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This chapter provides an overview of the debate between those who believe that the protection of
civilians from genacide and mass atrocities ought to trump the principle of non-interventicn in certain
circumstances and those who oppose this proposition. This has become a particular problem in the
post-Cold War world where the commission of atrocities in places like Rwanda, Bosnia, and Darfur
prompted calls, in the West especially, for international society to step in to protect the victims
with military force if necessary. Although it might seem morally appealing to intervene to protect
populations from death and destruction, humanitarian intervention causes problems for internationat
security by potentially weakening the rules governing the use of force in world politics. Since the end
of the Cold War, a broad international consensus has emerged around a principle called the ‘respon-
sibility to protect’ (R2P). The R2P holds that states have a responsibility to protect their populations
from genocide and mass atrocities and that the international community has a duty to help states
fulfil their responsibilities and use various measures to protect populations when their own states are
marifestly failing to do so. In 201, the principle helped the UN Security Council authorize the use of
force against a sovereign state for human protection purposes for the first time in its history.
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Introduction

‘Humanitarian intervention’ refers to the use of military
force by external actors for humanitarian purposes, usu-
ally against the wishes of the host government. There
have been several humanitarian interventions since the
end ofthe Cold War (see Table 20.1). In the 1990s, geno-
cide in Rwanda (1994) killed at least 800,000, war in the
former Yugoslavia (1992-5) left at least 250,000 dead
and forced thousands more to flee. Protracted conflicts
in Sierra Leone, Sudan, Haiti, Somalia, Liberia, East
Timer, the Democratic Republic of Congo (DRC),
and elsewhere killed millions more. Conflict in the
Darfur region of Sudan has cost the lives of around
250,000 people and forced more than three million
people from their homes (Coebergh 2005). In what
Mary Kaldor (1999) famously described as ‘new wars’,
civilian deaths are a direct war aim not an unfortunate
by-product (see Slim 2008). Although most of these
wars involved non-state militia groups, sometimes
the worst perpetrators of crimes against civilians are
states and their allies. According to one study, in the
twentieth century arcund forty million civilians were
killed in wars between states, whilst nearly six times
that number were killed by their own governments
(Rummel 1994: 21},

Historically, genocides perpetrated by states
against sections of their own populations have
ended in one of two ways: either the perpetrators
succeed in destroying their target group or they are
defeated in bastle. This cold fact is borne out by re-
cent cases. The 1994 Rwandan genocide ended with
the defeat of the Rwandan government and Intere-
hamwe militia at the hands of a rebel group known
as the Rwandan Patriotic Front (RPF). The rate of
killing in Darfur has declined from its peakin 20034
primarily because the Janjaweed militia and their
government backers largely succeeded in forcing
their enemies into exile. A combination of NATO
airpower and local armed resistance prevented the
Gaddafi regime in Libya from perpetrating a mas-
sacre in Benghazi in 2011.

Facts like this pose a major challenge to international
security. For both liberals and realists alike, security has
traditionally been understood as the purview of states,
and two of the main guarantors of national security
are the principles of sovereignty and non-interference.
According to this perspective, security is best pursued
through a society of sovereign states that enjoy exclu-
sive jurisdiction over a particular piece of territory and

rights to non-interference and non-intervention that
are enshrined in the Charter of the United Nations. This
is often labelled “Westphalian sovereignty’, referring
to the 1648 Peace of Westphalia, which is commeonly
reckoned to have instituted a world order based on the
rights of sovereigns. "This idea sits at the heart of con-
temporary international society’s rules governing rela-
tions between states. Article 2{4) of the United Nations
Charter (UN Charter) forbids the threat or use of force
by states in their dealings with one another and Article
2(7) prohibits the UN from interfering in the domestic
affairs of its member states. There are only two excep-
tions to the ban on the use of force contained in Article
2(4): Article 39 gives the UN Security Council the right
to authorize military action in cases where it identifies
a ‘threat vo international peace and security” and Article
51recognizes that all states have an inherent right to use
force in self-defence.

The value of this Westphalian system of security
rests on the assumption that states are the best guard-
ians of their citizens’ security. In other words, the
security of the state is considered important, and
worth protecting, because states provide security to
individuals. It should be clear from the preceding para-
graphs, however, that this assumption is problematic.
In the past, threats to human security have tended to
come more from an individual’s own state than from
other states. This raises the question of whether there
are circumstances in which the security of individuals
should be privileged over the security of siates. Should
a state’s right to be secure and free from external in-
terference be conditional on its fulfilment of certain
responsibilities to its citizens, not least a responsibility
to protect them from mass killing?

If we think that there are circumstances in which the
use of force for humanitarian purposes is legitimate, we
are then confronted by a range of practical questions
about the utility of force in promoting humanitarian
objectives. It is widely accepted that, although it some-
times provides the only means of protecting civilians
from grave harm, military force is a relatively blunt hu-
manitarian instrument. It is much better, and cheaper,
to prevent humanitarian catastrophes in the first place
than to intervene and rebuild afterwards (Carnegie
Commission 1997). Sometimes, as in Somalia in 1993
and Kosovo in 1999, armed intervention seems to make
the situation worse. There are also claims that the po-
tential for foreign intervention might encourage rebels
to take up arms and provoke their government to
attack the civilian populadon (Kuperman 2008).
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In recent years, important progress has been made
towards building an international consensus on some
of these questions. Most notably, the R2P princi-
ple adopted by over 150 world leaders in 2005 and
reaffirmed by the UN Security Council the follow-
ing year in Resolution 1674 attempts to reconcile the
twin concerns of state sovereignty and human security
by setting out the responsibilities that states have to-
wards their own citizens, and international society’s
responsibility in cases where states struggle or fail to
meeet their responsibilities. By situating the potential for
humanitarian intervention within a broader continuum
of measures such as early warning and capacity build-
ing designed to prevent crises erupting in the first place,
the R2P also addresses some of the practical problems
associated with humanitarian intervention. In 2008, the
principle was used to stem the tide of mass atrocities
in Kenya after a disputed election there, without the
need for armed intervention. Three years later, the UN
Security Council specifically referred to R2P in its reso-
hations on Libya (Resolutions 1970 and 1973), the second
of which authorized the use of force. This was the first
time in which the Security Council had ever authorized
the use of force for humanirarian purposes against a
functioning sovereign state and suggests that consen-
sus is sometimes possible about when and where to use
force for humanitarian purposes, even if this is rare.

. Westpha%lan soveresgnty rests o on the assumpt|on that
_soverelgn 'states provide the best avenue for pmtecting
human security and that |ntemattor_;a| security is depend-
ent on rules that prohibit states from inteffering in one
arother's affairs. In the twentieth century, however,
states were responsible for many genocides and mass

~atrocities, often targeting their own citizens.

