
RESPONSIBILITY TO PROTECT AND LIBYA

1. Introduction

Responsibility to protect (R2P) represents the single most important current development

in direction of preventing crimes against humanity within the system of collective security.

It is relatively new international security and human rights norm which aims to prevent

and  stop  genocides,  war  crimes,  ethnic  cleansing  and  crimes  against  humanity  (The

International Coalition for the Responsibility to Protect,  2015).  In our seminar  we are

going  to  present  the  historical  development  of  the  norm  and  its  progress  in  the

international  law framework.  After,  we will  address  the  concept  of  R2P and its  three

pillars. In the second part of the paper our aim will be to break down the idea of R2P into

basic assumptions and apply it to the study case of Libya. Through analyzing the case of

Libya we will evaluate the scope and consequences of using armed force in relation to the

R2P and the operations of Security Council (SC) of United Nations.

2. The development of R2P

Origins of the idea that the sovereigns are responsible for the protection of their people

have roots in 16th and 17th century. Thomas Hobbes (1996: 222) wrote in Leviathan that

the reason for  the existence of an authority is  to  ensure the security to  people.  Hugo

Grotius and Jean Bodin, who are considered to be the founders of the international law,

had the idea of protection of people against tyranny. They defended the use of military

action exercised by the state in order to defend oppressed people (Glanville, 2010: 288).

The notion of protecting people was paradoxically introduced in international relations in

the time of the Cold War. This was the time when states were emphasizing the idea of

freedom and liberty vis-a-vis foreign interventions and at the same time recognizing the

“/t/he  right  and  duty  of  States  to  observe,  promote  and  defend  all  human  rights  and

fundamental  freedoms  within  their  own  national  territories  /…/”  (Declaration on  the

Inadmissibility  of  Intervention  and Interference  in  the  Internal  Affairs  of  States  1981,

Annex III c).1 Glanville (2010: 288-90) states that in the early 19th and 20th century the

doctrine of humanitarian intervention has been broadly accepted. The fact is that today the

international community has the right of legitimate intervention inside a state in case of

massive threats to human lives or human rights violation and if the SC authorizes the

action (ibid.). Interventions authorized by the SC in real life sometimes take place (like in

the case of Afghanistan or Libya) and sometimes do not (Federal Republic of Yugoslavia
1Declaration  on  the  Inadmissibility  of  Intervention  in  the  Domestic  Affairs  of  States  and  the  Protection  of  Their
Independence and Sovereignty. 1981. Adopted and proclaimed by the resolution of the General Assembley of the United
Nations no. 36/103, 9.12.  



(FRY) or Sierra Leone). International community has often offered help to governments,

which were unable or unprepared to protect their civilians against mass atrocities. The

military action of western powers and North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) in FRY

in 1999 represent the concept of humanitarian intervention as a cornerstone for the further

conceptualization and development of R2P. The case symbolizes the milestone because

western powers intervened with the aim to protect human lives and to break the violence

rather than to gain direct benefits (like gas and oil) (Pirjevec, 2003: 680-701).

The development of the modern R2P concept has started with adoption of the Convention

on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide in 1948. Traditionally states

tried to avoid the need of having an obligation of duty towards other states in case of

serious  violations  of  human  rights.  However,  since  the  genocides  in  Ruanda  and

Srebrenica, the concept of R2P has started to gain power in international arena. The main

assumption  of  R2P is  that  not  only sovereign  countries  have  to  right  to  protect  their

citizens, but international community as well (Glanville, 2010: 287). In the report made by

the International Commission on Intervention and State Sovereignty from 2001 is stated

that in the case of serious violations of human rights the R2P principle prevail over the

principle  of  non-interference in the internal affairs  of another  state (ICISS, 2001: 17).

States  supported  the  principles  of  R2P at  the  World  Summit  in  2005  (Resolution  of

General Assembly A/RES/60/1, art. 138-9) to some extent and have continued to support it

in following resolutions of SC and General Assembly (GA) (Glanville, 2010: 294). Report

on R2P from the SC from 2009 emphasizes that international community has to perform or

implement a collective action when one of the states does not fulfill its obligations or

commitments set in international law (General Assembly of the United Nations, 2009: 9).2

Some states remain skeptic  when it comes to decide whether they are obliged to respect

the principle R2P in relation with collective armed action. Skepticism is present also due

to adopted and implemented Convention on Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of

Genocide  (1948,  art.  1)3,  which  explicitly  imposes  legal  obligation  for  countries  to

exercise  R2P in the  way  to  call  upon relevant  and competent  UN organs to  take  the

necessary measures  in  accordance  with  the  UN Charter.  Moreover,  article  139 of  the

Resolution of GA (A/RES/60/1) recalls the 7th chapter of the United Nations Charter as a

reference to approve and support all humanitarian interventions when needed. The legal

development of the R2P doctrine therefore goes into direction of growing recognition.

