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[bookmark: _Toc169881182]Abstract  

This study examines the 2011 Libyan foreign-imposed regime change intervention under the ‘Responsibility to Protect’ (R2P) principle. It investigates how foreign policy differences among the United States, France, and the United Kingdom contributed to the failures during and after the intervention. With the emergence of the R2P doctrine, the definition of sovereignty expanded to include humanitarian values, emphasizing the international community’s responsibility to prevent and respond to the four crimes of atrocity. However, the indeterminacy of R2P pillars two and three, reflected in UN Security Council’s authorization to take all necessary measures to protect civilians, allowed coalition members to interpret the ‘protect’ function differently, leading to varied actions and objectives during the intervention. As a result, the limited intervention to protect civilians drifted into a policy of regime change by military means. Initially aimed at protecting civilians, the intervention in Libya led to state collapse, prolonged instability, and ongoing conflict. This has raised serious doubts about the effectiveness and application of R2P, given the deteriorating humanitarian conditions in Libya. The Libyan case is thus central to ongoing debates about whether and when state sovereignty can justifiably be violated and the effectiveness of humanitarian intervention. 
Based on secondary data sources, including literature, reports, and documents, this research identifies key shortcomings of the intervention such as inadequate intelligence, monitoring and compliance issues, absence of a unified strategy, dependency on US capacity, and ambiguous post-intervention planning. These shortcomings have caused unintended consequences and prolonged instability in Libya and the broader region. By focussing on the effects of the different foreign policies, interests, and capabilities of the US, France, and UK, valuable insights are gained for improving future humanitarian missions and addressing the complexities of R2P implementation. 
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[bookmark: _Toc169881183]List of abbreviations and acronyms 
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1. [bookmark: _Toc169881184]Introduction 

The winds of the Arab Spring, blowing from Tunisia and Egypt, reached Libya in early 2011 (Buzatu, 2021, p. 147). Protest movements against Gaddafi’s regime started in Benghazi and quickly spread to all cities in Libya (Aghayev, 2013, p. 195). The number of protesters killed rapidly rose from hundreds to more than a thousand (Zifcak, 2012, p. 60). In the media, news about the massacres of the civilian population committed by the Libyan regimes spread (Aghayev, 2013, p. 195). As the protests started to escalate and as Libya descended into a civil war, the international community began lobbying United Nations Security Council members to act (Lynch, 2021). However, in what form or to what extent, was far from clear. At that time, the Libyan mission to the UN was divided. 
In May 2011, the UN Security Council adopted Resolution 1973 (UN, 2011) thereby approving a no-fly zone over Libya and calling for all necessary measures to protect Libyan civilians under threat of attack. This adoption reflected a change in the UN Council’s attitude towards the use of force for human protection purposes against the wishes of a functioning state (Bellamy, 2011b, p. 263). Furthermore, this intervention was notably framed within the Responsibility to Protect (R2P) doctrine, aimed at preventing and responding to mass atrocities. 							A coalition of states, including the United States, France, and the United Kingdom, began military action against Libyan targets under UNSC Resolution 1973 (Garwood-Gowers, 2013, p. 603). Within a few days, NATO took over and Operation Unified Protector (OUP) was launched (Engelbrekt, Mohlin & Wagnsson, 2014, p. 6). In October 2011, the extensive NATO-led air campaign ended with the capture and death of the head of the Libyan state, Muammar Gaddafi. Initially driven by humanitarian concerns, it soon became evident that the intervention’s goal was much wider, namely, to impose regime change (Mezran & Miller, 2017, p. 1). However, while the coalition quickly took action to rescue and protect Libyan civilians, the coalition failed to set a plan for the restoration of public order in Libya. 
Today, Libya is a failed state; a haven for extremist groups and the site of an international proxy conflict (Menon, 2023). The militias who fought against Gaddafi developed diverging interests and found value in entrenching their control over cities, leading to a significantly more complex and dangerous situation in Libya (Mezran & Miller, 2017, p. 1). How could these long-term failures of collective action that resulted from the foreign-imposed regime change intervention that was based on the R2P principle, be explained? This research aims to find answers in the pursued foreign policies of the United States, France and United Kingdom during the 2011 Libyan intervention. It aims to analyze how competing perceptions, strategies, and interests influenced the intervention’s outcomes, resulting in unintended consequences and repercussions for Libya and the broader region.
The case of Libya lends itself perfectly for ongoing debates about whether and when state sovereignty can be justifiably violated, particularly in the name of the ‘Responsibility to Protect’ principle. By examining the Libyan intervention through the lens of the R2P doctrine, this study also contributes to the ongoing debates on the legitimacy and effectiveness of humanitarian intervention. On the one hand, it could be argued that invoking the R2P doctrine has made collective action possible and has been successful in transcending the political differences that often lead to inaction in the face of a humanitarian crisis (Hobson, 2016, p. 436). On the other hand, it could be argued that success has been replaced by failure, as Libya spiralled into even greater chaos after the intervention, with ongoing human suffering. This outcome has also resulted in a shattered international consensus on the R2P doctrine and questions about the overall effectiveness of humanitarian intervention. 
This study provides an important opportunity to advance the understanding of the impact of military humanitarian interventions conducted in the name of the R2P principle. Valuable lessons can be drawn from the Libyan case for future coalition partners and intervention strategies. By identifying the different rationales and foreign policies pursued by the different actors, the findings of this study could eventually contribute to a more effective response to mass atrocities and humanitarian crises.	