+  Genocides tend to end with either the military defeat of
the perpetrators or their victory, Often; the only way to
halt genocide and mass atrocities is To use mifitary force
against the parpetrators, This use of force, referred
6 as ‘hurmanitarian intervention’, challenges the basic

. Principies.of Westphalian sovereignty.and raises practical
; dilemmas.. '

« .-Progress has been made towards reconc:llng the daver—_ .
gent principles connected to humanitarian intervention
and addressing 1 the pracnca% challengss, through the
'RZ? prmctple This rmade |ntematzona| <onsensus on
!ntervention n leya p055|ble |n ZOI?_ '

Humanitarian Intervention

The case for humanitarian
intervention

Usually associated with liberalism and cosmopolitan-
ism, the case for intervention is typically premised on
the idea that external actors have a duty as well as a
right to intervene to halt genocide and mass atroci-
ties. Por advocates of this posidon, the rights that
sovereigns enjoy are conditional on the fulfilment of
the state’s responsibility to protect its citizens. When
states fail in their duties towards their citizens, they
lose their sovereign right to non-interference {Caney
1997: 32; Tesbn 1998; 2003: 93). There are a variety
of ways of arriving at this conclusion. Some liberal
cosmopolitanists draw on the work of the German
philosopher Immanuel Kant to insist that all individu-
als have certain fundamental rights that deserve pro-
tection (Caney 1997: 34). Some advocates of the Just
War tradition arrive at a broadly similar position but
ground their arguments in Christian theology. Paul
Ramsey (2002: 20), for instance, based his argument
on St Augustine’s injunction that military force be
used to defend or uphold justice and maintained that
intervention to end injustice was “among the rights
and duties of states until and unless supplanted by
superior government’.

Political leaders who adopt this position often argue
that roday’s globalized world is so integrated that mas-
sive human rights violations in one part of the world
have an effect on every other part. This social inter-
connectedness, they argue, creates moral obligations.
One of the leading proponents of this view was former
British Prime Minister Tony Blair. Shortly after NATO
began its 1999 intervention in Kosovo, Blair (1999)
gave a landmark speech setting out his ‘doctrine of
the international community’. Blair maintained that
enlightened self-interest created international respon-
sibilities for dealing with egregious human suffering,
because, in an interdependent world, ‘freedom is in-
divisible and when one man is enslaved who is free?’
He also maintained that sovereigns had international
responsibilities, because problems caused by massive
human rights abuse in one place tended to spread
across borders.

A further line of argument is to point to the fact that
states have already agreed to certain minimum stand-
ards of behaviour and that humanitarian intervention
is not about imposing the will of a few Western states
upon the many, but about protecting and enforcing
the collective will of internaticnal society. Advocates
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of this position argue that there is a customary right
(but not duty) of intervention in supreme humanitar-
ian emergencies (Wheeler 2000: 14). They argue that
there is agreement in international society that cases
of genocide, mass killing, and ethnic cleansing const-
tute grave humanitarian crises warranting interven-
tion (see Arend and Beck 1993; Teson 1997; Donnelly
1998). They point to state practice since the end of the
Cold War to suggest that there is a customary right of
humanitarian intervention (Lepard 2002; Finnemore
2003). In particular, they point to the justifications of
fered to defend the American-, French-, and British-
led intervention in Northern Iraq in 1991 to support
their case. In that case, the British argued that they
were upholding customary international law, France
invoked a customary ‘right’ of intervention, and the
USA noted a ‘re-balancing of the claims of sovereignty
and those of extreme humanitarian need’ (see Roberts
1993: 436-7).

This movement towards acceptance of a cus-
tomary right of humanitarian intervention was re-
inforced by state practice after Northern Iraq. For
instance, throughout the UN Security Council’s de-
liberations about how to respond to the Rwandan
genocide in 1994, no state argued that either the ban
on force (Article 2(4)) or the non-interference rule
(Article 2(7)) prohibited armed intervention to halt
the bloodshed (see Barnett 2002), suggesting that
armed intervention would have been legitimate in
that case, What stood in the way of intervention in
Rwanda was the fact that no government wanted
to risk the lives of its own soldiers to save Africans.
Throughout the 1990s, the Security Council ex-
panded its interpretation of “international peace and
security’ and authorized interventions to protect ci-
vilians in safe areas (Bosnia), maintain law and order
and protect aid supplies (Somalia), and restore an
elected government toppled by a coup (Haiti) (see
Roberts 1993; Morris 1995; Findlay 2002). Since 2000
the Security Council has on several occasions man-
dated peacekeepers to protect civilians under threat
in the Democratic Republic of Congo, Burundi, Cote
d’Ivoire, Liberia, and Darfur (see Holt and Berkman
2006), though it has usually insisted on receiving the
consent of the host government.

Although appealing, several aspects of this defence
of humanitarian intervention are problematic. First,
it is not self-evident that individuals do have universal
and fundamental human rights. Parekh (1997: 54-5),
for example, argues that liberal rights cannot provide
the basis for a theory of humanitarian intervention

because liberalism itself is rejected in many parts of
the world. Realists argue that rights are meaningful
only if they are backed up with the power to enforce
them. Second, critics argue that any norm endorsing
the use of force to protect individual rights would be
abused by powerful states, making armed conflict
more frequent by relaxing the rules prohibiting it but
without making humanitarian intervention any more
likely (Chesterman 2001; Thakur 2004b).

Above all, however, is the charge that advocates
of humanitarian intervention exaggerate the extent
of global consensus about the use of force to protect
human rights. From this perspective there is a gap be-
tween what advocates would like to be the norm and
what the norm actually is. The putative “golden era’
of humanitarian intervention in the 1990s included the
world’s failure to halt the Rwandan genocide, the UN's
failure to protect civilians sheltering in its “safe areas” in
Bosnia, and the failure to prevent the widely predicted
mass murder that followed East Timor’s referendum
on independence in 1999. The world stood aside as
Congo destroyed itself, taking four million lives, and—
more recently-—failed to halt the mass killing in Darfur.
Moreover, closer inspection of the relevant cases from
the 1990s suggests that world leaders were much more
hesitant than implied by advocates of humanitarian in-
tervention. The 1991 intervention occurred in the wake
of the first Gulf War, the 19923 intervention in Somalia
occurred only after the state had effectively ceased to
exist, military intervention in Bosnia was endorsed by
the Bosnian government, the 1994 intervention in Haiti
was finally conducted with the (albeit heavily coerced)
consent of the country’s military leaders, the French in-
tervention in Rwanda in the same year occurred after
the Rwandan Patriotic Front had defeared government
forces and the Interchamwe militda, and peacekeep-
ers were deployed in Darfur with the consent of the
Sudanese government. We should, therefore, avoid
the temptation of thinking that there was a rash’ of
humanitarian interventions in the post-Cold War era
(Finnemore 2008: 197). Before the Libyan interven-
tion in 2011 which is discussed in more detail later, the
only example of humanitarian interventon against the
wishes of the sovereign state in the post-Cold War era
was the 1999 NATO intervention in Kosovo and this
was done without authorization from the UN Security
Council and proved to be highly controversial.