2General  Assebley of  the  United  Nations  2009.  A/63/677.  Implementing  the  Responsibility to  protect.  Report  of  the
Secretary General. 12. 1.
3Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide.  1948. Adopted and proclaimed by the resolution
of the General Assembley of the United Nations no.  260 A (III), 9. 12. 1948, in force since 12. 1. 1951.
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However, recognition of R2P principle remains only as  political commitment of states.

Undoubtedly, R2P is gaining power as a legal principle in international law, but on the

other side still remains un-codified and easily questioned (Crush, 2013).

3. The concept of R2P

From a legal perspective, R2P means the  suspension of the principle of sovereignty in

favor  of  the principle  of  intervention.  From a political  point  of  view,  R2P signifies  a

response to a situation in which a country will lose its main function, which is considered

by Weber as a monopoly over the use of force (Ruxandra, 2012: 309). As defined in the

resolution of GA (2005), R2P stands on three pillars. First  pillar determines a state as

responsible to protect its citizens from genocide, war crimes, crimes against humanity and

ethical cleansing. Second pillar addresses the international community as responsible to

encourage  and  help  states  to  fulfill  their  responsibility  to  protect  inhabitants  (if  they

themselves are not capable of). The third pillar, which is the most important in the case of

intervention in  Libya,  provides  that  in  the situation when the state  is  not  capable nor

willing to protect their populations, the international community becomes responsible for

the protection of the inhabitants of this country against crimes in the first pillar (Office of

the Special Adviser on the Prevention of Genocide, 2014). Ruxandra (2012: 13) highlights

as problematic those cases in which the provider of serious crimes is the state itself.

ICISS (2001: 32-45) in its report on R2P lists the criteria for the exercise of military action

that we have witnessed in the Libyan case. The first criterion relates to the authority - who

has  the  power  to  approve  the  intervention.  As  we  know,  this  is  the  SC.  The  second

criterion relates to a fair and sufficient reason or cause to intervene, and the third on the

question of evidence of the need for intervention. The report also lists the criteria of real or

right  intention  of  the  intervention,  exhaustion  of  other  resources  (last  resort),  the

proportionality of resources (scope, duration, and intensity of military intervention should

be strictly limited to what is necessary to achieve the purpose of the intervention) and the

criterion of real  opportunities (military intervention is justified only if it has a chance of

success).  Until  this  date  there  has  been  no  consensus  on  the  exact  content  of  R2P

witnessed  in  Libya  among  international  lawyers.  It  is  a  problematic  and  undefined

international norm, which is still in the process of formation and prone to be exploited.

Since the listed criteria for military intervention under the argument of R2P are still very

relative, the doctrine can be misused to justify interventionism of great powers (Ruxandra,

2012: 322).
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4. R2P and the case of Libya

After street pressure had toppled the governments of neighbouring countries, a popular

uprising also took place in Libya (Pommier, 2011:1063).  Protests broke out in Tripoli in

February 2011 and extended across the country to the city of Benghazi where the national

army showed shocking brutality. After 41 years of oppression civilians demanded the end

of Libyan leader Muammar Gaddafi's reign. The crisis quickly degenerated into a civil war

between  rebel  forces  and  the  pro-Gaddafi  army.  Libyan  civilians  suffered  from

displacement, shortages in supplies and dangers from explosive remnants. When it became

evident that national troops were targeting civilians indiscriminately, the principle of R2P

was invoked around the world by civil society associations. The latter requested actions to

protect Libyan people, referring to the need to protect the population from mass atrocities.

In the case of Libya, it was necessary to respond quickly because the crisis soon demanded

many lives. The International Commission of Inquiry on Libya was established in January

2011  by Human  Rights  Council  in  order  to  investigate  all  violations  of  international

humanitarian  law that  occurred  in  Libya  (United  Nations  Council  for  Human  Rights,

2012). They offered and finally used the mediation as a way of peaceful settlement of the

dispute. Next phase was the use of so-called smart or targeted sanctions by international

community.  They  included,  for  example,  a  travel  ban  for  members  of  the  regime

(especially for Gaddafi and his family). But use of non-military assets in the case of Libya

has also proved to be ineffective. Anyhow, reflecting on the definition and use of R2P we

can conclude that peaceful means of solving the conflict had been used, but by no means

had they been exhausted (Prašnikar, 2014: 77).

