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ABSTRACT

The study focused on examining the United Nations Security Council permanent
member’'s behavior towards decisionsto intervenein internal affairs of states for
humanitarian purposes. Rational Actor Model of Decision-Making Theory was
adopted to explain the matrix of this activity, using secondary data and content
analysis methods. Nonintervention in internal affairs has been the practice of
states before late 20th Century when internal crisis became recurrent phenomena
with its horrifying consequences, thus gravitating towards Responsibility to
Protect in humanitarian crisis. The study identified that the method and manner
the UNSC per manent member simplement the mandate shows sel ectivity, violation
of R2P normand aiding internal warsand crisis. A Syria and Ukraine crisiswas
used toillustrate the postures of U.Sand Russia towards R2P. The study concludes
that the UNSC is overwhelmed by politics of national interest by its permanent
veto wielding membersand it affects the formof decisionsit makes on intervention
in humanitarian crisis.
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INTRODUCTION

Article 2:7 of the United Nations Charter (1945) provides for the principle of non-
interventionintheinterna affairsof member states. It however notesthat:
“Nothing contained in the present Charter shall authorize the United
Nations to intervene in matters which are essentially within the domestic
jurisdiction of any state or shall require the Members to submit such
matters to settlement under the present Charter; but this principle shall
not prejudice the application of enforcement measures under Chapter
VI,
Theenforcement actionsinArticles41 and 42 specify measuresto take to maintain or
restoreinternational peace and security inthe event of situationsthat transmit threat to
such peace. Thispower isexercised by the Security Council under Article24, where* ...
itsMembersconfer onthe Security Council primary respons bility for the maintenance of
international peace and security, and agree that in carrying out its duties under this
respong bility the Security Council actsontheir behdf”” (The UN Charter, 1945-inUn.org).
The specific powersgranted to the Security Council for thedischarge of thesedutiesare
laid downin ChaptersVI, VII, VIII, and XIl1, of the Charter.
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The UN Charter, no doubt, laid the framework for promoting international peace and
security; but theemphasisisspecifically on conflictsor disputesininter-staterel ationsand
not i ntra-state matters, which are construed asinterna to astate. ThoughArticles34 and
especialy 39 veststhe sole power to determinewhat constitutesthresat to or breach of the
global peace and security onthe UNSC (Krisch, Nico and Frowein, 2002), the exercise
of thispower oninternal affairsof states, haveremained problematic for obviousreasons.
Firdly, internd affairs* refersto mattersthat acountry can dispose of fregly without being
confined by obligationsregul ated by international law including acountry’sform of
government, internal organization and relationship with itspeople’” (LIANG, 2011).
Secondly, the UN Charter focuses on devel oping friendly relationsamong nations based
on respect for the principle of equal rightsand self determination of peoples(UN Charter,
Article1:2). Thirdly, the Charter operates on Westphalia principle, which uphol dsrespect
for sovereignty and sanctionsinviol ability of theserightsthrough any form of interventionin
internal affairsof states.

However, the notions of sovereignty shielding internal affairs have waned
tremendously since after theend of Cold War. Part of the reasons, according to Auger
(2011) isthet, *“ thepost cold-war erawitnessed unprecedented massdaughter and atrocities
in Somalia, Rwanda, Bosnia and other affected countries. While the UN Charter
concentrated on inter-state conflicts, the 1990switnessed brutal intra-state conflicts’,
without practical solutionstotheever increasing human rightsviolations (Emphasisadded).
Thecorollary, therefore, midwife questionsonwhat form of condition would necessitate
sddiningtheprincipleof non-intervention asenshrinedinthe UN Charter for humanitarian
intervention to mitigate human sufferingscaused by conflictswithinthedomesticjurisdiction
of gates. Ever since, the preachment for humanitarian intervention hasbecomeanorm. In
thefirst place, thecomplex nature of devel oping internationd relationsandtheincreasingly
organized international community are reducing the scope of Internal Affairs. Secondly,
thejurisdiction of sovereign statesis shrinking; mattersunder domestic jurisdiction are
shifting to handsof theinternational community, and the Principle of Non-interventionin
theInterna Affairsisfacing challenge (Schermers, 2002).

