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Abstract

Scholarly debates for and against military humaiaite.intervention have raged on. For non-intenamsts,
nothing could justify unilateral or multilateralterventions against the territorial integrity amyereignty of a
state. For interventionists, states should not hoitb their sovereignty and grossly abuse the sigtittheir
populations while the international community jugitches. By looking at the arguments of both sideis,
paper is a sweeping examination of the generalequtnzf International Military Humanitarian Interen as a
last-resort solution for International Conflict Magement. It starts with a historical overview ofe th
humanitarian intervention concept, looking at these célébre surrounding the legality of the UseasEe and
other concerns surrounding humanitarian interventiv further examines the concept of Responsibild
Protect, as a contemporary re-definition of hun@ai@h intervention and a gap bridger between sayae &
military humanitarian intervention. While militaigtervention is the last-resort solution under Responsibility
to Protect, the latter provides an opportunitytfer use of other diplomatic tools in conflict maeagent. This
paper also examines some successful and failezl gt studies where military humanitarian intetioanvas
deployed to resolve conflicts, ensure peace araViate mass sufferings. In addition, the paperyasesl the
challenges and criticisms of military humanitariamervention. Finally, the paper agrees that mijita
humanitarian intervention constitutes a last-resoitition for conflict management when it is domeler the
right authority of the UN Security Council, withethright intention, proportionality of force size camvith
reasonable prospects of success. This is to sawarhpopulations from gross mass atrocities whemstzave
failed to do so. Discussions are also on otheteél&sues that may support or challenge militampanitarian
interventions such as: state sovereignty, the weiigc problem, political realism, and post-conflipeace
building after interventions.

Keywords. Military Humanitarian Intervention, Conflict Managent, Conflict, War, Responsibility to Protect,
Sovereignty, Human Rights, Mass Atrocities

1. Background
International Military Humanitarian InterventionMHI) has been one of the most contested subjects in
International Relations and Conflict Managementhdbarly debates for and against it have raged on.nen-
interventionists, nothing could justify unilatei@ multilateral interventions against the terrigiintegrity and
sovereignty of a state. States should be allowetktd with their domestic issues alone. A Belgr&daffiti of
1999 which contemptuously and comically reaBembing for Peace is like Fucking for Virginiperfectly
exemplifies their position. For interventionistites should not hold unto their sovereignty angsatihe rights
of its populations. It is a moral responsibility the international community to make certain thiates do not
commit gross atrocities against its people in then@ of state-sovereignty. In addition to intervemitts’
argument, we live in an interconnected world, vétiared and globalized values, principles and mofdisy
also justify interventions through spotlighting hawn-interventions necessitate the issues of refugesis;
shared bitter history of crimes against humanitgr wrimes and genocide; and the commonality of laxinf
spills. Thus, they consider IMHI as one of the neffitacious tools in preventing gross atrocitiesvars, and in
managing conflicts, especially when the rights efate’s citizens have been grossly violated.

International Humanitarian Intervention (IHI) is stiate's use of non-forcible and forcible methods
against another state with the aim of ending ghassan rights violations being perpetrated by tla¢esagainst
which it is directed (Marjanovic 2011). The for@bmethods encircle military intervention, while then-
forcible methods encircle economic sanctions, hutaaan aid and peacekeeping (Scheffer 1992). laris
intervention in the sense that it often entailsrdarcession into the internal affairs of a stagesending military
forces into the airspace or territory of a sovaredgate that has not committed an act of aggressjainst
another state. Often motivated by humanitarian cibjes, IHI accentuates the perturbation between th
principle of state sovereignty, a core of the UhitBlations (UN) system and international law, and
transmogrifying international norms associated wiitiman rights and the Use of Force (Tharoor & Da0@1).
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Besides, it has sparked empirical and normativaisbover its legality, the moral principles ofngsimilitary
force to respond to mass sufferings, when it shbwgldised, who has the legal authority to intery@tagtison
2010), and whether it is efficacious (legality, whavho and whether).

