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INTRODUCTION

In 2000, UN Secretary-General Kofi Annan asked the world, “[I]f
humanitarian intervention is, indeed, an unacceptable assault on
sovereignty, how should we respond to a Rwanda, to a Srebrenica—to
gross and systematic violations of human rights that offend every precept
of our common humanity?”' Thirteen years later, the international
community still has not reached a consensus on this question. In a
September speech before the UN General Assembly on Syria’s use of
chemical weapons, U.S. President Barack Obama echoed Annan’s query:

Different nations will not agree on the need for action in every instance,
and the principle of sovereignty is at the center of our international order.
But sovereignty cannot be a shield for tyrants to commit wanton murder,
or an excuse for the international community to turn a blind eye. . ..
[SThould we really accept the notion that the world is powerless in the
face of a Rwanda or Srebrenica?”

Due to the diplomatic resolution of the Syrian crisis, the international
community again did not resolve this difficult issue. Yet states have drawn
firm lines in the sand on the appropriate contours of an international
response to crises like Syria. This Note traces the history and development
of the responsibility to protect doctrine from its inception to the Syrian
crisis and advocates for reform to better effectuate the doctrine’s ideals.

1. KOFI A. ANNAN, WE THE PEOPLES: THE ROLE OF THE UNITED NATIONS IN THE 21ST
CENTURY 48 (2000), available at http://www.unmillenniumproject.org/documents/wethepeople.pdf.

2. Remarks to the United Nations General Assembly in New York City, 2013 DAILY COMP.
PRES. DOC. 655, at 8 (Sept. 24, 2013).
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I. THE PRE-UNITED NATIONS HISTORY OF HUMANITARIAN
INTERVENTION

Though many believe humanitarian intervention® to be a product of
the 1990s, it is widely considered to be a creation of the 19th century.’
Throughout the 1800s, in addition to wars of conquest and colonialism,
states engaged in wars with varying levels of humanitarian justifications.’
Many of these interventions were undertaken by powerful European states
to end massacres of Christian civilians in the territory of the Ottoman
Empire. British philhellenes steered the UK into a war to save the Greeks
from extinction at the hands of the Ottoman Empire in the 1820s.° In 1860,
Napoleon III dispatched French legions to save Syrian Christians from
being massacred by the Druze.” In 1876, British newspapers implored
Prime Minister Benjamin Disraeli for intervention in Bulgaria, as reporters
detailed the slaughter and burning of between 5000 and 25,000 Bulgarian
villagers,® mostly women and children, by Ottoman forces.”

In the 1800s, the majority of scholars agreed that the use of force,

3. Humanitarian intervention can be defined as action
1. Carried out in, or intended to affect events within, a foreign state or states — it is an
intervention;

2. Aimed at the government of the target state(s), or imposed on and only accepted reluctantly
by it/them — it is thus coercive, albeit not necessarily involving use of force; [and]

3. Intended, at least nominally (and at least to some extent actually), to avert, halt, and/or
prevent recurrence of large-scale mortality, mass atrocities, egregious human rights abuses or
other widespread suffering caused by the action or deliberate inaction of the de facto
authorities in the target state(s).

D. J. B. Trim & Brendan Simms, Towards a History of Humanitarian Intervention, in HUMANITARIAN
INTERVENTION: A HISTORY 4 (Brendan Simms & D. J. B. Trim eds., 2011).

4. Though one can argue that the Crusades were a type of religious humanitarian intervention (at
least in the view of the Catholic Church), states only began justifying intervention in humanitarian
terms in the nineteenth century. Jean-Pierre L. Fonteyne, The Customary International Law Doctrine of
Humanitarian Intervention: Its Current Validity Under the U.N. Charter, 4 CAL. W. INT’L L.J. 203,
205-06 (1974); see also GARY J. BASS, FREEDOM’S BATTLE: THE ORIGINS OF HUMANITARIAN
INTERVENTION 5 (2008) (arguing that nineteenth-century European states were the first to undertake
humanitarian interventions).

5. For example, Greece (1827-1830), Syria (1860-1861), Crete (1866—-1868), Bosnia-
Herzegovina and Bulgaria (1876—1878), and Macedonia (1903—1908, 1912-1913). See Fonteyne,
supra note 4, at 207-13 (describing each of these conflicts). For a deeper look into humanitarian
intervention in the 19th century, see generally BASS, supra note 4.