Thechallengerevolves around whether massive humanrightsviolationinsidea
country will threaten world peace and security (Ma anczuk, 1993). Therecognitionthat it
does, particularly since after the end of Cold War withitssignificant feature of recurring
incidents of genocide, war crimesand crimes against humanity, made*’ the practices of
UNSC show atendency to recognizethat civil conflict, especially humanrightsviolation, is
related to world peace and security. Moreover, some scholarsbelievethat massive human
rightsviolation severely deviatesfromthenature of “ international valuesystem”, andfor
thisreason aloneit has constituted athreat to peace designated in Chapter V11 of UN
Charter’” (Damrosch and Scheffer, 1991). Consequently, the doctrine of Responsibility to
Protect (R2P) which upholdshumanitarian interventionin crisssituationswas adoptedin
aWorld Summitin 2005, to addressthese emerging trendsin humanrightsviolations. It
remainsawatershed juxtaposing UNSC permanent member’snationd interestsin domestic
affairsof countries, in such mannersthat jeopardize enforcement of R2P. The opposing
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and supporting schoolsin an attempt to reject or rationalizeintervention on humanitarian
purposesfail to recognizethe primacy of human safety aboveideologicd differencesthat
fuel their national interests. Thispaper, therefore, examinestherivalry amongthe UNSC
permanent membersintaking decison on enforcement action for humanitarianintervention
incrigsgtuation. Both U.Sand Russiaformthefocd point for illustration of thedividesin
R2Pimplementation.

TheTheoretical Premise: Rational Actor M odel of Decision Making

Rational Actor Mode of Decision Making Theory isappropriatefor the explanation of the
UNSC permanent members' decision making processand theimplicationsfor humanitarian
interventionin crisissituations. Thefoundation of decision making approachinanaysisof
politica decisionsand choiceof action asexemplified in human behavior originatedinthe
worksof such great philosophersand thinkerslike Thomas Hobbes, who emphasi zed the
egoigtic (intentional) nature of man, and John L ock who arguesthat men leave the State of
Natureto find more effective methods of protecting their natura rights (Charlesworth,
1967). Jeremy Bentham assumestheat political behavior isultimately aconsensuscalculation
of needs and wants and means of satisfying those needs and wants (Kegsley, Jnr. and
Wittkopf, 1997). Decision making theory, generally, focuses upon the decision maker as
the fundamental unit of political analysis. Itscentral argument isthat policies can be
understood as decis on-making behavior.

The Rational Actor Model assumesthat a nation’s actions are in response to
drategic threstsand opportunitiesin theinternationa environment. In selecting aresponse,
aprocessof rationa choiceisemployed based onidentifying objectivesand gods, usudly
expressed interms of national security and national interest; proposing optionsfor the
attainment of the objectives; evaluating the cost and benefit of each option against the
defined objectives, and sdlecting the option that ranks highest in achieving desired outcomes
(Allison, T.G and Zdlikow, D.P, 1999). Decision makers are participantsin asystem of
action, *‘the key to explaining why the state behavestheway it doesliesintheway its
decision makersasactorsdefinetheir situation” (Richard, Bruck and Burton, 1962).

The UNSC consistsof five permanent members—US, UK, France, Russiaand
China. Thesefive possess veto powers. Theveto isan authority which each member
wieldsto influencethe pendulum of decisionsaffecting enforcement action delinested in
Articles41 & 42 of theUN Charter. Theexercise of veto isabsolutely in national interest
of thewielding members. Ininternationd relations, national interest isthe cornerstone of
every nation’sforeign policy. In making decision, thenation or governmentisconsidered a
rationd, unitary decision maker with* oneset of preferences”’, oneset of perceived choices
and asingle estimate of the consequencesthat follow from each dternative, (Allison, T.G
and Zdlikow, D.P, 1999). Thisexplainswhy each of the veto membersbehavestheway
it does, and makes certain preferencesin decisions concerning humanitarian crisisasit
does. In other words, thisis better understood from the perspective of cost-benefit
cdculation. Anempirica exampleisthevotingfor interventionin Libyaby theUS, UK and
France, when Russiaand Chinaabstained from voting. Both actionsmirror the preferred
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alternative by each sides of the divide to protect and promote her national interest in
Libya. We could seeadifferent posture when Russiaand Chinavetoed interventionin
Syria, thereby leaving the peopleto their fate. The underlying problemwith therational
decisonmodel when gpplied ontheactivitiesof the UNSC bordersonwhether her decisons
arepotentiadly beneficial to humanitarian goa sand fulfilling the core mandates of the body
or they aretail ored towardsachieving nationa interest of aconcerned permanent member.
Itisapparent that intervention which violateshumanitarian concernsor veto that impedes
intervention to prevent humanitarian crisis, areboth in negativity and counter-productive
tothe purposeof R2Por UN. Inthissense, therationa actor model of decision-making
theory, therefore, surmisethefundamenta issuewhichthisstudy amsto address, especidly
the U.Sand Russ abehaviourstowards humanitarian intervention.