Finally, with only a few partial exceptions, humani-
tarian interveners themselves have chosen not to justify
their acdons by reference to a norm of humanitarian
intervention (see Wheeler 2000). This is principally



because they are wary of making it easier for other states
tojustify the use of force—just as Russia did, for example,
when it claimed to be acting as a “peacekeeper’ when it
invaded Georgia in 2008,

o L|berals argue, that all furmans enjoy fundamental human .
- nghts and that this creates a right and duty to intervena
:dn cases where fundamental humar rights are abused or:
L 2 masswe scale; This moral duty is remfcrced by giobaﬁ '
n hich connects |ndfwduals L

I ost Cold War era-saw the development of a
L CUsH _mary norm of humanrtarlan |nterventuon as |nter- i
i ,__--.nétional soqety responde to humanitarian emergenctes- :
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and elsewhere‘ : '
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- .-:'has litle emplrlcai purchase. that humanrtaman interven.
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The case against humanitarian
intervention

Nowadays, only a handful of states—often those with
atrocious human rights records themselves (such as
Cuba, Iran, Venezuela, Zimbabwe)—are prepared
to argue that humanitarian intervention is never war-
ranted. Even China, Russia, and India—states usually
associated with defending the principle of non-inter-
vention—have accepred that intervention might some-
times be necessary. When it came to Libya in 2011, all
three chose to abstain in the Security Council’s vote on
authorizing the use of force when they could have con-
spired to defeat the resolution and prevent interven-
tion. By and large, therefore, contemporary opposition
to humanitarian intervention focuses on the questions
about who can legitimately authorize interveation, in
what circumstances, and the effectiveness of using mili-
tary force for hurnanitarian purposes.

Opponents of humanitarian intervention maintain
that international peace and security requires some-
thing approximating an absolute ban on the use of force
outside the two exceptions set out by the UN Charter—
Security Council authorization (Chapter VII) and seff-
defence (Article 51). The starting point for this position

Hurmanitarian Intervention

is the assumption that international society comprises a
large number of diverse communities each with differ-
ent ideas about the best way to live. The world is made
up of democratic states of different types (for example,
social democracies in Scandinavia, authoritarian de-
miocracy in Russia, and market democracy in the USA),
states organized according to religious principles (for
example, Iran), monarchies (for example, Tonga and
Saudi Arabia), diceatorships, and communist states (for
example, China, and Cuba) and each state houses com-
munities with very different cultural values. According
to this view, international security is based on rules—
the UN Charter’s rules on the use of force first among
them-—-that permit the peaceful coexistence of these
very different types of states and societies (see Jackson
2002). Given these disagreements, it is important that
the use of force is governed by rules and that no single
group of states has a right to impose its own prefer-
ences on others.

From this perspective, a general right of humani-
tarian intervention would open the door to abuse.
Historically; states have shown a predilection towards
"abusing’ humanitarian justifications to legitimize
wars that were anything but humanitarian in nature.
Most notoriously, Hitler insisted that the 1939 invasion
of Czechoslovakia intended to protect Czechoslovak
citizens whose ‘life and liberty’ were threatened by
their own government (in Brownlie 1974: 217-21).
Some commentators have argued that the USA and
UK abused humanitarian justifications in an ill-fated
attempt to legitimize the 2003 invasion of Irag (see
Bellamy 2004; cf. Morris and Wheeler 2006). Simi-
lar claims could also be made about Russia’s use of
humanitarian arguments to justify its 2008 invasion
of Georgia (case study 20.1). It was precisely because
of the fear that states would exploit any loophole in
the ban on the use of force that the delegates who
wrote the UN Charter in 1944-5 issued a comprehen-
sive ban with only two limited exceptions. According
to Simon Chesterman (2001: 231), without this general
ban there would be more war in world politics but not
necessarily more humanitarian interventions. ‘On bal-
ance’, Thomas Franck and Nigel Rodley (1973: 278)
warned in 1973, “very little good has been wrought’ in
the name of humanitarian intervention.

It is also important to note that & majority of states
oppose a general right of humanitarian intervention—
seeing itasa dangerous affront to another core principle,
the right ro self-determination. The General Assembly’s
1970 Declaration on Principles of International Law
Concerning Friendly Relations stated categorically:

295




296 Alex |. Bellamy

Tn August 2008, Russia resporided to Geergiah ihcﬁrsiohs into
the dlsputed terrrtory of South Ossetia, which was forma]ly
part of Georgla with'a Iarge mairtary mtervenhon Backed up by
the aeiial bombardment of key Georgian titles, ;nciuci;ng Geor'«
" gie’s capltal Thlisi, Riissian forces pushed the Georglan army
" 6ut of South Ossetia and another displted terfitsry, Abkhazia,
- and’establishied 2 buffer zone.over:20 miles inside Georgla =
 proper. Russia’s foreign minister; Sergei Laveov, acclsed Georgia
of commrttmg genocgde in South Ossetla and argued that, rr.s
. mterventlon was a Iegrtlrnate exercise of its respomlbsllty to,
protect a prmcrple bemg widely used by the UN...

'.These justifications; however. were re;ected by aaalysts and”
o won fittle: support from mternat|ona| soc|ety. with even -

Cooperation in furope (OSCE} has suggested that Georgian
forces probably did fire the first shots, there is no emplrlcal
:ewdence to su;)port Russuas claims that Georgla was com- )
"__rmttlng genoc:de Whi I ‘t is I;kely that mdeuai war crlmes
d during the short war, it seems that Geor-
; glan, Russzaa, ‘and South Osset|an forces ail comm|tted cr|mes

.China refusing to.support-Russias pasition.despite calls. form e
#/}t 40 do'so, First, althoiigh the Organization for Security and:™

to some extent As such the clalm that Georgzan crfmes
Justlfed the intervention is as dubious as America’s claim that
the |nvaS|on of' Iraq was justlf ed by that countrys possessson '

for the esponslblllty to Protect argied that the
scale of Russia's assavilt on Georgia far exceeded that wh|ch
was nécessary to'protect Sobth Ossetlans. in pattlcuEar.
Russian. t'orces Entered: Georg|a proper, attacked ports and
citjes that Wera Junrelated to: South Osset!a and used’ fcrce in’
the other dlspljted terrrtory of Abkhama Th:s suggests that '
the protection of South Ossetia was' raot Russtas prmapal
ob]ectave Third, the Global Centre argues that RZP does

not give; Iegal cover for-armed |ntervent|on absent a Secumty
Councxl resolutlon (GCRlP 2008); .