The objectives of this study will be attempted to realize by answering the following research question:

“To what extent can the failures during and after the 2011 Libyan foreign-imposed regime change intervention be explained by foreign policy differences among the United States, France and United Kingdom?’’

This study employs a single case setting with multiple subcases design. It examines the 2011 Libyan intervention through three subcases: the United States, France, and the United Kingdom. By analyzing each subcase within their specific socio-political context, this research seeks to uncover reasons why the foreign-imposed regime change resulted in significant failures. This study relies on secondary data, accessing official documents from respective government websites to analyze the foreign policies pursued by each subcase during the intervention. Additionally, the study utilizes various sources to assess the overall impact of the intervention and events during and after the intervention, including reports such as those from Amnesty International (2012) on the civilian impacts of NATO strikes and related news articles. 
	The overall structure of this study consists of 6 chapters, hereby including the introduction and excluding the literature list. Chapter two begins by setting the scene and providing some background information of the course of action during the 2011 Libyan intervention. The third chapter, the theoretical framework, explores the theoretical concepts related to this study and focuses on former foreign policy patterns of the US, France, and the UK. The fourth chapter discusses the methodology used for this study, including the secondary data used to conduct a single setting case with multiple subcases. In the fifth chapter, the analysis chapter, the findings of this study are being revealed. The conclusion chapter provides a brief summary of the key findings that help explain the failures during and after the 2011 Libya intervention. Additionally, it discusses the overall contributions of this study, reflects on its limitations, and offers recommendations for further research.  