Although the term itself was not used, the prinespthat provide a solid foundation for IHI havegors
in the 15" century just war and religious theories. Vitorid92—1546) viewed it as the responsibility of
‘civilized’ states to interfere in ‘backward’ state¢o end inhuman practices such as human sacwdiice
cannibalism, and to spread Christianity (Parekh719Grotius (1583—-1645) later added to these @itesexual
immorality, atheism, and the suppression of idglaB@ustomary international law has always acknogéeta
principle of military intervention on humanitarigrounds. Feasibly, the first historical instanceaoftate
expressly intervening in the domestic affairs obther, on humanitarian ground was during in th& @éntury
during the Greek War of Independence. This was wBetain, France and Russia adduced persecution of
Christians in Muslim-governed territories of thet@an Empire and intervened. Since then, there baea
assorted occurrences of interventions. After the @fithe Cold War, several interventions have hesad, such
as the 1999 NATGbombing of Yugoslavia (Bonnén 2003); and the mmijitintervention in Libya, in 2011
under R2P (United Nations 2011).

IMHI entails the Use of Force (UoF). There is dtilige ambiguity over the legality of the lattembioth
Customary International Law and Treaty Law, desftiee UoF provisions in the UN Charter. While thea@ér
in its Articles 2(4) and 2(7) refrains member ssat®m using force against another state, the Ehankes
provisions for the UoF, only under the authoritytbé UN Security Council in its Articles 24 and 2md
Chapter VII (UN Charter). According to the Chartdre Security Council may authorize UoF to maintain
enforce international peace and security. Thisifijastthe Security Council’'s right to use force eénsuring
international peace, thus, the right authority figiHI. In addition, though this is outside the caxttef this
paper, Article 51 of the Charter also authorizesnimer states to use force in self-defense, in casarmed
attack occurs against a state. Finally, the preambthe Charter also reads that the main aim ofctidtion is
to save succeeding generations from the scourge of wdch twice in our lifetime has brought untoldreev
to mankind This preamble legitimizes the concept of IMHIdaa the third condition upon which Force could
be used by or on states.

There is humongous ambiguity over this third canditfor the UoF. For example, it was used by
NATO in its 1999 intervention in Yugoslavia. Thisasvclear through a statement of the then UK Foreign
Secretary, who asserted thht,international law, in exceptional circumstancasd to avoid a humanitarian
cataclysm, military action can be taken and itistbat legal basis that military action was takétowever, it is
very difficult to reconcile this statement with tb® Charter preamble. When NATO used military foagminst
Yugoslavia, it did not have the authorization fridma Security Council, but it was not condemnedegitfthis is
because of power politics in the Security Courailthe light of this, both proponents and opponexftiVHI
have their legal grounds on the Charter of the ONere is still a ceaseless cause célebre as tohamhet
sovereignty or humanitarian causes should prevail.

Many countries are against IMHI on the formal grduhat they are simply illegal, or on the ground
that such a right is only used against weaker stayestronger states. This was specifically exefiegliin the
2000 Ministerial Declaration of G-77 countries,Havana, in which 133 states condemned such intéoven
(G77 2000). However, interventionists have typicdlbld onto the claim that the right has developed new
part of customary International Law. From historiegamples, IMHI can be unilateral, or multilatenahder the
authorities of International or Regional Organiaas or Coalition of States. Although many schokgeee that
humanitarian interventions should be undertakertitatdrally, there is still big ambiguity over wiiigarticular
agents - the UN, regional organizations, or a toaliof states - should act in response to grosktions of
human rights. The actor choice has implications dgercoming collective action challenges througk th
mobilization of political commitment and materiglsources (Dantiki 2005). Questions of motives amutact
of the intervener, extent of domestic and extemglport, and legal authorization have also beesedais
possible criteria in the evaluation of the potdritiservener’s legitimacy (Pattison, 2010).