?or_ ese reasors, Russias intervention in Geor'gua seeims to'
bea dear case of ‘abusel The Russian government specaf‘ cally
invokéd R2P and Used hurmanitarian justif ications to justify
armedtirtervention; butiits claims were not supported by the
evudence The: sr&uatmn in South Ossétia-was not.ag Russia:’ . .
described it; and evenif it wehe. Russias. use of fcrce Went Weii
beyond that ﬂecessary for human protectlon purposes v

No state or group of states has the right to intervene, di-
rectly or indirectly, for any reason whatever, in the inter-
nal or external affairs of any other state. Consequently,
armed intervention and all other forms of interference or
attempted threats against the personality of the state or
against its political, econemic and cultural elements, are
in violation of international law.

UN General Assembly, Declaration on Principles of Inter-
national Law Concerning Friendly Relations, 1970

Finally, realists especially claim that humanitarian in-
tervention should be avoided because it does not work
and is an inappropriate use of armed force. It does not
work, they argue, because foreign intervention tends
to prolong wars and create unstable peace. For realists,
war is the ultimate test of strength, and stable post-war
peace is produced by the victory of one side over the
other, which then forces actors to realign their behav-
iour in accordance with the new distribution of power.
Because foreign intervention reduces the proportion
of wars that end in outright victory, it leaves behind an
unstable peace that is likely to reignite (Luttwak 1999).
Realists also argue that armed force should only ever
be used in the national interest and that humanitarian
intervention is therefore imprudent.

There are a number of problems with these pos-
itions as well, however. First, the overriding as-
sumption that states protect their citizens’ rights and
cultural differences does not hold in every case, as
the examples offered at the beginning of this chapter
attest, Second, this perspective underestimates the
wealth of customary practice suggesting that sov-
ereignty carries responsibilities as well as rights (see
Tesdn 1997). Third, although there are a few notori-
ous historical cases, the fear of abuse is exaggerated
(Weiss 2004: 135). It is fanciful to argue that deny-
ing a state recourse to humanitarian justifications for
war would make them less war prone. It is highly
unlikely that either Hitler in 1939 or Bush and Blair
in 2003 would have been deterred from waging war
by the absence of a plausible humanitarian justifica-
tion. Fourth, the critics of humanirarian intervention
overlook the wide body of international law relating
to basic human rights and the consensus on grave
crimes such as genocide (see Scheffer 1992; Mertus
2000). Finally, the realist claim that intervention pro-
duces unstable peace is not supported by empirical
studies, which show that well-equipped peace opera-
tions can significantly reduce the likelihood of war
reigniting (Fortna 2008).



In summary, almost afl governments recognize
that crimes such as genocide and mass killing are a
legitimate concern for international society. Some
governments, international officials, activists, and
analysts argue thar sovereigns have a responsibility
to protect their citizens from mass killing and other
abuses, and, when they fail to do so, others acquire
a right to intervene. A majority of the world’s gov-
ernments, however, argue that this responsibility
does not translate into a right of humanirarian in-
tervention without the authority of the UN Security
Council because that would contradict other cher-
ished principles, including the rule of non-aggression
and the right to self-determinartion. Since the end of
the Cold War, the UN Security Council has author-
ized collective intervention to protect populations
from mass killing. In this sense, there is a norm of
UN-sanctioned humanitarian intervention (Wheeler
2000) and there is evidence that the Security Coun-
cil is growing more willing to act to prevent mass
atrocities and protect vulnerable populations. This
presents a dilemma about what to do in cases where
some governments believe that intervention is war-
ranted to save people from genocide and mass atroci-
ties but where there is no consensus in the Security
Council. This dilemma was exposed by NATO's
decision to intervene in Kosovo in 1999. The debate
sparked by this case provided a catalyst for a funda-
mental rethink of the way that international society
conceptualizes the relationship between sovereignty
and human rights.

“There s bmad consensus that thére are qrcumstances' -
in whlch the uge of force for mllrtary purposes rmght be E
Justifi ied, but critics argue that human;tarlan lr‘fterven- '
tion’s Iegstzmate only asa last resart, inthe wery ‘worst

of cases, and only when au‘tﬁonzed by the UN Securgty
chuncal E

. Tﬁe rule of non- mterventmn is |mpor’cant because it
protects weak states from strcng states and preserves
culturz] dwersrty :

. A general right of humanrtaréan mtewentnon is llkely 1o,
b abused by states that would use humanitarian argu.
-ments 1o }ustlfy self lnterested acts of war, Thiswould ©
: 'damage mternatlonal sEcurity w:thou‘t a correspondlng'
.|mprovement in human securrty SRR
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The Responsibility to Protect

Three events in the 1990s prompted academics, poli-
ticians, and international organizations to consider a
fundamental rethink of the relationship berween sov-
ereignty and human rights. In 1994, the world stood
aside as Hutu militia massacred over 800,000 Tutsi
and Hur civilians in the Rwandan genocide. A year
later, Bosnian Serb forces overran the UN protected
‘safe area” of Srebrenica. They separated the men and
boys from the women and slaughtered 7,600 of them
in the days that followed. In 1999, NATO bombed the
Federal Republic of Yugoslavia to coerce its leader,
Slobodan Milosevic, into ceasing the ethnic cleans-
ing of Kosovar Albanians. NATO was forced to act
without a UN mandate becanuse Russia and China
believed that the situation in Kosove was not serious
enough to warrant humanitarian intervention and
therefore threatened to veto any proposed resolution
authorizing intervention.

Events like these prompted new thinking about the
nature of sovereignty, which developed some older
ideas about the sovereign’s responsibility to protect
its citizens. The first person to begin thinking along
these lines was Francis Deng, a former Sudanese dip-
lomat who was appointed the UN Secretary-General’s
special representative on internally displaced people
in 1992, In a book published in 1996, Deng and his
co-authors argued that

sovereignty carries with it certain responsibilities for
which governments must be held accountable. And they
are accountable not only to their own national constitu-
encies bue ultimately to the international community. In
other words, by effectively discharging its responsibilities
for good governance, a state can legitimately claim pro-
tection for its national sovereignty

Deng et al. (1996: )

According to Deng, legitimate sovereignty required a
demonstration of responsibility. Troubled states faced
a choice: they could work with international society
to improve their citizens’ living conditions or they
could obstruct international efforts and forfeir their
sovereignty (Deng et al. 1996: 28). Conceptualizing
sovereignty as responsibility removed the validity of
objections to international assistance and mediation
based on the prilnciple of non-interference.

The questions surrounding NATO’s intervention
in Kosovo prompted UN Secretary-General Kofi
Annan to argue that ‘state sovereignty, in its most
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basic sense, is being redefined by the forces of glo-
balization and international cooperation’. He contin-
ued, ‘the state is now widely understood to be the
servant of its people, and not vice versa. At the same
time, individual sovereignty—and by this I mean the
human rights and fundamental freedoms of each and
every individual as enshrined in our Charter—has
been enhanced by a renewed consciousness of the
right of every individual to control his or her own
destiny” (Annan 1999: 2). Annan also pointed to three
critical concerns. First, intervention should be un-
derstood broadly to cover measures short of armed
force that could be used to prevent and halt humani-
tarian emergencies. Second, sovereignty alone was
not the principal barrier to effective action to protect
human rights. Just as significant, Annan argued, was
the way in which member states defined their na-
tional interests. Third, international society should
make a long-term commitment to rebuild states and
societies once a conflict was over.