2. [bookmark: _Toc169881185]The Libyan case 

After the dynamic of the Arab Spring reached Tunisia and Egypt, the rebellion against Gaddafi’s regime started in Benghazi in early 2011 (Buzatu, 2021, p. 147). While the autocrats in Tunisia and Egypt reacted with a measure of restraint, Gaddafi declared war on the Libyan uprisings (Zifcak, 2012, p. 60). The number of protestors killed quickly rose from hundreds to more than a thousand. The protests escalated into a rebellion that managed to seize control of Benghazi, a military airbase, and the oil refinery in Brega (Malito, 2019, p. 290). Although the rebels benefited from large-scale defections from the Libyan military, Gaddafi’s forces had the advantage of heavier firepower at their disposal (Engelbrekt, Mohlin & Wagnsson, 2014, p. 19). Consequently, Gaddafi’s forces were able to strike back harder, regaining strength and territory (Zifcak, 2012, p. 60). Once Gaddafi started to taste victory, he told his supporters to attack the oppositions in their dens, calling them “cockroaches and rats’’ who did not deserve to live anymore (Lobban & Dalton, 2014, p. 132). Hereby using words that reminded of the Rwandan genocide. 											Gaddafi’s speech deeply alarmed the international community (Zifcak, 2012, p. 61). In response, the Security Council adopted Resolution 1970 (UN, 2011). The resolution demanded an immediate end to hostilities and human rights violations, aligning with the first pillar of the R2P doctrine (Zifcak, 2012, p. 64). It also established a set of coercive measures. Additionally, states such as the US, France, and UK, individually increased their intelligence activities in Libya, dispatching personnel to rebel-held areas (Engelbrekt, Mohlin & Wagnsson, 2014, p. 19). However, despite all these efforts, the torture, killings, and arbitrary detentions continued (Zifcak, 2012, p. 64). 				Considering the lack of positive evolution in Libya, the UN Security Council proposed Resolution 1973 (UN, 2011). As Libyan authorities failed to protect their population, the adoption of this resolution authorized member states to intervene and stop the widespread and systematic attacks against the Libyan people. Under Chapter VII of the United Nations Charter (U.N. Charter art. 39-51), the resolution authorized the member states to take all necessary measures to protect the civilians under threat of attack. During the discussion of Resolution 1973, the African Union opposed any form of foreign intervention and proposed a roadmap that engaged with all the parties in Libya, including the rebellion and Gaddafi. The roadmap aimed to facilitate a ceasefire, cooperation, and the formation of a transitional government between the Libyan authorities and the rebellion (Malito, 2019, p. 191). Although Gaddafi accepted the proposal, the rebellion did not. Additionally, the proposal by the African Union did not receive serious consideration from other actors, as France, the UK, and the US did not recognize the armed nature of the rebellion and pointed the finger exclusively at Gaddafi. 		The adoption of Resolution 1973 was surprising, as most actors had expected Russia and China to veto any proposal for military action (Garwood-Gowers, 2013, p. 603). From the perspective of the R2P principle, Resolution 1973 involved the implementation of the third pillar, which calls for a timely and decisive response (Buzatu, 2021, p. 148). Action under the third pillar included non-coercive means such as diplomacy and humanitarian assistance, as well as coercive measures, including the use of force as a last resort (Garwood-Gowers, 2013, p. 598). However, the indeterminacy of the pillar papered over significant differences between the member states’ interpretations of when and how the responsibility to react should be operationalized (Garwood-Gowers, 2013, p. 599).
[bookmark: _Hlk167625092][bookmark: _Hlk164328477]	Under Resolution 1973, a coalition of states, including the United States, France, and the United Kingdom, began military action against Libyan targets (Garwood-Gowers, 2013, p. 603). Within a few days, NATO ‘answered the call’ by initiating Operation Unified Protector (OUP) (Engelbrekt, Mohlin & Wagnsson, 2014, p. 6). The extensive NATO-led air campaign concluded seven months later with the capture and death of the man who had ruled Libya since 1969. The NATO Secretary General has marked OUP as one of the most successful missions in the history of the Alliance. 				Before NATO’s official involvement, states were planning and carrying out operations individually and sometimes bilaterally (Engelbrekt, Mohlin & Wagnsson, 2014, p. 20). This reflects the indeterminacy of ‘timely and decisive response.’ For example, German officials suggested non-military options such as targeted sanctions (Engelbrekt, Mohlin & Wagnsson, 2014, p. 23). In contrast, France supported the idea of military action but insisted that any military support for the rebels needed authorization from the UN Security Council, not NATO, due to NATO’s negative image in the Arab World (Cowell & Erlanger, 2011). Additionally, the French government recognized the Libyan rebellion, unlike other parties. Moreover, while France did not necessarily want NATO’s involvement, US officials began lobbying for a NATO-led role (Engelbrekt, Mohlin & Wagnsson, 2014, p.21). 			