6. BASS, supra note 4, at 47-49. The Greek cause also inspired support from the American
public and from prominent American politicians such as Thomas Jefferson. /d. at 88-99. Though such
support pressured the Monroe administration to support the Greeks, the United States did not become
involved in the conflict. /d.

7. Id. at 155-57.

8. The newspapers disagreed dramatically on how many Bulgarians were killed. Bass estimates
it was “probably in the range of 12,000.” Id. at 260.

9. Id. at256-265.
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including humanitarian intervention, was legal under international law."
After the devastation of World War I, however, several powerful states
created the League of Nations and agreed to end conquest, legally
restricting the use of force for the first time."' Between World War I and
World War 1II, scholars debated whether humanitarian intervention had
been assimilated into customary international law.'> After World War II,
the United Nations further restricted the use of force and invested in a
paradigm of collective security.

II. THE RESPONSIBILITY TO PROTECT AND THE UNITED
NATIONS

The UN Charter explicitly bans the threat of or use of force against
another state.” The only exceptions to this prohibition are actions in
individual or collective self-defense'® or actions approved by the Security
Council.”” As such, the Charter and international law do not permit
retaliation for violations of international law norms or provide an
enforcement mechanism for such violations.'® The Charter authorizes
members to utilize regional security arrangements'’ but prohibits such
entities from taking enforcement actions without authorization from the
Security Council.'®

The responsibility to protect was conceptualized under this framework
of collective security by Francis Deng.'” Under this doctrine, Deng

10. Fonteyne, supra note 4, at 223.

11. See League of Nations Covenant arts. 10, 12, 15; see also CORNELIU BJOLA, LEGITIMISING
THE USE OF FORCE IN INTERNATIONAL POLITICS: KOSOVO, IRAQ AND THE ETHICS OF INTERVENTION
45-46 (2009) (noting that the Covenant of the League of Nations “represented the first serious attempt
to legally restrict the use of force by formal means, although mainly through procedural, not
substantive, provisions™).

12. Fonteyne, supra note 4, at 223-26.

13.  U.N. Charter art. 2, para. 4.

14. U.N. Charter art. 51. The parameters of self-defense or collective self-defense are interpreted
restrictively. See Military and Paramilitary Activities in and Against Nicaragua (Nicar. v. U.S.), 1986
1.C.J. 14, 77-79 (June 27) (rejecting the assertions of self-defense by the United States and adopting a
narrow reading of justifiable self-defense under Chapter 51 and customary international law).

15.  U.N. Charter arts. 39-42.

16. Michael N. Schmitt, The Syrian Intervention: Assessing the Possible International Law
Justifications, 89 INT’L L. STUD. 744, 750 (2013).

17.  U.N. Charter art. 52.

18.  U.N. Charter art. 53, para. 1.

19. See FRANCIS M. DENG ET AL., SOVEREIGNTY AS RESPONSIBILITY: CONFLICT MANAGEMENT
IN AFRICA (1996). Deng was appointed the UN Secretary-General’s Special Representative on
Internally Displaced Persons in 1993. ALEX J. BELLAMY, GLOBAL POLITICS AND THE RESPONSIBILITY
TO PROTECT: FROM WORDS TO DEEDS 10 (2011). At this post, he argued that states, as a part of their
sovereign responsibility, are obligated to accept international aid when they are unable to provide for
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emphasized the responsibility inherent in sovereignty. He argued that at
the core of this responsibility is the state’s obligation to protect its citizens
from violence.”® If a state fails to protect its nationals from harm, the
international community must undertake the responsibility to do so.*'
Subsequently, Secretary-General Annan endorsed Deng’s theory. In the
wake of the Kosovo intervention, he insisted that traditional notions of
sovereignty have been redefined: “States are now widely understood to be
instruments at the service of their peoples.” Implicit in this statement is
the idea that sovereignty encompasses not only the privileges of power but
also responsibilities to the citizenry.

