies – UNICEF, UNHCR, WFP. They are controlled essentially by those who give them money and by executive boards, which again comprise representatives of states.  They are on the whole not obliged to accept the direction of the Secretary General, and they often do not. They have overlapping functional mandates and compete one with another for funding and profile.

9. The other question of definition is global security. I understand that the definition of security has broadened to include non-traditional issues. And I am fully aware of the debate concerning whose security we should focus on: individuals, groups, states, regions, or humanity as a whole. But I intend to focus on one rather conventional component of this rich conversation: problems associated with conflict and war within and between states. That is, after all the central focus of the UN Charter.
The Roles of the UN in International Security
10. This takes us to the roles of the UN in security. There are about six. First (and recalling the constructivist take on international institutions I mentioned a few minutes ago), the UN plays a role in normative development in international society, by legitimising and embedding rules influencing state and sub-state behaviour. The embedding of the prohibition on the aggressive use of force in international relations is an example here, as is perhaps the evolving human security norm: the responsibility to protect civilians from violence. 
11. Second, the UN serves as a forum where states can come together to discuss and attempt to achieve consensus on security issues, and where the powerful can promote their agenda in international society as a whole. The UN Security Council’s post-9/11 resolutions regarding terrorism come to mind here. 
12. Third, whether or not consensus can be achieved, the UN is a platform where states can raise issues of concern to them and enhance their profile. The many Arab League-sponsored resolutions linking Zionism to racism provide an example, as does Georgia’s successful use of the General Assembly to profile the issue of IDP right of return in Abkhazia/South Ossetia. 

13. Fourth, the UN Secretariat can act as an advocate, drawing attention to particular security issues and raising their profile in international society. The issue of humanitarian intervention and its relationship to the sovereign rights of states is an example. 

14. Fifth, certain of the UN’s principal organs, and notably the Security Council, have legal rights and responsibilities to act in the face of threats to international security, either through mediation or through enforcement. Where states accept its jurisdiction, the ICJ may adjudicate disputes between states. Nigeria and Cameroons recently settled a longstanding territorial dispute in this forum.  Serbia took the question of Kosovo’s declaration of independence to the Court. Georgia took some elements of its dispute with Russia to the ICJ in August 2008.
15. Sixth, and in a related vein, UN organs serve as an instrument to legitimize the actions of major states. The successful US effort to mobilise the community of states against Iraq’s aggression in Kuwait in 1990 comes to mind as does the similar, but failed, effort of the US to secure UNSC approval of its invasion of Iraq in 2003. 

16. Seventh, UN agencies add transparency through data collection and dissemination. Finally, UN agencies with specialized expertise play an essential role in the implementation of peace settlements (e.g. UNHCR and refugee return and protection) and in post-conflict peace-building and state-building. All of these are potentially relevant to a discussion of the UN and global security. 

The Origins in the League of Nations
17. I’d like to turn now to consideration of the origins of the UN’s Security role. The roots of the UN’s role in security, like the roots of the organisation itself, lie in the interwar and World War II periods. The UN is the second major attempt at multilateral institutional cooperation in security in the modern international system, the first being the League of Nations. 
18. The conceptual basis for the UN’s involvement in security questions is the notion of collective security: for members of a collective security arrangement, any attack by one member on another would be met by a collective response on the part of the membership as a whole in defence of the state that has been attacked. Article 10 of the League of Nations Covenant is a good example of this aspiration. It says: “The members of the League undertake to respect and preserve as against external aggression the territorial integrity and existing political independence of all members of the League.” 

19. The underlying logic of collective security is pretty simple; To the extent that the arrangement is credible, there is unlikely to be any war in the system. Assuming that power is more or less evenly distributed amongst the key members at least, no single power contemplating aggression could reasonably expect aggression to succeed. Assuming rationality, they would therefore not embark on it. In the prevailing circumstances, states would perceive no need to arm for self-defence; disarmament would ensue (Art. 8), diminishing the security dilemma yet further. 