When the NATO-led military action began, the specific mission NATO would undertake was unclear (Engelbrekt, Mohlin & Wagnsson, 2014, p. 23). Initially, the only military actions considered were limited to evacuation operations and providing humanitarian assistance, suddenly, the prospect of using military force for an arms embargo was added. This change of course can be explained by the failure of diplomatic efforts to resolve the conflict and the persistence of violence against the Libyan civilians. Thus, as a last resort, the use of force was considered (Garwood-Gowers, 2013, p. 598).	Throughout the mission, Western leaders only agreed on the limited goal of preventing the collapse of the rebel position. With the battle lines moving back and forth, Western politicians struggled to reach consensus on the broader objectives, leading to uncertainty about each country’s role in the mission. Thus, the Libyan mission can also be characterized as a coalition effort within NATO, with significant variations in contributions from member states (Engelbrekt, Mohlin & Wagnsson, 2014, p. 25). 												Internal tensions started to rise due to the lack of clarity and consensus about the nature of the mission (Engelbrekt, Mohlin & Wagnsson, 2014, p. 27). Where one would refer to it as one of protecting civilians, rather than helping the rebels win the war, others, Obama, Cameron, and Sarkozy, explicitly targeted Gaddafi and advocated for his removal, thereby framing the mission as a ‘regime change’ operation.  												Looking at the Libyan mission, it involved a successful combination of air assets, Special Forces, and the removal of the head of the state (Engelbrekt, Mohlin & Wagnsson, 2014, p. 221). However, whether the operation can be labelled a ‘success’ depends on one's perspective. From a humanitarian standpoint, the coalition’s actions resulted in civilian casualties (Buzatu, 2021, p. 148). This is problematic considering the political imperative to avoid civilian casualties or minimize them to the greatest extent possible, which was a significant concern for the hesitant allies (Engelbrekt, Mohlin & Wagnsson, 2014, p. 26). 										Moreover, behind a state of celebration generated by the liberation of the Libyan people from the regime, significant long-term factors were already unfolding (Buzatu, 2021, p. 149). During the crisis, the country’s infrastructure was extensively damaged as Gaddafi forces targeted strategic locations, blocking access to essential supplies like food, water, electricity, and communications (Buzatu, 2021, p. 148). Thousands of people were displaced, traumatized, and in great need. Despite swift military engagement in Libya, a credible and comprehensive post-intervention plan for stabilizing the country was never formulated (Eriksson, 2016, p. 820), even though the endorsement of the R2P principle also included the responsibility to rebuild (May, 2013, p. 330). Unfortunately, the absence of any post-intervention plan continues to manifest in Libya’s persistent political instability, food insecurity, and economic stagnation. 									From a legal perspective, NATO’s actions to protect civilians were argued to be within the mandate (Ulfstein & Christiansen, 2013, p. 162), referring to Resolution 1973 (UN, 2011), notwithstanding the civilian casualties the operation caused. However, supporting the rebels and aiding in the overthrow of Qaddafi could be seen as exceeding the mandate and potentially unlawful use of force maybe even an illegal use (Ulfstein & Christiansen, 2013, p. 169). Normally, when the UN Security Council authorizes the use of force, it strives to maintain impartiality toward the conflict parties’ political objectives (Pippan, 2011, p. 168). NATO’s alignment with the rebels compromised this impartiality principle (Ulfstein & Christiansen, 2013, p. 169). These claims of military overreach by NATO states under the UN mandate could undermine the credibility of the R2P in future human crises (Ulfstein & Christiansen, 2013, p. 159). 										The lack of a cohesive, unified, and effective international response to the Libyan crisis significantly influenced the intervention’s outcomes, resulting in unintended consequences and repercussions for Libya and the broader region. Initially aimed at protecting civilians, the intervention in Libya led to state collapse, prolonged instability, and ongoing conflict. This has raised serious doubts about the effectiveness and application of the R2P, given the deteriorating humanitarian conditions in Libya. Moreover, the sudden call for regime change has fuelled concerns that the R2P doctrine may be selectively applied and exploited by major powers (Kurtz & Rotmann, 2015, p. 16). Therefore, the application and credibility of the R2P principle remain highly contested.