The UN has continuously been involved in issueateel to IMHI having intervened in an increased
number of conflicts within states’ territorial bems (the Economist 2008). The interpretation of twdwastitutes
threats to international peace and security has btFetched since the 1990s to encompass issubsasunass
displacement, and the Security Council has autbdrizoF in situations that many actors would hawvipusly
viewed as “internal” conflicts (Fisler 1993). Indition and in some instances, states or coalitiostates have
intervened with force, and without pre-authorizatfoom the Security Council, as a response to atlegxtreme
violations of human rights. Examples include th&é3 S intervention in Dominican Republic, as wellthe
aforementioned 1999 NATO'’s intervention.

! North Atlantic Treaty Organization
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2. TheResponsibility to Protect (R2P)

In contemporary international relations, IHI hagbee-defined as the R2P. The latter is a normsihatreignty
is not an entire right, and that states forfeitnedats of their sovereignty when they fail to protéueir
populations from mass atrocities and gross hungintgiviolations [(such as crimes against humamtinic
cleansing, genocide and war crimes) (Igbal 201RJP addresses some of the non-interventionistsecnsc
about interventions, especially on the questiondegélity, when, who and whether. The R2P, inspibgd
preventing mass atrocities, bridged the conceptbgdyyeen sovereignty and military humanitarianrirgation.
It re-defines the right of humanitarian interventiarhe R2P has three pillars: a state has a resjiligsto
protect its population from gross human rights alsuthe international community has a responsjtititassist
the state to fulfill this; and if the state fails protect its citizens from gross human rights abusnd peaceful
measures have failed, the international commuraty the responsibility to intervene through forcitsieasures
such as economic sanctions with military intervemtbeing the last resort (Badescu 2010). The thilidr
remains controversial.

R2P has grounds in the principles of Internatidreal, especially the unexpressed principles of law
relating to sovereignty, security, peace, humahtsigand armed conflict (Hehir et al. 2011). R2Bvjtes a
system for using tools that already exist (i.e.dia@gon, early warning mechanisms, economic sanstiand
chapter VII powers) to prevent mass atrocities. lé/hgivil society organizations, states, regionald an
international organizations all have a role to plathe R2P process. The authority to employ tlsédesort and
intervene militarily rests solely with the UN SeityiiCouncil.

Following the failure of the International Communib timely respond to tragedies such as the 1994
Rwandan Genocide and the 1995 Srebrenica Masskofe,Annan, in 2000, and in his capacity as UN
Secretary-General, wrote the report "We the Pebgleghe UN 21st Century role. In this report, hésed the
question:if humanitarian intervention is, indeed, an unadedye assault on sovereignty, how should we
respond to a Rwanda, to a Srebrenica — to grosssystematic violations of human rights that offevery
precept of our common humaniyN General Assembly 2000)? Responding to thisstipe in 2001, while
interventionists and non-interventionists were mgsiover the IHI debate, the Canadian International
Commission on Intervention and State Sovereigr@y38) released a report titldthe Responsibility to Protect
In a comprehensible reinterpretation of the meamhgtate sovereignty, the report argued that sigety
entailed not only rights but also responsibilitiegarticularly a state's responsibility to protéstpeople from
grave violations of human rights (Cohen 2010).

The ICISS report further asserted that, where & stas unwilling or unable to protect its peophe t
responsibility should be transferred to the intéomal community and the principle of non-interventyields
to the international responsibility to protect. THeISS argued that military intervention on humarnén
grounds should be justified if it meets certairteria, which include: Just cadséast resoft Proportionality,
Reasonable prospettRight authority’ and Right intentich(Evans 2006).