On 26th February 2011 the SC adopted a Resolution 1970, which, inter alia, requested to

stop the violence, to freeze financial sources of Gaddafi, his family and his officials, to

include the investigation of the International Criminal Court (ICC) and reminded again the

Libyan authorities on the principle of R2P.4 ICC opened an investigation on 3rd March, and

on 16th May 2011 requested the arrest  of  Colonel  Gaddafi,  his  son Saif  al-Islam, and

intelligence  chief  Abdullah  al-Senusson  on  the  basis  of  committing  crimes  against

humanity in the territory of Libya (Schwarz, 2013; Prašnikar, 2014: 80). Nineteen days

after the adoption of Resolution 1970, SC adopted a Resolution 1973, which authorized

and urge all the member states to use all necessary means to protect the civilian population

4»/R/ecalling  the  Libyan  authorities'  responsibility  to  protect  it's  population«.  Libyan  authorities  must  respect
humanitarian law,  allow the access  to  the humanitarian aid,  respect human rights  and allow the  control  over  them
(Resolution 1970).
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(Prašnikar, 2014: 79). Additionally, in September 2011 Resolution 2009 established the

UN Support Mission in Libya, which wasn't a military mission but a political one under

the leadership of a Special Representative of the Secretary-General for an initial period of

three months. The goal was to help the Libyan authorities to spread diplomacy and the rule

of law, to protect human rights and the restore security sector.

5. Scope of the use of armed forces in the case of Libya

Use of force, with the intention to protect Libyan civilians, was therefore authorized by

Resolution 19735 (Crush, 2014). It is explicitly stated in the preamble of it that Libyan

situation presents a threat to international peace and security and that the Resolution is

adopted on the basis of the VII. Chapter of UN Charter (Resolution of SC, 1973). The

latter  is  enabling  member  states  to  use  force  during  intervention.  Fourth  and  crucial

paragraph of  the resolution allowed,  as  said,  member states  to  take “all  the necessary

measures” to  protect  civilians  (ibid.).  This statement  offered a wide scope of possible

actions. Another essential element of the fourth paragraph is that it excluded the option of

“foreign occupation force”. This was understood by many as a try to prevent Libya to

become  the  so  called  New  Iraq  (BBC,  2011).  Member  states  which  supported  the

resolution agreed that operation in Libya must have clearly defined  boundaries as many

countries  were  not  prone  to  the  idea  of  a  new territorial  occupation.  Sixth  paragraph

established a no-fly zone over Libya and again emphasized that member states can use all

necessary measurements to enforce it, which legitimized force as a way to establish and

maintain the no-fly zone (ibid.).  Resolution 1973 also  strengthened the arms embargo,

banned flights of Libyan airlines and froze Libyan financial assets such as those already

defined in Resolution 1970 (Pommier, 2011:1064).

Direct objective of the intervention has been reached in a few days. Western forces have

destroyed Libyan air defense, achieved withdrawal of Gaddafi’s soldiers and prevented

them to take the city of Bengazi. Situation became more complicated later, when harder

decisions came up. Libyan army still held some other cities and snipers continued to target

civilians. By this time several countries, Western as well as Arab, recognized overthrowing

the Gaddafi regime as an only option to really protect Libyan civilians.6 NATO intensified

its military action, bombing retreating columns as well as advancing ones, and attacking

command-and-control  centers  frequented  by  Gaddafi  and  his  family  (The  Economist,

5Resolution of the United Nations Security Council number 1973 on situation in Libya. Adopted on 17th March 2011.
6 On the other hand, there were some who believed that civilians can be protected without third parties dictating outcome
to the political struggle and that a cease-fire and negotiations are the appropriate paths forward (Welsh, 2011: 6).
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2011). This is how the line between limiting the horrors of war and air strikes with the

intention of government replacement got blurred. The ambition of the military mission no

longer  matched  the  narrowly  circumscribed  political  objective  of  civilian  protection

(Welsh,  2011:  5).  The  notion  of  civilian  protection  was  extended  beyond  its initial

conception as expressed in the resolution, applying military and political objectives that

had only an indirect link to threats to the civilian population. Arming the rebellion and

sending it military advisors; sending it financial support through the creation of a fund

supplied, in part, by the regime’s frozen assets; repeated and solemn calls for Gaddafi’s

departure;  growing  recognition  of  the  legitimacy  of  the  rebel  movement  (Pommier,

2011:1068).  Thus,  if we  focus  on  the  second  paragraph  of  Resolution  1973,  which

highlights that the final solution in Libya has to be resolved by Libyan parties involved in

the conflict, we can see that NATO overstepped its authority when it started to help the

rebels to attack areas where Gaddafi was located, with  the intention of killing him and

changing political power in the country. NATO therefore exceeded the mandate that was

granted to it by Resolution 1973.