3. [bookmark: _Toc169881186]Theoretical framework 

In this chapter, existing research on the theoretical concepts related to this thesis will be explored. To do so, first, the concept of sovereignty will be reviewed to demonstrate how evolving notions of sovereignty have paved the way for the emergence of the R2P principle. However, it remains a critical question how humanitarian values can be balanced or placed above state sovereignty. Second, within the framework international law, the conditions under which intervention is permissible will be examined, addressing both the legal and moral-discursive aspects of intervening in the domestic affairs of another state. Third, the concept of foreign-imposed regime change (FIRC) as a form of intervention will be discussed, exploring various motives that drive such interventions. Fourth, the collective action required by the R2P principle will be analyzed in relation to foreign policy processes. In this part, the foreign policy processes that are a result of domestic and international politics will be explained in the light of Putnam’s (1988) two-level games logic. Additionally, how foreign policy decision-making is shaped by the international environment, international and domestic factors, and decision dynamics, will also be addressed. Finally, the foreign policy patterns of the United States, France, and United Kingdom, particularly their historical interactions with the African continent, will be examined to understand their strategic motivations. 

[bookmark: _Toc168054827][bookmark: _Toc168489805][bookmark: _Toc169881187]The concept of sovereignty 
The Westphalian notion of state sovereignty has been a central and enduring feature of international relations since the establishment and consolidation of the nation-state system (Ramos, 2013). Sovereignty is commonly accepted as the capacity to determine behaviour within the territory of a polity without external legal constraint (Humprey, 2007, p. 418). The ‘‘polity’’ in question is normally considered to be the nation-state. The ‘‘territory’’ on the other hand is a geographical space bounded by state frontiers. Moreover, the principle of supreme authority within a designated territory has become the cornerstone of the international system (Matlary, 2006, p. 19), with the concept of ‘non-intervention’ serving as central norm articulated in paragraphs 2(4) and 2(7) of the UN Charter (U.N. Charter art. 2, para. 4., para. 7). 	
After decolonization, the international community, particularly former colonial powers, assumed a responsibility towards creating orders in the ‘failed states’ (Matlary, 2006, p. 23). This was rooted in the belief that the right of self-determination logically extends to the right to democracy within states. The security rationale behind this perspective posits that democracy promotes peace – democracies do not fight each other, and states are then governed by law. 
Furthermore, globalization, the proliferation of new technologies, the emergence of transnational issues, international institutions, and non-state actors have all challenged the traditional Westphalian notion of absolute state sovereignty (Biersteker, 2013, p. 250). While the Westphalian notion still holds significance, the evolution of international processes has introduced a more fragmented notion of sovereignty (Matlary, 2006, p. 25), resulting in a constant balance between state sovereignty and international cooperation. 