Two years later, after the UN’s failure to prevent genocide in Rwanda,
Secretary-General Annan asked the international community to address
humanitarian intervention.”> The result was Canada’s creation of the
International Commission on Intervention and State Sovereignty (ICISS).**
The ICISS brought the discourse on “sovereignty as responsibility” to the
forefront and expanded and elaborated on Deng’s framework. In its 2001
Report, the ICISS identified three elements of the responsibility to
protect,” which are applicable to situations involving crimes that shock the
conscience of mankind, such as genocide or ethnic cleansing.*® The first is
the responsibility to prevent, under which states should tackle the root
causes of conflicts before emergencies erupt.”” Under the second element,
the responsibility to react, states should respond to crises through sanctions,
military interventions, or other appropriate measures.”® The final element,
the responsibility to rebuild, involves states providing assistance to states

the well-being of their citizens. /d. at 10-11; see also THERESA REINOLD, SOVEREIGNTY AND THE
RESPONSIBILITY TO PROTECT: THE POWER OF NORMS AND THE NORMS OF THE POWERFUL 54-55
(2013) (describing Deng’s theory as a “dual social contract” between a government and its citizens and
between states and the international community).

20. DENGET AL., supra note 19, at 32-33.

21. Id. at212-23.

22. Kofi Annan, Two Concepts of Sovereignty, ECONOMIST, Sept. 18, 1999, at 49, 49, available at
http://www.economist.com/node/324795.

23. Press Release, General Assembly, Secretary-General Presents His Annual Report to General
Assembly, U.N. Press Release GA/9596 (Sept. 20, 1999); see also INT’L COMM’N ON INTERVENTION &
STATE SOVEREIGNTY, THE RESPONSIBILITY TO PROTECT vii (2001), available at http://responsibilityto
protect.org/ICISS%20Report.pdf (describing Secretary-General Annan’s speech and the creation of the
ICISS).

24. INT’L COMM’N ON INTERVENTION & STATE SOVEREIGNTY, supra note 23, at vii.

25. Id.

26. Id. at31.

27. Id. at 19-23.

28. Id. at29-35.
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recovering from crises.”’

Following the publication of the ICISS report, the responsibility to
protect remained a topic of discussion within the international community
and gained widespread support. At the 2005 World Summit, 190 states
produced an agreement declaring, in part, that every state has a
responsibility to protect its citizenry and to prevent genocide, war crimes,
ethnic cleansing, and crimes against humanity.*® Furthermore, should a
state fail to uphold this mandate, the international community has the
responsibility to use appropriate diplomatic and peaceful means to protect
the civilian population.’’ 1In the event that such means are inadequate, the
Security Council should be prepared to take “timely and decisive” action in
accordance with Chapter VII of the UN Charter.”> These commitments
were affirmed by the Security Council in 2006 and reaffirmed by the
General Assembly in 2009.%

Secretary-General Ban Ki-moon has also embraced the responsibility
to protect, publishing three reports on its status and implementation.”* His
conceptualization of the responsibility to protect contains three “pillars,”
similar to the ICISS’ three elements.”> The pillars are non-sequential and
of equal significance.®® The first pillar is the state’s responsibility to
protect its citizenry, originating in the basic tenets of sovereignty.’’ The
second pillar revolves around the responsibility of the international
community to help states fulfill the responsibilities described in the first
pillar.®® The final pillar concerns intervention consistent with the UN
Charter if a state is “manifestly failing” to protect its citizens as described

29. Id. at 39-44.

30. See 2005 World Summit Outcome, G.A. Res. 60/1, § 138, U.N. Doc. A/RES/60/1 (Sept. 16,
2005). The World Summit Outcome was adopted unanimously by the General Assembly. Alex
Bellamy & Ruben Reike, The Responsibility to Protect and International Law, in THE RESPONSIBILITY
TO PROTECT AND INTERNATIONAL LAW 81, 89 (2011).

31. G.A.Res. 60/1, supra note 30, q 139.

32. .

33. Bellamy & Reike, supra note 30, at 81.

34. See UN. Secretary-General, Early Warning, Assessment, and the Responsibility to Protect:
Rep. of the Secretary-General, UN. Doc. A/64/864 (July 14, 2010); U.N. Secretary-General,
Implementing the Responsibility to Protect: Rep. of the Secretary-General, UN. Doc. A/63/677 (Jan.
12, 2009) [hereinafter Implementing the Responsibility to Protect]; U.N. Secretary-General, The Role of
Regional and Subregional Arrangements in Implementing the Responsibility to Protect: Rep. of the
Secretary-General, UN. Doc. A/65/877-S/2011/393 (June 28, 2011).

35. See Implementing the Responsibility to Protect, supra note 34, § 11.

36. See BELLAMY, supra note 19, at 35.

37. Implementing the Responsibility to Protect, supra note 34, § 11(a). The Secretary-General
identifies four crimes that are at the core of a state’s protection responsibilities: genocide, ethnic
cleansing, war crimes, and crimes against humanity. Id. 4 13.