Together, Deng and Annan pointed towards a
new way of thinking about sovereignty as responsi-
bility. The Canadian government then created the
International Comumission on Intervention and State

Sovereignty (IC188), chaired by Gareth Evans and Mo-
hammed Sahnoun, to develop a way of reconciling
sovereignty and human rights (see Evans 2008). The

< 38 Each individual state has the responsibility to protect

» its populations from genocide, war crimes, ethric cleansing.

.. and crimes against humanrty Thls responsibifity entails the.
preventlon of such crimes, |nc|ud|ng their. mcgtement thmugh
appropriate and necessary means, We' accept that responSIblllty
and will act in accordance with it. The International community
should, as appropriate, encourage and help States to exercise. -

- this responsibility and-suppoert the United Natiors in establish-.

: |ng an early warnlng capabiizty T

#4139, The |ntema’nonal commUmty, through the Unrted Natlon .
«also has the responsibility-toiusé appropriate diplomatie, =
+-humanitarian .and other peaceful means;in.accordance with.
- Chapters Vi and VIl of the Charler of the United Nations, to. .

ﬁ:___':help protect populat!ons from war cr|mes ethnic cleanslng and_'

Commission’s report, released in late 2001, was prem-
ised on the notion that, when states are unwilling or
unable to protect their cirizens from grave harm, the
principle of non-interference ‘yields to the responsi-
bility to protect’ {(ICISS 2001 xi). The concept of R2ZP
that it put forward was intended as a way of escap-
ing the logic of "intervention versus sovereignty’ by
focusing not on what interveners were entitled to do
(“a right of intervention”) but on what was necessary
to protect civilians threatened by genocide and mass
atrocities. Influenced by Annan and Deng, the ICISS
argued that the R2P was about much more than just
military intervention. Appropriate responses to hu-
manitarian emergencies included non-violent meas-
ures such as diplomacy, sanctions, and embargoes,
and legal measures such as referring crimes to the
International Criminal Court. Furthermore, in addi-
tion to the ‘responsibility to react’ to massive human
suffering, the ICISS insisted that international society
also had responsibilities to rebuild polities and socie-
ties afterwards.

At the 2005 World Summit, over 150 world lead-
ers adopted a declaration affirming the R2B, which
was itself subsequently reaffirmed by the UN
Security Council in 2006 (Resolution 1674) and 2009
(Resolution 1894).

Chapter: VI, ona case-by-case basis and in.cooperation with

reans be |nadec|uate and national autho ies are manifestly
failing to protect their populaticns from genocide, war crimes,
ethnic cleansing and crimes against humanity, We stress the
need for the General Assembly to continue consideration of
the respcnssbmty to protect populatlons from genocide, war
crimes, ethnic ¢! eansmg and crimes against humanrty and its *
zmpl:ca‘uons bearing in mind the princinles of the Charter
mtematlonal law, We also mtenci to commzt ourselves. as -

the Securrty Councﬂ in accordanée Wrth the Charter. |nc!udmg o




According to the UN Secretary-General, Ban Ki-
moon, who succeeded Kofi Annan in 2007, the R2P
rests on three pillars:

I. the responsibility of the state to protect its own popu-
lations from genocide, war crimes, ethnic cleansing and
crimes against humanity;

2. the interpationzl community’s commitment to assist
states in meeting these obligations;

3. the international community’s responsibility to respond
in a timely and decisive manner when a state is manifestly
failing to protect its population, using Chapters Vi (peace-
ful means), Vil {coercive means authorized by the UN
Security Council) and VIl {regional arrangements).

Ban Ki-moon (2008); Luck (2008)

The approach adopted by the UN Secretary-General
has been described as ‘narrow but deep’ (Luck 2008:
1). The R2P applies only to a narrow category of cases
{genocide, war crimes, ethnic cleansing, and crimes
against humanity) but requires a deep commitment
from states. International society is expected to shoul-
der the responsibility of preventing genocide and
mass atrocities by helping states to build the neces-
sary capacities, developing early warning systems and
being prepared to act “upstream’ of an outbreak of vio-
lence with a range of diplomatic, humanitarian, legal,
and other peaceful measures. Heeding the concerns
of states such as Russia and China, the R2P insists that
military intervention be authorized by the UN Secu-
rity Council and rules out unilateral force.

The World Summit’s declaration on the R2P
received a mixed reception. Todd Lindberg (2005)
described it as nothing less than a ‘revolution in con-
sciousness in international affairs’. Prominent inter-
national lawyer Simon Chesterman agreed, arguing
that "what we’re seeing is a progressive redefinition of
sovereignty in a way that would have been outrageous
sixty years ago’ {in Turner 2005). Others were more
equivocal. John Bolton, the American Ambassador to
the UN and a well-known realist and UN-sceptic, de-
scribed the R2P as ‘a moveable feast of an idea that
was the High Minded cause du jour’ and said of the
World Summit Qutcome Document: ‘T plan never to
read it again. I doubt many others will either’ (Bolron
2007: 213-14).

T'o what extent has the R2P advanced and replaced
debates about humanitarian intervention? One group
of critics complain that the principle amounts to litte
more than an assault on state sovereignty. They argue

Humanitarian (ntervention

that it is Hutle different from the interventionist doc-
trines put forward by liberals in the 1990s and has all
the negative connotations associated with humanitar-
ian intervention (e.g. Chandler 2005). A second group
of critics make the opposite point. Michael Byers
(2005), for example, argued that the 2005 World Sum-
mit Outcome Document watered down the original
R2P concept to such an extent that the new principle
would not advance the humanitarian intervention
debate or protect threatened populations. Some com-
mentators have taken to labelling the post-2005 prin-
ciple ‘R2P lite’ because of the limitations it placed on
humanitarian intervention.

Whilst the first group of critics ignore the fact that
the R2P hasbeen adopted by world leaders of all stripes
and carefully limits the scope for armed intervention,
the second group focus too heavily on the question of
armed intervention and underestimate the potential
impact of the commitment to the R2P. Thus, whilst
we need to be mindful of the principle’s limitations,
as the UN Secretary-General’s special adviser, Edward
Luck, has pointed out, there are several good reasons
for thinking thar the R2P is likely to make a lasting im-
pact on international peace and security (see Key Ideas
20.1). To get a sense of the strengths and limitations
of the new principle, it is worth considering three
prominent cases where it has been employed: first, in
relation to Darfur, the international community has
struggled to protect civilians in the face of 2 complex
conflict in a difficult context where the host govern-
ment (Sudan) has presented innumerable obstacles
(Case Study 20.2); second, in relation to Kenya where
R2P helped frame a diplomatic response to an escalat-
ing crisis that helped stem the tide of mass atrocities
(Case Study 20.3); third, in relation to Libya, where
R2ZP was used to support a raft of measures designed
to prevent mass atrocities and, when they failed, was
used to support armed intervention (Case Study 20.4).