R2P was later included in the Outcome Documentedggeto Paragraphs 138 and 139 at the 2005
World Summit by UN member states. These paragrgple final language to the jurisdiction of R2P. yhe
identify to whom the R2P protocol applies; i.eatss first, and regional & international commurtisecond.
The Security Council has re-pledged its commitnterthe R2P in several resolutions. On 12 Janua®@ 2the
UN Secretary-General, Ban Ki-moon issued a repuatitled: Implementing the Responsibility to Prote€the
report was the first comprehensible document frbm /N Secretariat on the R2P, following Ban's state
commitment to turn the concept into policy. Theatset the tone and the movement for discussionghe
subject at the UN. In 2009, the Council recogniztates’ primary responsibility to protect and reread
paragraphs 138 and 139 in resolution 1894. In madithe Security Council has mentioned the R2Beweral
country-specific resolutions or military humanitariinterventions: Darfur, Libya, Cote d'lvoire, Yem Mali,
and Sudan and South Sudan.

Nevertheless, the R2P differs from IHI in two imfamt ways. Firstly, IHI encircles mainly military
intervention, whereas R2P is a preventative meabatestresses state responsibilities. Militargiméntion can
only be carried out as a last resort, when allpthen-forcible measures have failed and whenauihorized by

! There must be "serious and irreparable harm oioguto human beings, or imminently likely to occur"

2 Every other measure besides military invention foabave already been taken into account. (This dume
mean that every measurement has to have been digplie been shown to fail, but that there are ressien
grounds to believe that only military action wowdrk in that situation.)

® The military means must not exceed what is necgstasecure the defined human protection objettiv

* The chance of success must be reasonably highit amast be unlikely that the consequences of thlgany
intervention would be worse than the consequendd®ut the intervention.

® The miilitary action has to have been authorizethieySecurity Council.

® The main intention of the military action musttbeorevent human suffering.
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the Security Council (Adams 2012). Secondly, R2femds the intervention beyond mainstream militagans
and has it encircles a whole continuum of obliga&iGSDRC 2013): the responsibility to prevent:lidgawith
the root causes of internal conflict - the resploiligy to react: reacting to situations of enthiradi human need
with appropriate measures that could include sansti or military intervention - and the respongito
rebuild: providing full assistance with recoverggonstruction, and reconciliation.

3. Case Studies
Examples of IMHIs include: British, French and Raadntervention in the Greek War of Independeri@24),
the Allies intervention in World War Il, US interwgon in Dominican Republic (1965), Uganda-Tanzamar
(1979), Operation Provide Comfort (Iragq, 1991), figd Task Force (Somalia, 1992), Operation Uphold
Democracy (Haiti, 1994), UNAMIR (Rwanda, 1994), UMHT (East Timor, 1999), NATO bombing of
Yugoslavia (1999); British military intervention ithe Sierra Leone Civil War (2000), [Coalition rtaly
intervention in Libya (2011), under R2P principl@hd the ongoing 2014 military intervention agaitist
Islamic State of Irag and the Levant (2014). Inmeixdéng whether IMHI constitute a solution for cdaofl
management, some of these case studies are examined

3.1 Successful Cases where IMHI was used to resolMiatenestablish safe zones for humanitarian felie
& peace, and prevent mass atrocities

3.1.1 British, French and Russian I ntervention in the Greek War of | ndependence (1824)

The Greek War of Independence (1821 - 1832) wakeessful war waged by the Greek revolutionariesrsg

the Ottoman Empire (Faber 1968). Following yearsegotiation and news that combined Ottoman—Egyptia
fleets were going to attack the Greek Island of ddydhree super powers — Britain, France and Russia
intervened in the conflict by intercepting the @tien —Egyptian fleet at Navarino and ultimately dwstd the
fleet (Ibid). With the assistance of a French expeditionary fotbe Greeks drove the Turks out of the
Peloponnese and by 1828, proceeded to the capparedf Central Greece. This was instrumental iedge
being finally recognized as an independent statddp 1832 (Ibid).