38. Id. 9§ 11(b).
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in the first pillar.*’ Like the World Summit Outcome and the ICISS report,
Secretary-General Ban’s reports assigned exclusive rights to authorize an
intervention under the responsibility to protect to the UN Security
Council.*

III. INTERVENTION IN PRACTICE

The Security Council has been bitterly divided over whether
humanitarian intervention is justified by the responsibility to protect,
especially with respect to unilateral intervention.*' Indeed, the
responsibility to protect has been described as “the most difficult thematic
debate in the Security Council.”** This discord has been reflected in
several conflicts over the last two decades. Several interventions, both
through the Security Council and through unilateral action, have been
justified on humanitarian grounds.” 1In other instances, the international
community has failed to intervene during or prevent the commission of
devastating human rights violations, including genocide.** The following
section highlights this debate.

A. Kosovo

In the late 1990s, tensions between the various ethnic groups of the
former Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (FRY) escalated into civil war.*
As the state dissolved, the UN was unable to prevent ethnic cleansing,
widespread bloodshed, and horrific war crimes from sweeping across the
region.*® Kosovo, a small region in the FRY, was pulled into the violent
political vacuum.”” After failing to prevent atrocities in neighboring
Balkan states, the Security Council passed a series of Chapter VII

39. Id.q11(c).

40. 1Id.

41. In this Note, unilateral action refers to both intervention undertaken by collective security
arrangements, such as NATO, and individual state action.

42. REINOLD, supra note 19, at 61.

43. See S.C. Res. 940, U.N. Doc. S/RES/940 (Jul. 31, 1994); S.C. Res. 794, UN. Doc.
S/RES/794 (Dec. 3, 1992); S.C. Res. 688, U.N. Doc. S/RES/688 (Apr. 5, 1991).

44. See infra Part I11.C.

45. For a more detailed history of the conflict, see generally Marie-Janine Calic, Kosovo in the
Twentieth Century: A Historical Account, in KOSOVO AND THE CHALLENGE OF HUMANITARIAN
INTERVENTION: SELECTIVE INDIGNATION, COLLECTIVE ACTION, AND INTERNATIONAL CITIZENSHIP 19
(Albrecht Schnabel & Ramesh Thakur eds., 2000).

46. Albrecht Schnabel & Ramesh Thakur, Kosovo, the Changing Contours of World Politics, and
the Challenge of World Order, in KOSOVO AND THE CHALLENGE OF HUMANITARIAN INTERVENTION:
SELECTIVE INDIGNATION, COLLECTIVE ACTION, AND INTERNATIONAL CITIZENSHIP, supra note 45, at 1,
2-17.

47. Id.
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enforcement resolutions attempting to address the violent conditions in
Kosovo.*® The resolutions described the situation in Kosovo as a threat to
international peace and security, but the Security Council could not agree
on a course of action.*

Meanwhile, the human rights situation in Kosovo was deteriorating.
The NATO states, weary of the UN’s failure to prevent the massacre in
Srebrenica,”’ were growing restless. U.S. President Bill Clinton cited
human rights concerns in 46% of the hundreds of remarks that he made
justifying intervention in Kosovo.”' After failed peace efforts, NATO
began to discuss a limited air campaign against the Serbian forces accused
of terrorizing the civilian population.> Before initiating airstrikes,
Germany, France, and the UK preferred to secure authorization for the use
of force from the Security Council, while the United States argued that
NATO independently possessed the legitimacy to use force.” U.S.
National Security Advisor Sandy Bergen, articulating the Clinton
administration’s position, stated, “We always prefer to operate pursuant to
a U.N. resolution. But we’ve always taken the position that NATO has the
authority in situations it considers to be threats to the stability and security
of its area to act by consensus without explicit U.N. authority.”>* After
further diplomatic measures failed, NATO began a bombing campaign in
Kosovo.”

Russia and China harshly criticized NATO’s military strikes. Russian
officials, nevertheless, arguably pushed the NATO powers into
independent action. In private, Russian diplomats reportedly assured
NATO foreign ministers, “If you take it the UN we’ll veto it. If you don’t

48. See S.C. Res. 1203, U.N. Doc. S/RES/1203 (Oct. 24, 1998) (demanding cooperation with
OSCE and NATO verification missions); S.C. Res. 1199, U.N. Doc. S/RES/1199 (Sept. 23, 1998)
(expressing “deep[] concern” and calling for a ceasefire); S.C. Res. 1160, U.N. Doc. S/RES/1160 (Mar.
31, 1998) (imposing an arms embargo under Chapter VII).