TheRationalebehind ThePrincipleof Non-inter vention
Non-interventionintheinternd affairsof datesisoneof theearliest principlesininternationa
law which hasbeen stipulated asearly as 1793 in French Congtitution. Asabasic principle
of internationa law, the principleof non-interventionintheinterna affairshasbeen reflected
invariousinternationa lega documents(Bojun, 2010). It providesthat astate should not
interfereintheinterna politicsof ancther state, based upontheprinciplesof Satesovereignty
and self determination (Madard and Bruner, 2003). Thiswasfurther reiterated in the
Peace Treaty of Westphdiasignedin 1648 with landmark provisions: (i) Theprinciple of
thesovereignty of statesand thefundamental rightsof politica self-determination (ii) The
principleof legd equality between states, and (iii) The principleof non-intervention of one
stateintheinternal affairsof another state (Osiander, 2001). It declaresthat all nation-
stateshave sovereignty over thelr territory, with no rolefor external agentsin domestic
structures (Osiander, 2001).

In accordance, Article 15 (8) of the Covenant of the League of Nations gave
additional impetusto non-interventionininterna affairsof states(LIANG (2011). Itwas
reinforced by the Montevideo Convention on Rightsand Dutiesof Statesof 1933, which
prohibited ‘interference with thefreedom, the sovereignty or other interna affairs, or the
processes of the Governmentsof other nations” together with theAdditiona Protocol on
Non-Intervention of 1936 (Maziar and Wood, 2009). Thesearein additiontothe UNGA
Resolution 2625(XXV) 1970 - Friendly Relations Declaration; UNGA Resolution
2131(XX) 1965 - Inadmissibility of Intervention and Interferenceinthe DomesticAffairs
of Statesand the International Court Judgmentson Nicaraguacase (UNGA Res. 2131
(XX) 1965). Infurtheranceto theseprovisonsand in effortsto srengthen sate' ssovereignty;
promotefreedom and self-determination for al peoplesand nations, the Generd Assembly,
dwelling on “* Declaration on the lnadmissibility of Intervention and Interferenceinthe
Internal Affairsof States’, solemnly declaresthat, *‘ no State or group of Stateshasthe
right tointerveneor interfereinany form or for any reason whatsoever in theinternal and
externa affairsof other States’ (A/RES/36/103, 91t Plenary Meeting of 9th December
1981). Meanwhile, States havetherightsand duty to observe, promote and defend all
human rightsand fundamental freedomswithin their own nationd territoriesand towork
for thedimination of massiveand flagrant violations of therightsof nationsand peoples,
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...; (AIRES/36/103, 91st Plenary Meeting of 9th December 1981). Therefore, human
rightsviolation could berdlied uponto rationdizeintervention that involveshumanitarian
crisis. Thisperception conformsto emerging paradigm shift from the sacrosanct of state
sovereignty enabled by non-intervention, to the sanctity of humanrightsanditsprotection
with *“ every necessary means’ under Responsibility to Protect (R2P). It was adduced to
prompt intervention in Libyabut Syriawith the enormity of her humanrightsviolations,
wasignored. This selective application of R2P isgreeted with opposition from realist
scholarssuch asDoyle (2001), Mareike (2012), Anghie (2012), Hehir (2010) and Ayoob
(2002). They opposethe decision making procedurethat resultsin either intervention or
not, as areflection of national interest of world powers and to that extent, lacking in
credibility, in comparativeterms. Their common view isthat, ** under the United Nations
Charter, humanitarianintervention to savethecitizensof astate—isillegal unlessthisuseof
force has been authorized by the Security Council” . Hehir (2010) in particular, asserts
that ** thereare someevident subjective applications of Veto by the5 Permanent Members
inpursuit of their nationa interests; resulting in thetendency for more powerful statesto
abusethe’ Responsibility to Protect’, not only to further their interests, but also to dominate
weaker nations”. (Hehir, 2010).