In case of Libya we can conclude that the application of R2P by the SC was entirely

within  the  framework and scope of  R2P doctrine.  Resolution  1973 was  based on the

failure of Libyan government to fulfill its duties according to R2P. On the other hand, the

subsequent  implementation  of  Resolution  1973  was  not  compatible  with  the  R2P

principles.  Any intervention has to be in accordance with R2P and must be limited to

protection of civilians, without any other hidden objectives. After all, it is this limitation

itself that represents a difference from previous humanitarian interventions, which were

often  rejected  by  international  community  in  the  past  as  being  too  easily  abused  by

powerful countries for their own interests (Crush, 2014). This limitation is thus one of the

most important parts of the R2P doctrine. Intervention in Libya exceeded the provisions of

Resolution  1973,  overstepped  the  protection  of  civilians  and turned  into  an  operation

which  main  purpose  was  to  replace  political  power.  Thus,  the  intervention  in  Libya,

despite the initial enthusiasm, became a model of an unsuccessful operation. Some even

argue  that  NATO intervention  was  a  complete  disaster,  as  the  situation  following the

intervention got even worse for the population, but more on that later (Kuperman, 2013). 

If we apply the theory of three pillars of R2P to the case of Libya, we can see that referring

to the first pillar, Libyan government under Gaddafi did not fulfill its responsibility to

protect Libyan citizen from mass atrocities. In fact, the government itself was the actor
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committing the crimes, which endangered civilians. Under the second pillar, international

community  was  therefore  responsible  to  encourage  Libyan  government  to  protect

inhabitants,  but  numerous  calls  to  stop  the  violence  were  not  effective.  This  is  when

international community itself became responsible for the protection of Libyan population.

SC Resolutions 1970 and 1973 clearly concern the situation covered by the third pillar of

R2P. Indeed,  the two resolutions  were adopted  under  Chapter  VII  of  the UN Charter,

which provides for the use of coercive means in case of any threat to peace, breaches of

the peace or acts of aggression. As said, Resolution 1970 referred the Libyan case to the

International Criminal Court, and provided for both an arms embargo against Libya and

also a travel ban and an asset freeze for persons linked to the Gaddafi regime involved in

attacks  against  civilians.  Resolution  1973  reaffirmed  these  objectives  and  authorized

foreign  governments  to  use  all  means,  including  force,  to  protect  civilians  in  Libya

(Pommier,  2011:  1067).  Under  the  third  pillar,  SC  therefore  authorized a  military

intervention with the aim of protecting civilians, which later turned into regime-change

operation.

6. How successful was NATO in protecting civilians

Civil war lasted longer than it was expected and hoped for and number of casualties got

extremely high. Today, after more than 4 years since the beginning of a civil conflict in

Libya, we are still receiving news about human rights violations, Islam radicalism, arms

trafficking and general suffering of the Libyan people (Kuperman, 2013).

The most important responsibility of NATO air campaign in Libya was to protect civilians.

How many innocent people died during the intervention is still  an open issue. Human

Rights Watch reported that at least 72 civilians had been killed in the strikes and without

the bloc needed to provide responsibility where appropriate. Furthermore, another human

rights  organization,  Amnesty International,  said it  had documented 55 cases of named

civilians,  including 16 children and 14 women,  killed in  air  strikes.  Many more were

wounded. There are five airstrikes documented that caused approximated casualties and

two more airstrikes, which damaged civilian infrastructure and places where no military

target  could be identified.  NATO is  criticized for  overstepping its  mandate,  not  being

precise and careful enough, without clear and correct military target. The infrared system

used by the bomb deployed should have indicated to NATO pilots the presence of many

people  on  the  ground.  If  pilots  were  unable  to  determine  that  those  people  were
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combatants, then the strike should have been canceled or diverted  (BBC News Africa,

2012). By some statistics, the intervention of NATO prolonged the war for three times and

caused  seven  times  more  victims  as  there  would  be  without  them.  According  to  this

information,  NATO  intervention  was  not  appropriate  carried  out  at  the  time.  Many

continue to condemn NATO for lacking the will to examine the deaths and to provide the

payments for civilian victims. At this point  Kuperman (2013) states that NATO did not

have an aim to protect civilians at given time in Libya, but rather to overthrow Qaddafi’s

regime, even at the expense of increasing the harm to Libyans. 