3.1.2World War Il (WWII), 1945

The behavior of the Nazi regime constituted a godwllenge to the principle of national sovereigas/the
principle of non-interference provided a platforar fictions that became genocidal. Following theg&n of
other countries by the Third Reich and subsequamningsion of the former’s populations to horrendabeses,
and the latter’s threat to dominate Europe, a tioaliof states headed by Russia and the US comeitloand
defeated the Third Reich (Axelrod 2007). The Westallies and Russia started by invading Germany and
subsequently captured Berlin. This forced the TlRelch to surrender on 8 May 1945 (Ibid).Followitig
Potsdam Declaration by the Allies on 26 July 1948 the turndown of Japan to surrender under itagethe

US dropped atomic bombs on 6 August and 9 Augustithe Japanese cities of Hiroshima and Nagasaki
(Ibid).With an invasion of the Japanese archipelagminent, the possibility of subsequent atomic bogs,
and the Soviet Union's declaration of war on Jaguach invasion, Japan surrendered on 15 August 1&d4%.(
This ended the war in Asia, and altogether withr@iReich’s defeat, ended the WWII.

3.1.3 Operations Provide Comfort (OPC) | and |1, 1990 and 1991

The Operations were humanitarian and military ofp@na initiated by the US, the UK, and some of Galf

War allies, starting in April 1991, to shield Kurdéio were fleeing their homes in Northern Iragha aftermath
of the Persian Gulf War (Gordon 2004). This wastigh the UN Security Council Resolution 688, callon

Irag to end repression of its population. A No-Elgne was established over Iraq by the US, UK, amahde.
The Operations were able to enter Northern Iraggrdhe area of the Iraqi threat and provide a esaf@onment
for the Kurd refugees to return to their homesd)biAfter security has been established, humaaitasupply
and rebuilding of infrastructure were then initéhtd he Operations took 58 days to complete.

3.1.4 Unified Task Force (Somalia, 1992)

This was a US-led and the UN-sanctioned multinaidorce which operated in Somalia between 5 De@mb
1992 and 4 May, 1993. The force charged with cagyut UN Security Council Resolution 794 to create
protected environment for conducting humanitariperations in the southern part of Somalia (UN 199he
operation was regarded as a success. An estim@&aaD lives were saved as a result of outsidestassie
(Ibid).

3.1.5 Operation Uphold Democracy (Haiti, 1994)
This was an intervention that removed the instaitélitary regime of the 1991 Haitian coup d'étaheTcoup
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overthrew the elected President Jean-BertrandideisThe operation was authorized by the 31 JuB419N
Security Council Resolution 940 (Hippel 2000).

3.1.6 The United Nations Transitional Administration in East Timor (UNTAET), 1999

Established on 25 October 1999, it provided arrimtecivil administration and a peacekeeping missiothe
territory of East Timor, until its independence 2t May 2002, following the result of the East Tin®pecial
Autonomy Referendum (UN Security Council 1999). Thecurity Council Resolution 1272 established the
transitional administration in 1999. Its resporigibs included providing a peacekeeping force aintain order
and security; administering relief assistance tcstE&imorese; facilitating the rehabilitation of pigal
infrastructure; administering East Timor and cregtstructures for sustainable governance & the ofilaw;
and assisting in the drafting of a new constitut&rconducting elections (lan & Mayer-Rieckh 200%).
coalition of states led by Australia sent troopsupport the peace keeping mission. The missionswesessful,
got abolished on 20 May 2002, with most functicasisferred to the new East Timor government (Ibid).

3.1.7 The United NationsMission in Sierra Leone (UNAM SIL)

This was a UN Peacekeeping Operation in Sierra &dmom 1999 to 2006. It was created by the UN Sgcur
Council in October 1999 to assist in the implemiéotaof the Lomé Peace Accord, an agreement that wa
intended to end the Sierra Leonean Civil War. UNAMS$oncluded its mandate at the end of 2005, (UN
Security Council 2005) and Security Council dedlatteat its mission was complete. The mission wasulzo

for authorizing UNAMSIL to protect civilians undenminent threat of physical violence (albeit thiaswvithin

its capabilities and areas of deployment) - a retara more proactive style of UN peacekeeping.