The Classical theoristsbelieve that no persuasive ground existsto support the
clamthat theright of humanitarianintercessonexistinthe UN Charter (Maanczuk, 2002).
Thereexist only two exceptionsto the sovereignty of astate: self defense and authorization
of the Security Council (Orwin, 2006). Articles2(4) and 2(7) of theUN Charter, including
UNGA Res. 2131 denouncethe use of forceininternational relations(UN Charter, 1945
inUn.org). Paphiti (2011), citing Gordon - aclassica theorist, arguesthat “ if theframers
of this Charter wanted to use humanitarian intervention as an exception then they should
have added thewords appropriately and clearly” . The charter founderswere skeptical
and afraid of theunilateral use of forceand assuch they restricted theright to self defense.
Teson (2006) further clarifiesthis, stating that *“ for any intervention to be prohibited, the
means used must therefore be coercive and its objective must beto be ableto influence
thedecisonsor conduct of another stateinamanner whichiswithinthesate' sjurisdiction”.
Themainthrust of non-intervention, therefore, isthat no state hasright to interveneinthe
domestic affairs of other states, not even with the pretext for averting humanitarian
catastrophe. Itisavita principleunder the UN Charter and customary international order
andit playsavita rolein maintaining peace and security and defending theweak nations
againgt the strong ones. Thisperspective, nonethe ess, undermineshuman rightsprotection
that prods intervention to ensure safety and prevent escalation of crisis with severe
humanitarianimplications.

The Crux of Responsibility to Protect for Humanitarian Pur poses

Therespect for fundamental human rightsintheworld today is‘“ dismal” within some
nations. Despotic regimes murder, mutilate, and rape civilian populationsand arbitrarily
imprison and torture political opponents...” (Leva: 2003). These crimes, in most cases,
are concealed by the principle of non-interventionintheinternal affairsof states, tothe
detriment of the nationals of the respective countries. Consequently, the UN Secretary
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General, Kofi Annan, demanded ‘*“ how theinternational community should respond to

‘grossand systematic viol ations of human rightsthat affect every precept of our common

humanity” (ICISS, 2001 Report.pdf, in http://mww.i ciss.cal/pdf/Commiss on-Report. pdf).

Inresponse, the I nternational Commission on Intervention and State Sovereignty (ICISS)

was established by the Government of Canada, in September 2000, in the wake of

contestation of legdity or otherwise, of theNorth Atlantic Treaty Organization’sbombing
campaign in Kosovo. The Commission consisted of twelve members. It was chaired by

Former Austrdian Foreign Minister and Chief Executiveof thelnternationa CrissGroup,

Gareth Evans, and Algerian diplomat and Specid Advisor to the United Nations Secretary-

Generd, Mahoamed Sahnoun (ICISS, 2001 Report.pdf,). Their mandatesweregeneraly

to,

I. Build abroader understanding of the problem of reconciling interventionfor human
protection purposesand sovereignty; and

. Develop aglobal palitical consensuson how to movefrom polemics—and often
parayss—towardsaction within theinternational system, particularly throughthe
United Nations' (1CISS, 2001 Report.pdf,)

They produced and submitted thereport of their consultationsand findingsentitled, ““ The

Responsibility to Protect” (R2P) in December 2001, and called for the acceptance of a

responsi bility by theinternational community to protect populations experiencing large

scaelossof lifeand ethnic cleansing (1CI1SS, 2001 Report.pdf,). World leadersunanimoudy

adopted R2P at the 2005 World Summit (Madokoro (2011). Thiswasfollowed by a

further reaffirmation of R2P by the UNSC Resolution 1674 in 2006 (Teitt, 2008). The

core contents of thisreport as Court (2011) reiterates, rest onthreepillars:

1 Itisthe primary responsibility of statesto protect their own population from
genocide, war crimes, ethnic cleansing and crimeagainst humanity;

2. Theinternational community hastheresponsibility to assist the statein meeting
thoserespongbilities;

3. Theinternationa community hasaresponsbility totaketimely and decisiveactions
in caseswhere astate has manifestly failed to protect its own popul ation from
thesecrimes.