NATO defense themselves by saying that they did everything possible to minimize risks to

civilans and that campaign was conducted with unprecedented care and precision. NATO

spokesperson claims  that  they had  a  solid  intelligence  and very strict  target  selection

process. According to NATO, no target was approved or struck if there was any reason to

believe that civilians would be at risk and and strike methods were as well-designed and as

successfully  implemented  to  avoid  civilian  casualties  as  was  humanly and technically

possible. This latter argument is called into question, since many evidence do not support

it. Moreover, many investigated deaths of victims were not close to military personnel,

infrastructure or any other relevant target. At the same time NATO confesses that in a

complex military campaign, like in Libya, risk to cause casualties can never be zero (BBC

News Africa, 2012). NATO still refuses to acknowledge the deaths and has offered no

compensation to families. Experts encourage NATO to examine the past wrongful acts and

to learn from mistakes and minimalize civilian casualties in future wars (Human Rights

Watch 2012). 

By analyzing the NATO intervention in Libya it can be concluded that many violations of

the standard of international law and human rights were committed, including the most

important right, the right to life (Holden, 2012). However, its intervention has significantly

contributed to reduce casualties among the Libyan rebels and to create conditions for the

elimination of the dictatorial regime. Up to this day there is ongoing discussion about

development  of  situation  in  Libya  after  their  intervention  and  consequences  for  the

civilians today. After 2011 political and security conditions in Libya are instable. Among

civilians  is  increasing  amount  of  violent  criminal  and  numerous  incidents.  Today the

special  problem  represent  different  police  forces  created  and  established  during  the

conflict,  which  reject  assimilation  in  integrated  national  security  system.  NATO

intervention in Libya is a good example of humanitarian intervention, which reduces the
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number of victims and suffering in the conflict, but does not necessarily lead to improved

social, security and political conditions for civilians (Vegič, 2013:26). NATO intervention

had even destabilizing effect on Libya’s neighboring countries, it has cost further lives in

Egypt, Algeria, and Tunisia (Gartenstein-Ross, 2014). 

7. Current development of R2P

After realizing that the implementation of Resolution 1973 ended in a failure, the schism

between the interpretation of the very concept  of R2P got even deeper.  First  we have

Western countries, which are the biggest proponents of R2P and which support the idea of

humanitarian intervention as a responsibility of international community to prevent and

stop severe human rights violations (Pommier, 2011: 1074).7 On the other side there are

countries like China and Russia,  which claim that R2P is nothing more than a tool to

exercise  foreign  policy  or  power  expansion  policies.8 They  are  strong  proponents  of

national sovereignty and territorial integrity and therefore argue that these two concepts

should not be compromised by international community in any circumstances. This is why

they believe that R2P doctrine is  too intrusive,  tolerates neo-imperialistic  politics,  and

always  puts  humanitarian  element  at  stake  (Pommier,  2011:  1074–5;  The  Economist,

2011).

The polarization of understanding the R2P concept  resulted in changes of the UN SC

dynamics.  As  said,  permanent  members  Russia  and  China,  which  did  not  support

Resolution 1973 due to suspicion of power abuse during humanitarian intervention, only

abstained themselves from voting and did not use veto against the resolution. However,

Libya became a textbook example which these two countries refer to when defending their

opinion on humanitarian interventions (Zifcak, 2012: 26–7). This was clearly evident in

the case of Syria when some countries9 regarded Libya as an example of a successful

humanitarian intervention which would be applicable to Syria, while China and Russia,

referring to Libya, argued that sending armed forces to solve this kind of conflicts is not

appropriate. In contrast to Resolution 1973, China and Russia did not just abstained from