3.2 Cases where IMHI failed to resolve conflicts, eBlibsafe zones for humanitarian reliefs & peaasd a
prevent mass atrocities

3.2.1 United Nations Assistance Mission for Rwanda (UNAMIR), 1994

The UNAMIR was established by the Security Coumtil 5 October 1993 (UN Security Council 1993). Its
mandate was to assist in the implementation ofAthesha Accords, which was signed on August 4, 199&
Accords was meant to end the Rwandan Civil War DFhe mission lasted from October 1993 to Marc86L9
(Ibid). Its activities were meant to springboara theace process between the Hutu-dominated Rwandese
government and the Tutsi-dominated rebel Rwandarofa Front. The UNAMIR has received much attenti

for its brutal failure due to the limitations o§itules of engagement. Under its watch, the Rwa@&=mocide
happened and took more than 500,000 lives (Afrimeus Bulletin 2004).

3.2.2 Coalition military intervention in Libya (2011)

On 19 March 2011, a NATO military intervention $&at in Libya, with the intention of implementingettuN
Security Council Resolution 1973 (BBC News 201T&e UN's intention were to have "an immediate céase
in Libya, including bringing to an end to the cuntrattacks against civilians, which it said congét crimes
against humanity" ... "impose a ban on all fligintshe Libya's airspace — a no-fly zone — and &ghganctions
on the Gaddafi regime and its supporters.” Theluéeo was with respect to events during the LibyGiwil
War (UN 2011). Military operations began, with tH& and UK naval forces firing over 110 Tomahawkiszu
missiles, the French, British, and Canadian Aircesr(BBC News 2011b) undertaking sorties acrosga.dnd
a naval blockade by Coalition forces. Fighting ibyta ended in late October following the demisé&lofammar
Gaddafi, and NATO stated it would end military ogt@ns over Libya on 31 October 2011 (BBC News 2)11
This intervention which subsequently plagued Litayt a deep crisis; led to humanitarian crisis mitthe
region, the emergence of a terror group; was Igrgehdemned by a lot of states especially ChinaRuskia;
and led to an end of further UN authorized militarierventions under the R2P.

4. Criticismsof International Military Humanitarian I ntervention

They have been many criticisms against IMHI. Frssbbme critics argue that powerful countries saglthe US
and its Western Allies are using humanitarian rusepursue other disagreeable geopolitical goalsanl
Chomsky and Tariq Ali are at the front line of thisewing professions of humanitarian motivatiorthwacute
skepticism. They argue that the US has continuedctowith its own interests in mind. And that thelyo
development being that humanitarianism has becamdemlogy for the projection of US hegemony inastp
Cold War world. Ali especially, argues that NATQarvention in Kosovo was conducted largely to sghimard
the organization’s credibility (Chomsky 2001).

! Department of Public Information of UN Departmehfeacekeeping Operations
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Secondly, some critics criticize the inconsisteatune of most policies on IMHI. These critics argue
that there is a tendency of the concept being iaddk the heat of action, giving the appearancecitude for
Western television viewers, while it neglects toafticts that are not aired by the media or ocainaesult of
chronic distresses rather than precipitous crifes. an example, Henry Kissinger finds that Bill i®din's
practice of IMHI was wildly inconsistent - the Ufared two military campaigns against Serbia wigleoring
more extensive slaughter in Rwanda, welcoming & Wl$ the second-ranking military official of a gédly
recognized severe human rights violator - the comstovernment of North Korea, and justifying fRessian
assault on Chechnya (Kissinger 2001).