Orford (2009) liststhree e ementsthat are subsumedin thisresponsibility andit comprises:

(i) theresponsibility to prevent, (ii) theresponsbility to react and (iii) theresponsibility to

rebuild. It adoptsaview of sovereignty which emphasizesasitsdefining characteristicthe

capacity to provide protection, rather than territorial control. Inthisvein, Weiss (2004)

contendsthat, the R2P addsafourth characteristic, namely ‘ respect for humanrights’, to

the three Peace of Westphalia characteristics of aSovereign State—territory, authority
and popul ation. However, there has been anincreased concern for the social and legal
protection of human rightsasfundamental freedoms, and the UN and the provisionsof the

Charter provide basesfor comprehensive system of international law and practicefor the

protection of human rights and these have taken the forms of conventions, treaties,

organizations, and political bodies, rather than any single entity or set of laws (David,

2002). MacFarlane, Thielking and Weiss (2009) for thisreason, dividethe* humanitarian
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intervention’ debateinto ‘threedistinct clustersof opinion’: (i) The opponentsarethose
who view theideaasareturnto semi-colonia practicesdividing theworldintothecivilized
and theuncivilized. (ii) The agnostics and skeptics do not seethe debate resolving the
‘fundamental problemsof insufficient political will’. (iii) Theoptimistsview theR2Pas*a
realistic and substantial step’ towardsa* workable consensus . Many people are hopeful
that the R2Pisindeed anew solution, asit effectively makesapromiseto theworld’'smost
vulnerable people: apromisethat when their own governmentsfail them, theinternational
community will interveneto protect them (MacFarlane, Thielking and Weiss, 2009).

According to the CISS 2001 Report, “* theresponsibilitiesto prevent; react and
rebuild seeksto bring an end to grossand systematic viol ationsof human rights. It proposes
theauthorization of * action taken against astate or itsleaders, without itsor their consent,
for purposes which are claimed to be humanitarian or protective’ (ICISS, 2001
Report.pdf,). It further notesthat ‘ preventionisthe singlemost important dimension of the
respong bility to protect’ . It considersthat effective conflict prevention requires’ knowledge
of thefragility of thesituation and therisksassociated withit’, ‘ understanding of thepolicy
measuresavail ablethat are cgpable of making adifference and‘ willingnessto apply those
measures . Itlabel sthesethreecriteria“ early warning', * preventivetoolbox’ and ‘ palitical
will” (ICISS, 2001 Report.pdf,). What gives impetus to the R2P norm is the re-
conceptudization of Sovereignty asimplying Responsibility, and achangein perspective
andlanguage of humanitarianinterventionfromright tointerveneto respons bility to protect;
therefore dousing the tension and debate that had engulfedit” (Bogliolo, 2009). Asitis
evident, the debate assumed adifferent dimens on sinceafter theimplementation of R2Pin
Libya, in 2011. It manifested an unfolding divides between U.Sand Russiaon reaching
consensuson R2P enforcement. Each sideisapprehensivethat it could serve asaleeway
to pursuenational interest.

TheRoleof UN Permanent Membersin R2P Enforcement Actions
Thel CISSReport, 2001, setsout Six criteriaor basesgoverning any military intervention
for humanitarian purposes. Theseinclude, (i) The* Threshold or Just Cause Criterion’, (ii)
The*Right Authority Criterion’, (iii) The* Right Intention Criterion’, (iv) The‘ Last Resort
Criterion’, (v) The*Proportional Means Criterion’ and (vi) The‘ Reasonable Prospects
Criterion’ (ICISS, 2001 Report.pdf,). The essence of setting these criteriaisto mitigate
any form of intervention that tendsto revivethe 19th century ‘mightisright’ mentality in
international relationsand thereby promote the culture of theweak nations existing and
surviving on the mercy of the strong ones. Thereisatendency to seek humanitarian
intervention based on propagandawithout adequate knowledge or understanding of the
dynamicsof thecrisis. On thisnote, Kuperman (2013) proposed three guides:
0] Beware of rebdl propagandathat seeksintervention by falsely crying genocide.
(i) Avoid intervening on humanitarian groundsin waysthat reward rebelsand thus
endanger civilians, unlessthe stateisalready targeting non-combatants, and
(iii) Resist thetendency of humanitarian intervention to morph into regime change,
whichamplifiestherisktocivilians.
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Since Libyan experiencewhich contraststheinability to enforce R2P on Syria, there have
been argumentsthat the politics of veto and national interest would becloud therationale
behind emergence of R2P asobligatory response systemto critica humanitarian Situations.
In particular, therewasaview that theresponsi bility should devolveto globa community
rather than concentrate on the UNSC. This position buttressesthe fact that theworld
recognizesthe burden associated with increasing human casualty figuresin conflict and
warsand therefore owes prompt responseto mitigatethem. Observershave a so expressed
reservations about the possible deviation from these criteriaand the implications on
humanitarian factorsand state’ s sovereignty. There are many flashpointsthat the study
highlightstoillustratethe case. Each of the casesrevea spursuit of national interestsand
neglect of the deteriorating humanitarian Situations.