20. The League encountered a number of problems in achieving its aspirations. One was that the League Covenant did not provide for automatic response to aggression. It limited itself to the proposition that in the case of aggression the Council would “advise” on how member state obligations to assist those attacked would be fulfilled. Decision-making on security was largely by unanimity. The League found it very difficult to achieve consensus in decisions to respond to threats to international security even where the states in dispute were excluded from decision, because member states often had different views on how a conflict affected their interests. The debate over Italy’s invasion of Ethiopia in 1935 is a good example. The membership was incomplete; the most powerful state in the system - the US - decided not to join. Both Russia and Germany were initially excluded. When Germany began to rearm in preparation for WWII, it quit. This compromised the League’s status as an impartial universal organisation. Not surprisingly, the League either failed to act or did too little too late in responding to crises in the 1930s. Each failure to respond effectively made potential aggressors bolder and made it less likely that states in general would rely on the League to guarantee their security.
21. The failings and failures of the League had important effects on the formation of the UN. The drafters of the Charter agreed that decision-making on security issues should be concentrated in the hands of the great powers, and that it was essential that all the victorious powers should join. Since they were all allies, the hope was that the chances of unanimity would be higher. However, as the war drew to a close and the differing war aims of the victors became clear, that hope proved to be in vain. The growing suspicion among the group complicated the design of the post-war organisation. The Big Three came to the conclusion that decisions on threats to international peace and security should be subject to veto; having the veto would be preferable to having great powers outside the post-war security institution. However, this decision ensured that the automaticity necessary in a pure system of collective security was unattainable in the UN.

International Security in the UN Charter
22. This leads me to a brief discussion of what the Charter has to say about the role of the UN in security. All members accept that they shall refrain from the threat or use of force against the territorial integrity or political independence of other members. The Security Council is granted primary responsibility for the maintenance of international peace and security. Other states are obliged to support materially the decisions of the Council on threats to international peace and security. Response to these threats is covered in chapters 6 and 7 of the Charter. Chapter 6 deals with pacific settlement of disputes. Chapter 7 deals with action regarding threats to the peace, breaches of the peace and acts of aggression. 

23. Returning to the concept of collective security, the UN is not designed to meet the conditions for successful collective security. Response to aggression is not automatic. The veto power can prevent a response. And, de facto, they can prevent discussion in many circumstances. To my knowledge, for example, there has never been a Security Council discussion of Chechnya or Tibet. Although the founders attempted to get beyond the limitations of the consensus rule, they institutionalised the veto, thereby greatly limiting the organization’s capacity to respond where a veto-power’s interests were at stake. 
The UN and Security in the Cold War
24. The first period of UN Security Council activity was the Cold War. I don’t intend to spend a lot of time on this, since there isn’t much to say. Any role the UN might have played was largely eclipsed by the bipolar confrontation between the superpowers. That does not mean the institution was irrelevant. The UN did prove to be a useful instrument in the hands of the superpowers to manage situations that risked inadvertent superpower confrontation. The most obvious cases here were Suez in 1956 and the Congo in 1960, both involving the emergent practice of peace-keeping. But, the major aspects of international cooperation in the realm of security during the Cold War took place outside the UN framework. In general, multilateral cooperation on security issues was strongly inhibited by the bipolar rivalry and the generally confrontational relations between the two poles.
The UN and Post-Cold War Security
25. If it is correct (and whether it is correct is contestable – I’ll get to that later) that the principal obstacle to global cooperation in security during the Cold War was the bipolar confrontation, it follows that the removal of this condition with the end of the Cold War would produce a substantial enhancement of the UN role in security. And so it seemed – initially. As the Cold War wound to an end, the Soviets and Americans turned to the UN in their effort to resolve numerous proxy conflicts in the Third World. With the problem of the veto eliminated, the UN played a significant role in the settlement (sometimes temporary, sometimes more permanent) of wars in Central America, Southern Africa, Southeast Asia and Afghanistan. The key point here, however, is that the UN could be effective in these conflict situations because the superpowers wanted it to be.
26. In addition, the organisation took important initiatives in the quest for a resolution of longstanding conflicts in which the superpowers were not directly involved. UN mediation played a fundamental part in achieving an end to the Iran-Iraq war in 1988. In an apparent resurrection of the concept of collective security, the United Nations was the focal point for the negotiation and legitimation of the coalition response to Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait in 1990-1. The prominence of the UN role in these instances, in the larger context of the end of the Cold War, produced a period of considerable euphoria regarding the place of the UN in international security. As Bill Clinton put it during the 1992 campaign, “In a world where freedom, not tyranny, is on the march, the cynical calculus of pure power politics simply does not compute. It is ill-suited to a new era.”