7Among the biggest supporters of R2P concept are the US, France and Great Britain; Together with Lebanon these
countries were also the proposers of the Resolution 1973 (Sputnik International, 2011).
8Russia and China abstained themselves from voting for or against Resolution 1973, with reference to their  concerns
regarding implantation and consequences of a enforced no-fly zone. They also emphasized their concerns about the use
of force to  secure peace without  exploiting other  peaceful  ways of dispute settlement  first.  Nevertheless,  they still
recognized the concerns of other Arab states and their demands to take action in Libya. This is why China and Russia did
not use their right to veto the Resolution 1973, which would prevent the adoption of this document (Dasgupta, 2011).
9Countries which supported humanitarian intervention in Syria (France, Germany, Portugal, Great Britain and the US)
marked intervention in Libya as successful, exactly because it resulted in the replacement of Libyan government – an
event, which was seen as crucial for stopping human rights violations (Security Council Report 2014).
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voting, but vetoed the adoption of several resolution proposals of the SC and thus disabled

the SC authorization of humanitarian intervention on the basis of R2P in Syria (Zifcak,

2012: 27–30). However, their veto was not the only factor which prevented the adoption of

this resolution. There were other specific political  and strategic factors at work (Zifcak,

2012: 26). For example, while Gaddafi did not receive any support what so ever from the

international community or neighboring countries, Assad regime was, at the beginning of

the turmoil, seen as a powerful and stable administration, important trading and strategic

partner  and influential  political  force,  which just  found itself  in  a  turbulent  region.  In

addition, Assad’s army was more powerful and better organized, so intervention with the

intention of a regime replacement seemed more difficult (ibid.). 

Since the 2011 NATO intervention in Libya, global consensus on the R2P has therefore

weakened.  During  the  heated  debate,  an  interesting  proposal  of  “Responsibility  while

Protecting” came from Brazil. It  marks a new stage in R2P development and proposes a

set of criteria for military intervention, a monitoring-and-review mechanism to assess the

implementation of SC mandates, and a renewed emphasis on capacity building to avert

crises  before they happen.  Agreement  around the three central  ideas  of  accountability,

assessment, and prevention may help mend the now fractured consensus on the legitimacy

of foreign interventions intended to halt massive human  rights violations (Welsh  et al.,

2013).

8. Conclusion

R2P determines that when a government is not able or willing to protect the rights of its

citizens, international community has the responsibility to intervene. In case of Libya, two

resolutions of the SC, which gradually authorized the use of force to stop human rights

violations, were adopted. We found out that humanitarian intervention by NATO and the

UN in Libya exceeded the permitted scope of humanitarian intervention measures. It did

not only stop the violence and protect the civilians with violence but it also took advantage

of the opportunity to change Libyan regime. The protection of civilians was open to a very

broad  interpretation,  going  far  beyond  its  originally  declared  objectives.  This  is  how

Libyan case has given a bad name to R2P and discouraged stronger action by the SC in

contexts such as Syria. Nevertheless, references to R2P have grown substantially in SC

resolutions  since  the  first  resolution  on  Libya  adopted  in  2011,  which  shows that  the

concept of R2P is developing. Without a doubt, there is still a lot of room for progress.

There is clearly a need to increase the capacities of states to protect their own populations,
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but also to develop non-coercive tools that third parties can wisely employ to address the

deep causes of mass atrocity crimes. Moreover, there is an urgent need to elaborate the

more targeted and coercive tools that the international community can employ as part of

pillar three, whether those tools are being employed preventively (to avoid an imminent

catastrophe) or as part of a response to ongoing large-scale atrocities (Welsh, 2011:6).

We can conclude that despite ethical intentions of R2P, in practice it can quickly become

too intrusive and can ultimately become neo-imperialistic. It is essential to build on the

R2P concept in international law and especially to improve it in practice. Main challenge

facing the R2P is thus not how to build normative consensus, but how to act. One of

possible solutions could lay in Brazil’s  proposal of taking into account the concept of

“Responsibility while  Protecting”,  which  means  agreeing on a  series  of  elements  that

would ensure that the concept of R2P is not diverted to purposes other than the protection

of civilians, such as regime change. 

Regarding the NATO intervention in Libya it is possible to conclude that despite aiming

towards humanitarian goals, there was done a lot of unnecessary  harm that could have

been prevented. Opinions are very diverged if NATO produced more damage than help.

Here  it  is  important  to  take  into  consideration,  not  only  cause  casualties  during  the

conflict, but today’s impact on civilian and their everyday lives as well. The circumstances

will improve only in the long-run with the help of international community, while today

the situation remains unstable and violent. NATO should examine and analyze wrongful

actions, decisions and take them into consideration for improvement in future conflicts.

Moreover, treaty organization should consider paying compensation to victims according

with international law. 
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