49. TIM JUDAH, KOSOVO: WAR AND REVENGE 182-85 (2000) (describing the conflicting
positions of the permanent five Security Council members before NATO initiated its bombing
campaign).

50. In July of 1995, the UN “safe area” protecting Srebrenica collapsed, and 8000 Muslim
civilians were massacred. Id. at 120.

51. NICHOLAS KERTON-JOHNSON, JUSTIFYING AMERICA’S WARS: THE CONDUCT AND PRACTICE
OF US MILITARY INTERVENTION 63—64 (2011).

52. JUDAH, supra note 49, at 121.

53. For a discussion of the positions of the permanent five Security Council members (the P5)
and other states in the Kosovo debate, see generally KOSOVO AND THE CHALLENGE OF HUMANITARIAN
INTERVENTION: SELECTIVE INDIGNATION, COLLECTIVE ACTION, AND INTERNATIONAL CITIZENSHIP,
supra note 45, at 83—148.

54. Sandy Berger, Nat’l Sec. Advisor, United States, Press Briefing (Mar. 25, 1999) (transcript
available at http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/?pid=47833).

55.  Schnabel & Thakur, supra note 46, at 4.
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we’ll just denounce you. ... [W]e’ll just make a lot of noise.””® Publicly,
Russian officials condemned the NATO campaign, arguing, “Enforcement
elements have been excluded from the draft resolution, and there are no
provisions in it that would directly or indirectly sanction the automatic use
of force.”” Russia submitted to the Security Council a draft resolution
describing NATO actions as a “flagrant violation of the United Nations
Charter,”® which was defeated by twelve votes to three.”” China similarly
condemmed NATO action, maintaining, “When the sovereignty of a
country is put in jeopardy, its human rights can hardly be protected
effectively. Sovereign equality, mutual respect for State sovereignty and
non-interference in the internal affairs of others are the basic principles
governing international relations today.”®

After NATO action ceased, the UN created the Independent
International Commission on Kosovo to investigate the intervention.’ The
Commission concluded that NATO intervention was “illegal but
legitimate.”® It further determined that “the intervention [had been]
justified because all diplomatic avenues had been exhausted and because
the intervention had [had] the effect of liberating the majority population of
Kosovo from a long period of oppression under Serbian rule.”® In order to
better respond to future crises, the Commission encouraged the
international community to work through the UN and to close the gap
between legality and legitimacy.**

B. Libya

The conflict began in February 2011, as protests against General
Muammar Qaddafi’s regime spread to cities throughout Libya.*> General

56. JUDAH, supra note 49, at 183.

57. U.N. SCOR, 53d Sess., 3937th mtg. at 11, U.N. Doc. S/PV.3937 (Oct. 24, 1998).

58. S.C. Res. 328, U.N. Doc. S/1999/328 (Mar. 26, 1999); Press Release, Security Council,
Security Council Rejects Demand for Cessation of Use of Force Against Federal Republic of
Yugoslavia, U.N. Press Release SC/6659 (Mar. 26, 1999).

59. U.N. Press Release SC/6659, supra note 58. China, Namibia, and Russia voted for the
Resolution. Id.  Argentina, Bahrain, Brazil, Canada, France, Gabon, Gambia, Malaysia, the
Netherlands, Slovenia, the United Kingdom, and the United States rejected the resolution. Id.

60. U.N. GAOR, 54th Sess., 8th plen. mtg. at 16, U.N. Doc. A/54/PV.8 (Sept. 22 1999).

61. INDEP. INT’L COMM’N ON K0SOvO, THE KOSOVO REPORT: CONFLICT, INTERNATIONAL
RESPONSE, LESSONS LEARNED 14 (2000), available at http://reliefweb.int/sites/reliefweb.int/files/
resources/6D26FF88119644CFC1256989005CD392-thekosovoreport.pdf.