27. Boutros Boutros-Ghali’s “Agenda for Peace” typified the period’s sense of great opportunity. He laid out an ambitious programme of preventive diplomacy, peace-keeping and peace-making, centred on the UN and apparently with the support of the five permanent members of the Security Council. The numbers of UN peacekeeping operations mushroomed. Thirteen operations were established between 1948 and 1985. 24 were established between 1985 and 1995. The number of military personnel deployed under the blue flag expanded accordingly as did the budget.

28. However, this optimism turned out to be largely misplaced. The UN itself had neither the authority nor the capacity to be a major player in more ambitious peace operations. Cold War peacekeeping operations occurred in the context of ceasefires, the separation of forces, and the consent of the parties in conflict. These were feasible within the organisation’s limited resource envelope. In the post-Cold War era, UN military activities escalated into active enforcement in the absence of ceasefires and beyond simple security tasks to associated ones such as military support for humanitarian action, and the protection of civilian populations at risk from violence. Retrospectively, we can see that these exceeded the organisation’s limited capacities. 
29. Repeated failure (Somalia, Bosnia, Rwanda) discredited the UN as a serious player on key issues of international security. The US experience in Somalia stimulated a rapid American retreat from UN-based security multilateralism. That had significant implications for the UN’s capacity to respond to threats to international peace and security. This was not merely a matter of decision-making, but also of resources. The US withheld the majority of its financial contribution for much of the 1990s. 

30. The results of this trend were evident first, and perhaps foremost, in the case of genocide in Rwanda in mid-1994. Here the UN – under significant US pressure – responded to the evolving crisis not by inserting forces to put a stop to this crime against humanity, but by withdrawing most of the forces that it already had there. 

31. On the whole, the engagement of the organization with conflict was inconsistent during the 1990s. Some conflicts in some regions attracted high levels of engagement – e.g. the Balkans. Some, as in Africa or, for that matter, in Georgia, received little by way of international commitment. My colleagues in Oxford recently concluded in a major study of the Security Council that the Council’s approach was not collective security but selective security. 
32. On the whole, as the years passed, the UN came to take a back seat. It was regional alliances or great power-led coalitions that lifted the weight when force was necessary. Usually, these operations were legitimised by UN resolutions, but not always, as the case of Kosovo showed. Here it became evident that US policy-makers had concluded not only that the UN was not an effective instrument for peace enforcement, but that it was apparently unnecessary as a legitimiser of non-UN responses to threats to international peace and security. This conclusion appears confirmed by US abandonment of the Security Council process before the invasion of Iraq in 2003. The use of force by Russia against Georgia suggests that this disease may be contagious. 

33. To summarise, the experience of the United Nations as a producer of security during the 1990s suggests that its role in this respect is likely to remain limited. Although the end of the decade witnessed considerable renewal of interest in UN peacekeeping operations (as in Sierra Leone and Eritrea and in the Congo), there is no hint of a return to the euphoria of the early years after the Cold War. 

Explanation
34. How do we explain this unfortunate outcome? It seems to me there are at least three large reasons. First, post-Cold War conflict is an unpromising environment. Traditional peacekeeping (or first generation peace-keeping) involved for the most part engagement in interstate rather than internal disputes. It envisaged the insertion (with the consent of the parties) of lightly armed UN forces in clearly demarcated zones of interposition after a cease-fire. Their rules of engagement emphasised the use of force in self-defence only. 