Thirdly, another main concern against IMHI is thtainfringes upon national sovereignty. And again,
that in most cases, the intervention is being edraut when non-forcible methods have not beey @xploited.
IMHI has also historically consisted of actionsedited by powerful Northern states against the madeaiffairs of
weaker Southern states. The norm of non-interventind the preeminence of sovereign equality ate sti
enamored by a preponderance of states, which gbe imew Western regime not a growing awarenebsimin
rights, but a regression to the selective adheremsevereignty of the pre UN Charter world (HE005).

Fourthly, On Libya, some critics suggested thabueses and regime change, not democratic or
humanitarian concerns, were the real catalystHeritervention. There are further accusationgygferialism
on the part of NATO and the West which were voitsdmany world leaders and governments including:
Ayatollah Khamenei, Iran's Supreme Leader; Hugov€haformer Venezuelan President; and President of
Zimbabwe Robert Mugabe; as well as the governm&fiaul Castro in Cuba, Daniel Ortega in Nicaragne
others. Moreover, criticisms have been made oratteality that negotiations or mediations were cantied
off before the military interventioriChe only leader who tried to negotiate with Gaddafs Hugo Chavez, and
he was mocked in the international diplomatic eischnd media. Every suggestion for the negotiatioas
rejected Maksimovi et al. 201}

Finally, some other critics have argued that bomliénbombing whether for humanitarian purposes or
for traditional warfare; and that nothing that chived by bombing can be righteous. They view mitagan
military intervention as war (Ibid). As expert intérnational Law, Peter Vedel Kessing stategimanitarian
intervention is an international war and an intetizaal armed conflict. From a legal point of vietis a war
(Ibid). In addition, and to them, what Western esabften do not see, or do not want to see, is pbat-
intervention society is extremely divided, econaatlic ruined and arrested by war traumas that neta af
time to evanesce even if the intervention is raedsuccessful, like for instance in Somalia. Thegua that
bombing of people can never help to protect cind Auman rights as bombs don’t choose who to kill.

5. Challenges
Challenges facing IHI or R2P are: firstly - the easf ulterior motives and advancement of strategitonal
interests of states that intervene especially wihenintervention was unilateral or through a caalitof the
willing. When nations send their military forceddrother nations' territory, unilaterally, it isgaed that it is
rarely "humanitarian” purposes. Non-interventiogisirgue that they are typically pursuing theiroarnational
interests - grabbing territory, gaining geo-strateglvantage, or seizing control of precious nati@sources.
Secondly, the intervention in Libya and crisisriéated has overshadowed further IMHI or occasions
where the Security Council invokes R2P to use foEcgerts say that the sentiments and criticisrdseitv have
given pause to humanitarian interventions backedegional or global bodies. Russian officials haweged to
block further essays at Security Council-endorsederventions even amid humanitarian suffering.
Unfortunately, the international community tookesidn Libya and we would never allow the Securibyieeil
to authorize anything similar to what happened #éhdtussian foreign minister Sergei Lavrov told Aakén
TV in January 2012 (Heath 2012). Increasingly, itttervention in Libya has contracted the appetielH| or
R2P. Thirdly, is the challenge of post-conflict peduilding after interventions. The U.S. natiorniding
experiences in Afghanistan and Irag have demomestréte on-the-ground challenges faced after US-led
interventions. Ultimately, is the challenge of saignty.

6. Recommendations
The Use of Force in violation of sovereignty angbursuit of humanitarian goals is fraught with gesbs. It has
never “clean” or quick. For these reasons, conatdmr of military humanitarian intervention shoddd subject
to rigorous preconditions which have unaccustonfedver been met in practice (Waal & Omaar). The
recommendations: Firstly — and in line with R2Pteria, IMHI should be a last resort and under tiggtr
authority (UN Security Council). Where IMHI intenvigon is thought of or implemented, there has akvagen
a history of damaging diplomacy. Pre-alternativesjed, occasionally have been tried properlyelery case
in which IMHI has been implemented or contemplatdaservers with extensive knowledge of the situatan
point to missed diplomatic opportunities and sesiblunders. In addition, from the examined casgervention
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cases under the UN mandate has achieved bettdtsresul reduces the occasion of the intervenerinbav
ulterior motives.