62. Id at4.

63. Id.

64. Id. at10-11.

65. Aidan Hehir, Introduction: Libya and the Responsibility to Protect, in LIBYA: THE
RESPONSIBILITY TO PROTECT AND THE FUTURE OF HUMANITARIAN INTERVENTION 1, 1-11 (Aidan
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Muammar Qaddafi responded violently, and his forces killed dozens of
demonstrators.®®  On February 20, 2011, the protests escalated into
rebellion, and rebel forces captured several Libyan cities, including
Benghazi.®” In response to General Qaddafi’s threats to take action against
civilians, the Security Council passed Resolution 1973, which implemented
a no-fly zone over Libyan airspace and authorized Member States to “take
all necessary measures” to protect Libyan civilians.®® NATO airstrikes, led
by the United States, France, and the UK, commenced hours after the
resolution was passed.®’

The United States defended the legitimacy and desirability of such
strikes on humanitarian grounds. President Obama argued, “[W]hen
someone like Qaddafi threatens a bloodbath that could destabilize an entire
region; and when the international community is prepared to come together
to save many thousands of lives—then it’s in our national interest to act.
And it’s our responsibility. This is one of those times.””® Echoing the
president, State Department Legal Advisor Harold Koh advised the
American Society of International Law that

[Qaddafi’s] illegitimate use of force not only is causing the deaths of
substantial numbers of civilians among his own people, but also is
forcing many others to flee to neighboring countries . ... Qaddafi has
forfeited his responsibility to protect his own citizens and created a
serious need for immediate humanitarian assistance and protection . . . .

Other states, however, did not support Western military intervention.
Russia and China, along with several developing states, were infuriated
about the extent of NATO air strikes, contending that NATO states
overextended Resolution 1973’s civilian protections as a pretext for Libyan
regime change.”” Some commentators argued that advocates of the Libyan

Hehir & Robert Murray eds., 2013).

66. Id.

67. Id.

68. S.C. Res. 1973, 9 8, U.N. Doc. S/RES/1973 (Mar. 17, 2011). Russia and China abstained
from voting on the resolution. Press Release, Security Council, Security Council Approves “No-Fly
Zone” over Libya, Authorizing “All Necessary Measures” to Protect Civilians, by Vote of 10 in Favour
with 5 Abstentions, U.N. Press Release SC/10200 (Mar. 17, 2011).

69. David D. Kirkpatrick et al., Allies Open Air Assault on Qaddafi’s Forces in Libya, N.Y.
TIMES, Mar. 19, 2011, http://www.nytimes.com/2011/03/20/world/africa/20libya.html.

70. The President’s Weekly Address, 2011 DAILY COMP. PRES. DOC. 203, at 1 (Mar. 26, 2011).

71. Harold Hongku Koh, Legal Advisor, U.S. Dep’t of State, Statement Regarding Use of Force
in Libya before the American Society of International Law Annual Meeting (Mar. 26, 2011) (emphasis
added) (transcript available at http://www.state.gov/s/l/releases/remarks/159201.htm).

72. Simon Tisdell, The Consensus on Intervention in Libya Has Shattered, GUARDIAN, Mar. 23,
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intervention had impaired the development of the responsibility to protect
by intensifying Russian and Chinese distrust of humanitarian
interventions.”” Further, others believed that the Obama administration and
other NATO states had wrongly applied the responsibility to protect.”

C. Genocide—and the Responsibility to Protect—Ignored?

While the success of the international efforts to alleviate human rights
violations in Kosovo and Libya are debatable, the international community
has wholly failed to respond to several other severe human rights
violations.”” Secretary-General Annan created an independent inquiry into
the UN’s failed response to the Rwandan genocide.”® The inquiry
determined that over the course of about 100 days in the spring of 1994,
approximately 800,000 Rwandans were killed.”” According to the inquiry,
the international community’s failure to prevent or to stop those killings
was attributable to a “persistent lack of political will by Member States to
act, or to act with enough assertiveness.””® This lack of political will—and,
in some cases, the presence of political opposition—characterizes the
failure to act in several of the most severe human rights violations since
World War II.

The complicated conflict in Sudan also tested the international
community’s resolve in the face of significant civilian causalities, a pattern
of human rights abuses, and substantial internal displacement.” The

2011, 11:11 EDT, http://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/2011/mar/23/libya-ceasefire-consensus-
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conflict was centered in Darfur, a region of Western Sudan where
desertification and drought had led to starvation and underdevelopment.*
The Sudanese government was unable or unwilling to alleviate the
suffering in Darfur, and as a result, unrest in the area grew.81 Tension
between non-Arab and Arab tribes over access to resources mounted.*” In
2003, violence escalated, and two non-Arab rebel groups, the Justice and
Equality Movement (JEM) and the Sudan Liberation Movement (SLM),
declared an open rebellion against the government.*> In response, the
Sudanese government employed Arab tribal militias®