In 2011, there was no use of the veto by the five UNSC permanent members
(U.S, UK, France, Russiaand China) to block the UNSC Res. 1973, which authorized
no-fly zone and enforcement of R2Pfor humanitarian purposesintheLibyancrisis. This
wasthefirgt timethat the Council hasever authorized theinvasion of afunctioning Statefor
such purposes (Bellamy and Williams, 2011). Different factorsinfluenced the decisions
and activities of each of U.Sand Russiain each of Libyaand Syria. Russiaand China
might have abstained from voting during passage of UNSC Res. 1973 authorizing no-fly
zoneinLibya; hopingthat their neutrality inany military actionin Libyawould protect their
investment and businessinterestsif Gaddafi eventually won the oppositionforces. The
reverse resulted in the domineering influence of thewesterninterestsin post-Gaddafi’s
Libya Thisdiffersfrom theWestern permutation. In other words, ** maintaining European
accessto Libyan oil and the presence of aunified, organized political oppositioninLibya
contributed to U.S. policy decisionstotakeactionin defenseof civilianlivesinLibya”
(Wilson, 2012). Theobserved implicationistheat noneof thedecisonswasprimarily informed
by R2P but nationd interests.

In Syria, severa factors, including the lack of an organized opposition, potential
for destabilization intheregion, and vetoesby Russaand Chinaon U.N. Security Council
Resolutionsagaingt Syriaunderscorethe United States' reluctancetotakesimilar actionin
Syria(Wilson, 2012). Thereason Russiavetoed the proposed military actionin Syriawas
toavoid repeatsof Libya sexperience, exemplified withinthe context of exploiting R2Pto
violate state’ ssovereignty through regime change. They therefore acted in oppositionon
Syrian caseto prevent theWest from shutting down Russiain power rivary and economic
competitionintheMiddle East region. The Syrian case, no doubt, hasbecomethehalmark
of ideological conflictsbetween theWest and Russia. TheWest ismuch concerned about
democratization of Syrian political system, leading to the domination of their stupendous
energy resource. Thiswill beblended withtheir libera propagandaof entrenching human
rightslaws, liberalizing the economy and opening political spacefor mass participation.
TheWest envisioned that the exit of Bashar Assad, aswasthe case with Gaddafi, will
facilitatetherealization of these goals. Thisexplains President Assad’ s accusation that
Western backed terrorist and insurgent groupsare waging war against hisregime. Thisis
evenas' Russaand Iran support Bashar Assad and want ability intheregion’ (Newsmax,
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March 30, 2015, http://www.newsmax.com/Newsfront/assad-cbs-60-minutes | S| S/2015/
03/29/1d/635163). Whilethe West and Russiaengagesin thispower play, the causeand
nobleintentions of R2Pisbeen frustrated from stopping cases of mass s aughter, war
crimeand crimesagainst humanity in Syria. Thisfluid interest makes UNSC’ s backed
intervention for decisive punitive actionsto halt deteriorating humanitarian crisis, near
impossible, thereby leaving thecitizensto their fate. Inthemeantime, * more than 150,000
people, including over 10,000 children, havebeenkilledinthe Syrian Arab Republicsince
March 2011. A further 6.5 million areinternally displaced and 2.8 million are seeking
refugein other countries, notably Egypt, Irag, Jordan, Lebanon and Turkey’ (Reports of
the Secretary General, onthe Work of the Organization, 2014, in http://www.un.org/so/
speeches/reports/69/report-peace.shtml. accessed on 29/03/2015). U.Sand Russiaare
yet to find common ground to save the dying masses and show commitment to the duty
imposed by R2P. Nether of Syrian government nor theinternational community hascomplied
with its mandates. This has exposed the weakness of R2P norm notwithstanding its
imperatives. It, however, reinforcesthe predominance of power and economic struggles
among the super powersand affectsthedecisontointerveneor not, in humanitariancrisis
whereboth haveinterests. Theimplementation of R2P doesnot call for consideration of
what material gainwould be achieved at the end, but the number of livesthat would be
saved. Thisisan areathat isvery instructiveto note.