The Security Council’s increasing tendency to
use RZP and the fact that the use of R2P in both
Core d’Ivoire and Libya in 2011, has increased con-
cern among some states that the principle might
be abused or that states who are authorized to use
force for R2P purposes might exceed the terms of
their mandate. This is what Secretary-General Ban
Ki-moon called the ‘risk of relevance’—that as
R2P is actually used in practice, difficult questions
about implementation are raised. In response to
some of the concerns raised about the way in which
NATO went about enforcing Resolution 1973, Brazil
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At the tlme of wrltlng the situation in Darfur remalns the )

oniy case in whmh UN Securrty Councnl has |nvoked the RZP N
4 creatnor: of a !arge peacekeepmg force to protect civillans i
* Darfur, and speuf‘ cally referred to the RIP prlnaple However,
“the UN and African Union have encountered serious’obstacles
A thigir effortto trans?ate R2P from wordsto'deedsin thls
ety Eeavmg some analysts toargue that R2P has 'fal!ed' 'rfs first.
¢ test (e g de:Weal. 2097) : ;

The conﬁact began in earnest in 2003, after a few years of
sporad|c fighting over land and access 16 Water between ‘some’”

o of thi differeftt groups InApril- 2003; rébel groups captured

'_"=the border town of Tine and attacked ak-Fashir azrport_ The:;:

£ government responded by outsourding! the.counter |nsurgenq

‘o local, mllma Ieaders IRretlirn for their military sipport; the

have been forcibly cllsplaced'and elther live rough or in‘one
g the 230 refugee carrpstfor-displaced pesple that dot the:

1 5ince 20034, :but:in many. regions this:s only because’the i

zzand drlvmg out-or butchermg their. cwlllan targets

: 'The Internatlona¥ response to the crisisin Darfur is best 7w

to'a peacekeeping operation and-the Security Council unable :
1to agree on measures such as targeted sanctions and a no-fly
_zane, the African Union (ALU) dispatched a small force (AMIS)
.. to monitor. a ceasefire in 2004, The ceasefire collapsed almost
.. 8 soon as it had been S|gned and the small AMIS force, .
which numbered 7,000 at :ts peak (covermg an area the size
_of France) proved utterly lncapable of protecting civilizns
“or preventmg ‘other breaches (W| liams 2006). The West
now focused rts efforts an gettlng a UN peacekeeplng force

- agreeiment, with violence persstmg member states’ remamed:‘

* refused to grant its consent. n-the end, a.compromise:was . ;.
- reached whereby the UN entered into-an agreement wrth the ‘)

_government basncaEiy gave the m;lma a free hand to attack €|VI|-5.,

.;.'-countryslde t:Darfurand Chad. The: violence has decreased L

. government’s janjaweed. militia succeeded in se;zmg the land: 1

: described s tepid. With the West unwilling to commit troops .

deployed. This required a peace agreemen{, and the USA led
an effort o deliver such an agreement. However, the process:
did not receive high-level support in the West and resulted i .-
an agreementt being forced through against.the will of several, -
rebel leaders. As a result, the rebel groups | began to {r‘acture N

and the violence perslsted Afthough the UN g 3 peace

unwilling to commit troops.and the Sudanese government::

AU to deploy 2 ‘hybmd operatlon managed by both organlza~ ”
tions. In the absence of additional resources, however the new!

: UNAM D mrssloh mamly comprased rebadged AI"I S peace- :

the atrocrtles ; Darfur has been 50 tepld First, the s;tuatlon |n_ '
Darfur is hlghly comp!ex and there is lttle agreemeht about the
most approprlate type of response Even among activists there

is N agt‘eement on | the best course of actton ‘Some focus on’
the'need to'get stifficlent’ nlimbers of peacekeepers inter Darfun+
whilst others'argiie that thisisa distriction fram the mai game -+
of seciring a politicat settlement'and delivering humanitarian aid:
(see-Flint and de Waal 2008}, Second; the crislsiin Darfur.is not:::
a-political priority.for the Yvest Western priorities are focused
elsewhere in Afghanistan, Iraqy: and the Balkans. As such they

are reluctant to commrt the resources and poltical capital . |

needed to lead on Qarfur Th;rd many states——parttcularly

Chlna and several Arab statesm—have : c_tlvely Bl ocked coemve
rneasures onthe grounds that they fmplnge on Sudanese sover—
exgnty (see Wllllarns and Bellarny 2005) o )

The Darfur case suggests that a let more work is needed to, ..
figre out the best way of translatlng R2P from words to deeds
in real—world cases, both | ln ‘terms of the measures that are
necessary to protect popu!atlons f’rom harm and in terrns of
the polrt:cs of consensus bulldlng ’

advanced a new principle of ‘Responsibility whilst
Protecting’, or RWPE, that would help guide the
implementation of R2P. RWP emphasizes the role
that should be played by non-coercive measures—as
in the case of Kenya—and insists that the Council
should properly debate and evaluate the likely out-
comes of using force and that those given mandates

to use force by the Security Council should be ac-
countable to the Council and at least provide regular
updates. Still in its infancy, the Brazilian iniriative
has been welcomed by many R2P advocates and
sceptics alike as it provides a useful way of bridging
the concerns of different states in the wake of the
controversy over Libya.



The dsploma‘uc respcnse to the ethnic wolence that erupted )
in the a&ermath of the dispu‘ter} 30 December 2007 electlons
in Kenya s W|de|y trumpeted as the best example of RZP in :
practice. Whilst up to01500 ;’:}eople were killed and 300,000 dis-
placed, a coordmated dlp!omatlc effort by a troika of emment
Persons I mandated by the AU, spearheaded by Kofi Annan and,
: supported by the UN Secretary General persuaded the coun-
trys pres:dent Mwal Kibaki and main opponsnt Ralia Odlnga,
o conclude a power sharmg agreemeni: and reln m the mobs

protect its people Iknewthat |f the snternatronal cornmumty

B dld notl T

5 re!evant to R2P and to remlnd Kenyas eaders of their respon5|-. :
.bllrttes On 2 January 2008, the Oﬁ“zce of the Secre’{ary—GeneraI

issiied a statement remmdlng ‘the:; Government, as well asthe™
. political and religiats’ Jeaders of Kenya 'of their %egal and moral”
] responmbllsty 10 protect'the lives of inndcent pecple; regard!ess
" of their racial, religious orethnic or;gln and’ urging themto do

' everythmg in'their capacity to prevent further bloodshed And:

the Secretary Genera%s Speaal Adviser for, the Preventlon of .