[bookmark: _Toc168054828][bookmark: _Toc168489806][bookmark: _Toc169881188]Responsibility to Protect principle 
Related to this, perhaps the most significant development in recent years is the emergence of the ‘Responsibility to Protect’ (R2P) principle (Biersteker, 2013, p. 254). International institutions have contributed to this new era of sovereignty, as the definition of sovereignty has been expanded to include humanitarian values (Weiss, 2000, p. 15). During the 2005 UN World Summit, over 50 states explicitly endorsed the R2P principle, which rests on three equally weighted and nonsequential pillars: (1) the obligation of each state to protect its own people from the four crimes of genocide, war crimes, ethnic cleansing and crimes against humanity, as well as from their incitement; (2) the international community’s responsibility to assist a state to fulfill its R2P; and (3) the international community’s responsibility to take timely and decisive action to prevent or halt atrocities when the state in question is manifestly failing to do so (UNGA, 2005). This principle marked a departure from the older concept of humanitarian intervention by emphasizing the international community’s 'responsibility' or 'obligation' to intervene in accordance with the UN Charter (Bellamy, 2011a, p. 143). Furthermore, with the emergence of the principle, states were also hoping to overcome political differences that often lead to inaction and generate collective action to crises that require urgent attention (Hobson, 2016, p. 436). However, the problem with this is that denying the politics that influence the possibilities of intervention, do not make them go away. 
[bookmark: _Hlk163205356][bookmark: _Hlk163211532]	Over the past years, the R2P has become entrenched in the diplomatic discourse surrounding humanitarian emergencies, serving as justifications for actions, a means to enforce compliance, and a call for international intervention (Bellamy, 2011a, p. 144). First, R2P language is used to describe a political commitment to prevent and halt genocide and mass atrocities accompanied by a policy agenda in need of implementation (Bellamy, 2011a, p. 158). Emphasized by member states, the principle is considered universal and enduring, shifting the focus from whether it applies to how best to exercise it. Moreover, this commitment to R2P gives rise to a policy agenda that needs to be identified, articulated, and implemented. The initial step towards defining this agenda have been taken though the principle’s three pillars. However, how the international community is going to halt or prevent genocide and mass atrocities precisely from happening, remain undefined and subject to ongoing debate. This issue underscores the continuous balance between state sovereignty and international cooperation. 		Furthermore, tied to this discussion is the debate over whether to call the R2P a norm (Bellamy, 2011a, p. 160). Scholars typically define norms as collectively shared expectations of appropriate behavior for actors in a particular area with a given identity (Vinjamuri, 2018, p. 289). The debate does not center on the first pillar, as it essentially reaffirms and codifies existing norms (Bellamy, 2011a, p. 160). Instead, the focus is on the second and the third pillars. Critics contend that while pillars two and three may be considered norms, they are plagued by indeterminacy issues. The first pillar entails relatively clear norms, requiring states to refrain from committing four specific crimes. In contrast, the specific obligations under pillars two and three in a particular context are far less clear. The indeterminacy of these pillars is produced by a combination of uncertainty about what is expected, disagreements about what ought to be expected, how it needs to be done, and an interest in preserving flexibility for the future (Franck, 1990, p. 52). 
Second, the R2P language can be used to generate a speech act where specific words and sentences trigger particular communicative outcomes. In other words, R2P can be used as a label to attach to crises to generate the will and consensus necessary to mobilize a decisive international response (Bellamy, 2011a, p. 159). Thus, the use of the R2P label by the international community makes it possible to elevate certain issues above normal politics. 	
The lack of a clear policy agenda, the indeterminacy of pillar two and three, and the power of the R2P label grant the international community, on the one hand, considerable freedom to determine what should be done in the name of the R2P, and on the other hand, a significant degree of confusion that can lead to inaction or a total chaos (Bellamy, 2011a, p. 162). Therefore, critics typically argue that the principle is a dangerous and imperialist doctrine that threatens to undermine the national sovereignty and political autonomy of weaker states (Bellamy, 2011a, p. 144). Others have argued that the R2P principle has once again become a veneer for regime change (Vinjamuri, 2018, p. 298).
	To conclude, the emergence of the R2P principle reinforced the idea that the international community must act to halt or prevent the four crimes from occurring, and to do this, collective action and political commitment from each of the states is necessary. In other words, there is agreement that something needs to be done. However, how pillar two and three should be implemented is far from clear. Unanswered questions about the extent to which humanitarian values can be placed above the notion of state sovereignty, how external actors can best intervene in the domestic affairs of another state and especially why they would want to do so, all contribute to the indeterminacy of the principle. 