Thisisbeing replicated in Ukraine, where Russiaand U.Saredeeply involvedin
what could betermed rupturein the sovereignty of the country. The crisiswasheightened
by theouster of theformer |eader, President Viktor Yanukovych by Ukrainian M Ps. It was
blamed on Western conspiracy to impose aregimethat isloyal and supportive of its
nationd interestsin Ukraine. Theprotestsagaingt President Viktor Yanukovychfirst erupted
inlate November 2013 when herejected alandmark association and trade deal withthe
EU infavour of closer tieswith Russia(BBC News, ** Ukrainian MPsVote Out President
Viktor Yanukovych, 22 February 2014). He described his removal as a coup and
Graziadei (2014) assertsthat, ** the purpose of the coupisto put NATO military baseson
Ukraine’s border with Russiaand to impose an IMF austerity program that servesas
cover for westernfinancia intereststoloot the country” .

The development hasrevived the geo-politicsand economicrivalry between U.S
and Russia, and in many respects, seem to be rekindling the 19th century cold war
phenomenon. The attendant polarity skews*‘ the people of Kiev to want to be closer to
the EU and U.S, while people of Crimeapush to regjoin Russia. According to Graziadei
(2014), both U.S and Russia have used the situation to their economic and political
advantage, whileciting humanitarian cause””. Thecivil war that broke out in Ukraine,
which ...ispart of theU.Sglobal energy war, hasclaimed 4000 civilian lives, |eft more
thanamillion Ukrainiansdisplaced and led to ahumanitarian crisis’ (Graziadel, 2014).
TheUN humanrightsChief Zeid Ral ad Al Hussein said therehad beena* clear breach of
internationa humanitarian law which governsthe conduct of armed conflicts” . Busstops
and public transport, market places, schoolsand kindergartens, hospitalsand residential
areas have become battlegrounds in the Donetsk and L uhansk regions of Ukraine”
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(Graziadei, 2014). The UN report indicatesthat the death toll now exceeds 5,350 people
and morethan 12,000 other peopl e have been wounded in thefighting (Bridget Kendall,
2015). NATO saystherebels are being supported by hundreds of Russian tanks and
armoured vehiclesthat have crossed the border into eastern Ukraine. US officialsare
reported to be considering sending defensive weaponsand other lethal aidto Ukraine's
armedforces. (BBC News, Ukraine Criss: Renewed Fighting Catastrophic, 3 Feb 2015).
Thosewho suffer thispower rivalry arethepoor civiliansof Ukrainethat are been denied
protectionthey look forward to getting from enforcement of R2Pby theworld community.

As Ban Ki-moon notes, events in Ukraine have raised fears of a dangerous
escd ation and areturn to the polarized world of the past. Thebest effortsof theinternationa
community havefailed to prevent loss of lifeand human rightsviolationsin the Central
African Republic, the Democratic Republic of Congo and South Sudan (Reportsof the
UN Secretary General, 2014). Despitetherising casuaty figuresin thelisted countries,
theideological dividesin UNSC (U.Sand Russia), has ensured that the two does not
coal esce to map out proactive intervention strategies to mitigate further deaths and
humanitarian crisisin either of Ukraine, Syria, Yemen or post-Gaddafi Libya. Pursuitsof
nationa interestsoverwhelmingly influencetheir decisonsor activitiesinthecrises, which
islacking in humanitarian concerns. The posture of their dividesin Ukraine, Syria, and
Yemen informs the decision each takesto vitiate Responsibility to Protect (R2P) the
vulnerable population. Thefact, therefore, isthat both sidesneglect humanitarian factors
which arethe essence of R2P and deploystheir veto statusinthe UNSC in pursuit of their
nationd interests.

From theforegoing perspective, it isapparent that politicsand nationa interests,
no doubt, dominate debatesfor application of R2P. Most nationsthat are engulfed by
wars, terrorist attacksand various degrees of ethnic or sectarian crisesarefast losingfaith
inthe efficacy and promptness of R2P asamechanismfor preventing human catastrophe.
Thesearedready exemplifiedin the decision and actionsof U.Sand RussatowardsR2P
norm. It erodesthe substance of the principleand will spell doom for global peace and
Security.