B Secur’
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Genocide, Francis Deng, also called upon .kenyné' Ie.adé;.ﬂshi!.:" '
1o exercise their responsabllrty to protect, remlndsng them

" thatf they failed to'da so they would be held to account; by

the snternatlonal communrty Several other senior L}N officials
also welghed in: Under Secretary-General for Poht;cal Aﬁazrs,
Lynn Pascoe expressed concern about the ethnlc woience and
the Human Cumm;ssmner for Human nghts, Lcwse Arbouz‘, )

: demanded that there be no lmpumty for those respon5|b

Slgnlr cantly. these efforts wiere given vocal support by the :

end vtolence. o

- ';: ltis wxdely acknowledged that th|s concerted dlp'om |c-eFfort :

pmmpted the *{wo leaders 10 stand: down and saved %(enya

_-'from amuch worse fa*{e It is also dear that medzatlon was sup—_" _IZ
_ported %y th|s |nternat|onal attent:on, whxch forced the po!rtlcal .
© - leaders to come o émé by creating in theni‘the bellef that

: the world was watchfng and would make them pay for their

rotect: CIvzllan lives, But whilst those lnvoEved and

. = analysts such as' Franco;s Grlgnon contend that Kenya prowdes '
. anil .
" action; others such as Pauiline Baker (Fund for Peace) drgue i
“that R2P %tself pfayed a rnarginal role Anather note of taution
wis sounded by AU Commlsswner Jean Ping, who' questnoned B
_whether it was appmpnate to apply R2P-in this case; siiggesting
" that'it raised serious questlons astothe threshold of violerice i -
“that constrtuted anR2P situation and potential selectwrty when "
- the response to'Kenya is compared wrth the Iack of r'esponse '

ratlon of what RZF’ can deliverin terms of. preventwe

to the s:tuat;on in Somalia.

o Couns:ll which’ |ssued a Premdenttal Statemen’c remlnd : "
“ing the leaders of thelr responsblhty to engage Tuily in i nding
a8 sustamab!e polmcal so!u’clon anci "taklng actlon to |mmedaately ;

The Responsibiity to Protect (R2P)-played an important role .
in shaping the: world's response to the threat of atrocities in
Libya. in particular; in Resolution (973 the UN Security Councll
authorized thie uze of all hpcessary means' to protect dvilians
in harm's way. Resclution 1973 is important because it is the
first time that the Security Coundll has authorized the use of
force for human protection purposes against the wishes of a
functioning state. The closest the Council came to doing 50

in the-past was in Resoiutlons 794 (1992)y-and 929 (1994 In
Resalution 794, the Council authorized the Unsted_ Task Force
1o enter Somalia to ease the humanitarian crisis but This was in
the absence of a central government rather than against one—
2 point specifically made by several Council members, notably

China. Sfmilarly, in Resolution 929 {19%4), the Seiu_rit}'r Cc_':.uncil
authorized the French-led Operation Turquoise, ostendibly to
protect victims of the ongoing genocide in Rwanda. Operation
Turguoze emdged the consent of the irterin FOVErMMENt in

Rwanda as ‘well a5 its armed forces. More recent! y, it Haiti,

the Democrat:c Re;)ubhc of Congo {DRC), Sudan, and Céte
d' Ivo:re the Seturity Councll has authorized the' se of ‘all nec-
essary measures to protect cmllans but the peace operatlons

in these cauntrles all operate with the consent of the host State

(Williams 20!!} Having twice stated its readmess (Resolutlons '

674 (2006} and 1694 (2009)) 16 take *timely and decisive action”

to prevent or halt mass atrocities, the Council has, in passing

1973, signalled its intention to deliver. )
{continued)
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~On2 February, the UN's High' Commissioner for Hiiman
nghts Navi Pillay issued a statement in which she reiterated "

that the state “hat an obllgatlon o protect the’ rlghts 1o Ilfe,

- liberty and securrty She contlnued 'Protectaon of. cwmans
should always be the paramount con5|derat|on in malntamlng

: order and the rule of Iaw The authormes should |mmed|ately

i __day by the Secretary General and helpeci frame the e ensmng '
“~debate as'cne abolt the preventson of: massatrocities arid
protectlon of: vulnerable populatxons‘ In:this way;’

CFISI
..'.the le}fan authorrtles (tono: effect) and the Securrty Council.:

{to good effect) of their: respon5|b1|rt|es “This, early activism was:
_partof-the catalyst for.the adoption:of Resolut|on i970 (26

- February Z0II) which condemned attacks on the ctwitan popu|a~

tion which it deemned: may amount to crimes:against humanity, =

¢ demanded an.immediate cessation of violence; established an':

- afmg embargo and travel bany and referred the' miatter to the.

- prosecutor of the Iaternetlonal C;“lmlnal Court-With Gaddaﬁ

- showing little sign of backmg down. the Secretary—Generel

" intervened personally by calling the Libyan leader. to persuade
hifn 1o comply with the resolution. When that too failed, the

~onis was placed squarely on the' Council fo determine the:

| next step. With hindsight, it s not hard to see how. similar, .
instittrtional arrangements could have produced avery different
international response to the Rwandan genocide.

However, Libya might be exceptional for two reasons, suggest-
ing that whilst consensus might sometimes be posslbie inthe
-_ Securrty Councnl it s liel yto e rare Flrst was the extraordl—

nary clanty of the threat of mass atrocities. Not since Rwanda

has a reglme signalled its intent to commit crimes against
hurnanity so clearly. Wlth direct echoes of Rwanda Gaddafi

told the world that 'officers have been deployed in ali tribes and_
regians so that they can purﬁfy all decnsmns from these cock-
- roaches and any L:byan who taices arms against leya wi fbe-: .

incite the 1954 Rwandan genoqde ceupled with ewdence th

rebe{ gains and subsequent (osses in early March 200, which Ieft

- their romlsed retribUtion, Ieft lttle time to try rreastres short
aof forc . The Counc :

the Secretanat. ;
_helped tdentlfy the imminert risk of mass atracities; portraythe -
Libya asa hurrian protect:on prob!em. and rem:nd both: o

: tioh ofthe Islariic Conferences that proved 0 be a dlpiomatlc '

' ___fact that the, USA UK and France declared that they would

: prereqwsrte for RZP as agreed by member states The Obama

. otherwee been cntzcal of. 'Western mterventlonasm

= reg|me_rem_oved from powen However, serious concerns

-2 'regime change agend, that its use of force went weli beyond.:

_'malned willing 16 use RIP after leya-—referrlng fo'the principle- "

T such"as Rusma' China, and %nd|a argued that the Libyan experl- -

_GaddaF s reglme had aIread tar; eted cmhans and the reglmes

ong track record of abuses, [6ft 6 Foom:for doubt about
likely consequences of a successful government crackdown.
Second, the timeframe was extremely short. The rapidity of

the stronghold of Benghazi vulnerabie to Gaddaf is forces and

fi _rst reso utlon on i_;bya Resolutlon

game- changer Wrthout their support China and Ruissia would ”
have probably vetoed Resolution 1973, Also significant was the

_only zntervene if authonzed to do 50 by 1 the Security Coune_dme '
_Adm|n|strat|ons obviaus reticence ‘about intervention and the .
insistence on a UN mandate reassured states that would have

"%’he mllrtary actlen ult|mately proved tobe successfulmthe o
feated massacre in BenghaZI was averted and the Gaddafi

were raised about the conduct of military cperations, Critics
complained that NATO effectively used R2P to pursue a

.that which was niecessary to protect civilians, that it deliberately. -
targeted Gaddafi and his famil y and caused excessive civilian '
darnage. France's.decision to' drop arms to anti-Gaddafi groups
was particularly controversial, because the Security Council had
imposed an arms embargo on the country. These concerns
created a signEf‘ cant backlash. Although the Security Council re-

the sttuaticns.in Yernen and Soith Sudan—states o

ence made them less wtlllng to contemp!ate the use of coercve
measures in relation to crises in Syria and e o rie s




I. RZ? Isa poirt;cally potent concept based 0N 2 Consensus
produced by one of the largest gathermgs of heads of State
evar seen.