Secondly, the most important question concerningdliNg: “Can military forces do the job?” This
encompasses several distinct questions such asevhtbe forces can remain militarily unscathedtaosg a
minimum, politically admissible level of casualtiédost modern military forces are furnished for aradned to
fight high-technology wars with the aim of securim@peedy victory. Events in Somalia have dematestrdne
inappropriateness of such training and equipmemt Hfomanitarian missions. Humanitarian Intervention
demands a different set of military skills. It Elated to counterinsurgency. A separate questiavhether the
military can accomplish the tasks at hand. Militaggistance can assist with relief logistics. Theretendency
to assume that escorting relief convoys is an aritself. But food assistance is always a relagiwghall factor
in alleviating the hardship and death caused byrfartibid).

Thirdly, intervening military forces should prideé neutrality, and must be accountable under all
circumstances. An independent body, incorporateygyesentatives of the international and local comnityiu
should oversee the neutrality of and respect fondnurights by the intervention forces. Fourthlyerghmust be
an accurate evaluation of the scale and naturauwfanitarian needs. This will help to evaluate thsisiance
needed and predict successful outcomes. And uktipain line with R2P criteria, IMHIs must be forjast
cause; with the right intention; and have propowidy & reasonable prospects.

7. Conclusion

Despite the criticisms and challenges of IMHI, thagper concludes that it constitutes the most ferrecipe
for International Conflict Management when implengehunder the right authority, with foreseeablesoeable
prospects, with the right intention, and ultimata$ythe last resort - when other means of coniedlution have
failed. From the case studies above, it is alwayh fewer errors and better results when done utigeUN

authority. This is to save human populations froassatrocities and crimes, and to prevent anotiiecaust -
Rwanda and Srebrenica. States should not be allcovedmmit mass atrocities under the shadow of reagety

while the international community just watches. Ron-interventionists, the consequences of nomiatgion

are grave. At the same time, states should notitwea to use the pretext of IMHI like we have séeribya

to devastate regions, cause conflict spills, andace national interests.

IMHI has raised many complex inter-related concamsnternational Law, International Relations,
political philosophy, and ethics. IMHI has alwagdléd and resulted in bigger disasters especiatignpursued
unilaterally or with ill-intentions (nations’ stigic interests), with the tendency of fuelling fliots, causing
more deaths and making reconciliation and postlicorstability a lot harder. Intervention is soliitg to our
general cause as one humanitheTresponsibility of well-functioning states to phéhdividuals whose human
rights are contravened in broken states or as @tres repressive regimes is needful. The answendo-
interventionists questions on the legitimacy ohgsmilitary means to protect people’s human rigind should
we even get involved in the domestic affairs oftaro state all-together?, is YES. This is becabseet are
certain problems which simply cannot be solved legatiations, mediations, or sanctions. And when the
international community, as a last resort, is Wth the choice of indifference or military actiotiat choice is
Clear.

For non-interventionists also, there is a weightyfedence between traditional warfare and
humanitarian intervention. Claiming that there @ difference simply shows a lack of understandifighe
strategic element of warfare. Traditional warfasean armed conflict between two states, usually \thie
purpose of enlarging state territory or over thated of resources. A humanitarian interventioringamilitary
means, is carried out with guns and bombs, but Wighpurpose of protecting the civilian populati@hich
leads to employment of different military techniguEreedom fighters should not die in vain — Suwrgwshould
not be abandoned and left to perish in lawless ianckasingly violent circumstances. Ultimately, tbél
Security Council should be reformed and democrdtiperepresent a changed world since it's the régtthority
for humanitarian interventions.
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