CONCLUSIONAND RECOMMENDATIONS

Under R2P, the use of forceisreserved for actionswithin the UN Charter’s Chapter V11
framework. Asthe Syriacrisishas demondtrated, this position continuesto hinder efforts
by theinternational community to protect populationsfrom massatrocity crimes. Attacks
by Syrian government forces and militias havekilled upward of 75,000 civilians, and
approximately 1,000,000 refugees havefled into neighboring states (Williams, Ulbrick
andWorboys, 2012). Diplomacy and sanctionshave not worked. Although the UN Human
Rights Council hasconcluded that Syria' shumanitarian crisisisbeing driven by a“ sate
policy” of deliberate attacks against civilians, the Security Council remainsdeadl ocked
andineffectiveinthecrisis(Williams, Ulbrick and Worboys, 2012). Whilethereasonsfor
Veto isto balance competing forcesand ensure objective actionsoninternational disputes
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requiring military force, the actionsof the permanent membersespecially on mattersthat
areinterna to sovereign states upon which R2P evolved, appear to have assumed private
monitoring weapon at their disposal to tossthe countriesinvolved in humanitarian crises.
AsBan Ki-moon observes, multiple sources of instability interact in countries such as
Afghanistan, the Central African Republic, the Democratic Republic of the Congo, Haiti,
Mali andthe countriesof the Sahel, Somdia, the Syrian Arab Republic and Yemen (Reports
of the Secretary General, 2014). Civilians have paid an unacceptably heavy priceinthe
past year, particularly in caseswheretheinternational community isdivided and lacksthe
collectivepolitical will to act, such asthat of the Syrian Arab Republic. Thenormative
framework to protect civilians, including the concept of * responsibility to protect” ... has
continued to be the subject of debate, not always matched by action (Reports of the SG
2014). It istherefore dangeroustrend to allow response to humanitarian crisisrely onthe
decisionsof the permanent membersaone.

Regiona Organizationscanfill thisgap, thoughthey lack the cohesive military
forceand commitment to successtully enforce R2P. Both African Union and the League of
Arab Statesfailed to play thisroleinthe casesof Libyaand Syria, thereby looking up to
theWestern powersfor remedy. Theurgency for intengfiedinternationd effortsinenforcing
R2P derivesfrom thewidespread terrorist activitiesacrossthe globe. Many countriesrely
onpoll of effortsto combat thisthreat and cannot singlehandedly take up the challengeand
win. TheArab leadershavetakentheboldinitiative by forming common military forceto
limit their dependence ontheWest for survival. Theinterventionin Yemenwill serveas
acidtest for thisnew resolve. Itistherefore evident that the conflicting interests of theveto
wielding members of the UNSC impede theimplementation of R2Pto save vulnerable
populations.

At no timeisthe UNSC challenged more than now. Conflicts have assumed
threatening proportion and the political will required to save millionsthat areusually
entrapped arefast waning. That singular trend threatens** responsibility to protect”” norm.
Politicsaf power rivary and nationd interestsoverwhelmtherationa efor protecting human
lives. It thus cast doubts on the sincerity of theworld powersfor apeaceful world, where
human safety and sanctity of lifeisfundamental. Inthiscase, thereisneed to divest the
UNSC veto membersof their exclusive powersto sanction enforcement of R2P. Thiswill
drastically reducetheir confrontation over conflicting national interests. Thisshould be
complemented with creation of aseparate body that will be accountableto the UN but
responsiblefor resolutionscaling for collectiveaction based on “* responsibility to protect”
for humanitarian concerns. When thisapproach isadopted, the national interests of each
world power will nolonger hinder intervention. I ndifferenceof any of thefivevetomembers
to participatein enforcement of R2Pmay not necessarily dissuade other interested countries
from participating. In thisway, internal conflictswill gradually losethetight grip of
internationa sponsorship. Cessation of confrontation among theideologica blocswill reinvent
checks and balances and rapid response to humanitarian crisis. It therefore, requires
amendment of the UN Charter, toincludeaclearly defined governance mechanism. The
mechanismwill incorporatethe already laid down criteriafor military actionin conflict
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Stuaionsby ICISS. Thiswill guard againgt intervention based on propagandaor rel uctance
tointervene based on conflicting national interests. Overhauling the constitution of R2P
andlegaizingitintheUN Charter will bring theworld toraly around humanitarian crisis
and open vistasfor apeaceful and responsibleworld which safety doesnot solely depends
onthedictatesof the permanent membersof the United Nations. Thiswill transformthe
usual polemicsof diffidenceto proactive and decisive actionsgeared towards safe.
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