2. The Outcome Document specifically points to the preven-
tion of genocide, war crimes, ethnlc cleansing, and crimes
 against humanity.: :

3. The Qutcome Document points to the kinds of tools,
“actors, and pmcedures that could form the basus for opera—
tlonallzmg ihe R2P .

Based on Luck {2608: 3)

Humanitarian [ntervention

4. The process of negoﬂatmg the Document and forglng
consensus requ:red compromise by both 5|des ofthe .
intervention debate and preduced a ‘shared conceptzon of
soveraignty as responsibilvity that bridges the divide,

+ - The R2P pfinciple 2 'p"ts'to'repléce the ‘debate‘about’
. E humanrtarian |ntervent|on with anew consensus based on.
T ilthe prinuple of SOV&FEIgn‘Ey as respons;bmty and dutis to

. The R2P rests on three pi fars: (Iy each siates responmblllty
" toprotect its own populatzons, & the mternatmnal com-

and effective measures, using Chapters VI, VIl and/or VIl of
the UN Charter, when a state is manifestly failing in fts RZP

o ||bera| arguments in favour of humanftarlan intervention or

- prevent. genoade and mass atrocities, react appropriately to

" them, and rebuild states and societies afterwards W ',::_.:.- R2P. has been mcreasmgly used smce 2005 and has given °

munity’s commitment to help states fulfil their respomblllty" '

(3) the lntemational ccmmunrtys responsibility to take timely e use of R3IP i practlce K glven Fise 1o debate about

Crrtics argue that the R2P.is. either, slmply a'reincarnaticn of ¢

‘2 plece of meanlngiess rhetonc that wm make ﬁfttie dlffer
=i enceiin pmctice bl n = :

i _rxse o different sorts of responses—mcludlng peacekeep- -
ing in Darfur, preventwe dlplomacy in Keﬂya. and mllrtar'y
“force'in Libya ' s

-...|mpleme_r_1tat_zon Brazil has suggested the concept of 're-
. sponslbility whilst protecting to guide this debate.

Conclusion

The R2P is an attempt to reconfigure the relationship
between sovereignty and human rights and replace the
debates about humanitarian intervention covered in
the first part of the chapter with a new consensus that
focuses on protecting populations from genocide and
mass atrocites. It has succeeded in winning a consen-
sus among states about its meaning and scope, and the
debate is now turning to difficult questions about practi-
cal implementation. This in itself though is a significans
change in world politics because it was rraditionally
assumed that international security required strict ad-
herence to the principies of sovereignty and non-inter-
ference and that, in cases where the security of states and
individuals collided, the former should be privileged.
After the Cold War, many governments and scholars
argued that in grave situations sovereignty should be
suspended and humanitarian intervention permitted.
"This produced an irresolvable debate about who had
the right to authorize such interventions and in what

circumstances, in a context where even governments
that advocared human rights were deeply reluctant to
risk their troops to save imperilled people overseas. This
debate pitted sovereignty against human rights.

Buy, if sovereignty is understood as a responsibility to
protect, then the role of international society becomes
one of enabling and supporting sovereigns in discharg-
ing their responsibilities to their citizens. The RZP holds
that this is not just a matter of charity but a matter of
responsibility, because the very foundations of sover
eignty and international society are individual human
rights. As a result, international society has a responsi-
bility to ensure that sovereigns fuifil their duties by pre-
venting and reacting to cases of genocide, mass killing,
and ethnic cleansing and helping to rebuild societies af-
terwards. This responsibility was acknowledged at the
2005 World Summit and reaffirrned by the UN Security
Coungil in Resolution 1674, but there remains much
work to be done by states, international organizations,
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and non-governmental crganizations to ensure that all  the UN, the challenge now is for states to work through
this makes a difference to those in need and succeedsin  the issues associated with how force is mandated, how
replacing the debate about humanitarian intervention.  those mandates are interpreted, and how the world can
In the wake of the UN-authorized NATO-led interven-  balance the need for accountability with requirements of
tionin Libya, which wasitself alandmarkin the history of  military efficiency.

Why do liberals think there is a moral duty to help endangered populations in far-away countries? |s their argument

plausible?

To what extent does international security depend on the UN Charter's rules on the non-use of force (Article 2(4))
and non-interference in the domestic affairs of sovereigns?

Did a new norm of humanitarian intervention develop in the 1990s? What sort of norm was it?

What is the likelihood that a right of humanitarian intervertion would be abused by powerful states to justify aggres-
sive war? Does the R2P increase or reduce that likelihcod?

Should armed intervention always be authorized by the UN Security Council? Why?

To what extent do you think that the R2P principle replaces humanitarian intervention?

Is the R2P principle just ‘hot air’ or a rehashed version of the liberal defence of humanitarian intervention?
What is the scope and meaning of the R2P?

What needs to be done in order to translate the R2P from words to deeds?

What was the significance of the 20l interventions in Céte d'lvoire and Libyal

Did NATO act in accordance with its UN mandate in Libya?

What are the strengths and weaknesses of ‘responsibility whilst protecting? To what extent does it help bridge dif-
ferent opinions on the use of force for protection purposes.
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hup:ffwww.unorg  The website of the UN; contains information about Security Council and General Assembly
debates on humanitarian intervention and the respensibifity to protect, as wel! as the organization’s work on conflict

prevention, peacekeeping, peace building, and human rights,

htepi/fwww.responsibilitytoprotect.org  The website of the World Federalist Movement's project on R2F; con-
tains an excellert archive of reports and other documents.

heepi/fwww.globalrZp.org The website of the Global Centre for the Responsibility to Protect, which aims to
advance the principle through research and outreach.

httpi/fwww.r2pasiapacificorg  The website of the Asia-Pacific Centre for the Responsibility to Protect.

hetp:/fwww.reliefweb.int A UN-run website that provides information to humanitarian agencies in the field.

Visit the Online Resource Centre that accompanies this book for lots of interesting additional materiaf:
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