35. Recent war has been quite different from what was envisaged as UN peacekeeping developed. It tends to be internal rather than interstate. It occurs in weak states. There are often no cease-fires. Consent is not assured. Settlements are often perishable; conflict recidivism is on the rise. Belligerents target civilians as well as military personnel, creating substantial additional burdens for peacekeepers. The willingness of the parties to compromise is low, because their objectives are maximal and/or because they are making money off conflict. In short, it is a difficult environment, one which requires much wider mandates (e.g. civilian protection) and much more robust capabilities. It involves substantial risks and potential costs for those involved in conflict management. The UN does not have the requisite capabilities to address such conflict.
36. Second, the UN lacks the financial base to develop a robust capacity for response to threats to international peace and security. It does not have the power to finance itself; contributions from key member states often come late if at all. Finally, remember the introductory remarks about the nature of the UN. It is first and foremost an organization comprising sovereign states as members. Given the decision-making structure of the UN, where the interests of the Permanent 5 regarding a particular conflict do not coincide, it is very difficult for the organisation to act. Witness again Kosovo, Iraq, and now the non-intervention in Darfur, and the failure of the UNSC to take a position on Georgia in the summer of 2008. It follows by the way, that the degree to which the UN can respond effectively to a security crisis depends considerably on the state of relations among the veto powers. When they are positive, action is more likely. When they aren’t positive, it is less likely. Relations between the Western powers, China, and Russia are less constructive than they were twenty or even ten years ago. It follows that the capacity of the UN to keep the peace or to make the peace is deteriorating. 
37. Underlying these specific points is a more general question. Why is the organisation weak in these ways? It is essentially because the great powers want it to be so. They are unwilling to allow it to emerge as a potential competitor in security affairs, let alone to subordinate their own capacities or elements of their own sovereignty to it. That was reasonably clear in the 1990s and has become even clearer in the repeated unsanctioned uses of force of major states in the last ten or so years (Kosovo, Iraq, Georgia). 

38. This conclusion is consistent with the logic of realist theory concerning international cooperation. In an anarchic, self-help environment, major states rely on themselves, or on partial alliances with likeminded peers, for their security. Embedding oneself in international organisations and entrusting security to them carries two risks. One is that the state’s scarce resources may be employed for purposes that have little to do with the perceived interest of the contributing state. The second is that the organisation may choose not to respond when those interests are at stake. In this sense, the basic problem may be not so much the distribution of power in the system (as was implied in discussion of bipolarity earlier), but instead it may be the nature of the international system itself.

39. This structural realist logic can be combined with a liberal one. It is difficult for democracies to commit significant resources, let alone the lives of their children, to enterprises that are not obviously connected to interests that domestic publics recognise and take seriously. This, by the way, is perhaps the critical flaw in the notion of collective security. Why should states commit political and material resources and accept significant risks when their direct interests are not at stake?
Qualifications
40. In short, there seems to be no realistic prospect for international society to achieve the aspiration of collective security through the United Nations. That conclusion is rather stark. I would conclude by suggesting that this doesn’t mean the UN is a waste of space, or useless in international security. As I suggested in the introduction to this lecture, the production of security has numerous dimensions and the UN has numerous roles therein. The interventionist use of force is only one. The management of conflict encompasses a spectrum of activities. These include conflict prevention, mediation and good offices, negotiation and stabilisation of cease-fires and political settlements, peace-keeping, the direct suppression of violence, implementation of post-conflict settlements, and, in extremis, it may require the temporary administration of post-conflict states or regions. 

41. Responding to threats to peace and security also involves the management of spill-overs of conflict: the possibility of regional escalation of local conflict, the protection and sustenance of refugees and displaced persons, the dangers of epidemic disease produced by the collapse of health infrastructure in war-torn societies, and the spread of criminal activities from areas that have no effective law enforcement. More profoundly, if we accept that international security rests in some sense on addressing the root causes of conflict, then the production of security involves long term development and human rights assistance.

36. We have established that the UN is ill-equipped to replace states at the hard end of conflict management - in the response to aggression and the enforcement of peace. But the organisation is well-placed to address many of these other aspects of producing security. Indeed, it may have comparative advantages (impartiality, legitimacy), exactly because it is not a state. In addition, as noted in the introduction, it plays a central role in the gradual development of norms that limit violence in the system. Finally, it possesses substantial technical expertise in addressing the consequences of conflict.
37. So, in recognising the limitations on the organisation in the effort to enhance international security, we must be careful not to throw the baby out with the bath water. The underlying message in this lecture is that it is probably unrealistic to expect the core problem of international security to be resolved by and through international organizations. The UN has never been, is not, and probably never will be in a position to replace the role of the great powers in the production of international security. But these last remarks suggest that the organization and its agencies are an essential element of the division of labour in the management and resolution of conflict and in post-conflict peace-building. As someone once said, if we didn’t have the UN we would probably invent something pretty similar.
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