[bookmark: _Toc168054829][bookmark: _Toc168489807][bookmark: _Toc169881189]Justifications for intervention 
Either way, the translation of intention into action cannot occur without a probable cause. External actors often cite different justifications for intervening in the domestic affairs of other states. In the previous section, it became clear that the three pillars of the R2P principle are all in accordance with the UN Charter, the legal framework. Moreover, since R2P language has gained some power, it can also be translated into and used for a framework to justify intervention - the moral discourse framework. 

[bookmark: _Toc168054830][bookmark: _Toc168489808][bookmark: _Toc169881190]Legal framework
What is the legal framework for intervening in another sovereign country? The starting point for the debate on justified (military) intervention is the tension between state sovereignty and individual human rights, as embodied in the Charter of the United Nations (Seybolt, 2007, p. 8). The UN Charter prohibits the use of force only in cases of self-defence or when actions are authorized by the UN Security Council to address threats to international peace and security (U.N. Charter art. 2, para. 4). The tension inherent in the UN Charter lies in the question of whether states’ rights are always morally and legally superior to individual rights. 
In the literature, some arguments can be found in support of the norm of humanitarian (military) intervention (Newman, 2021, p. 637). This also relates to the emergence of the ‘Responsibility to Protect’ principle. Firstly, a moral claim can be made that egregious human rights abuses should not be tolerated at any time (Newman, 2021, p. 634), even if intervention conflicts with principles such as state sovereignty. 
Secondly, severe human rights abuses can be seen as a threat to the international peace and security (Newman, 2021, p. 637). However, what the Security Council interprets as ‘threats to the international peace and security’ changes over time in response to new circumstances and human society (Weiss, 2000, p. 15). Furthermore, the changing notions of sovereignty have important implications because they determine who is allowed to a player in international affairs and provide justifications for external intervention (Biersteker, 2013, p. 255). To conclude, in the name of the R2P principle, the UN Charter can be used as a legal framework to justify the violation of the non-intervention principle. 

[bookmark: _Toc168054831][bookmark: _Toc168489809][bookmark: _Toc169881191]Moral discourse framework 
Since the R2P has become part of the diplomatic language of humanitarian emergencies and since the meanings of sovereignty, self-defence, and what constitutes of international peace and security are neither fixed nor constant across time and place (Biersteker, 2013, p. 245), attention needs to be given to discourses and justifications surrounding these concepts (Malito, 2019, p. 107). These concepts concern human security on the one hand, and state security on the other. Burke (2004, p. 330) argues that if morality, especially with the R2P principle, becomes part of the machinery of war, the discourses about war and intervention play a role in prioritizing certain concepts while marginalizing others. This is also reflected in the usage of the R2P label in international politics (Bellamy, 2011a, p. 159), mentioned in the previous section. 									Next to humanitarian concerns, the quest for security has become a central feature and one of the most powerful dynamics of modern politics (Krause & Williams, 2018, p. 15). In the name of security, enormous political, social, and economic resources can be mobilized. However, what one person, group, or state perceives as a threatening source of insecurity, another may not. Yet the ambiguities of security are no different from those of other contested political concepts. With the development of securitization theory, the apparent indeterminacy of the concept was to be embraced (Krause & Williams, 2018, p. 22). This theory highlights that the concept of security is not important for what it means; rather, it is important for what it does. In principle, anything can be an object to be secured. 											Furthermore, the rise of mentalities, technologies, and practices to manage risk has ensured that the divide between normal and securitized politics has become increasingly blurred (Krause & Williams, 2018, p. 23). This is also true for the divide between security inside and outside the state. “As security issues and threats have become globalized, so too has the practice of policing stretched beyond borders, and as domestic threats are linked to transnational networks, domestic policing has become increasingly militarized’’ (Krause & Williams, 2018, p. 23). Securitization theory thus highlights that who is being secured, from what, and by what means has evolved throughout history (Krause & Williams, 2018, p. 25). It is important to note that relations of insecurity have also been transformed into stable and pacific relations and systems. The powerful concept of security serves to structure the mentalities, values, and concepts of the self and social order. The power it holds can be connected to broader values and political judgements about desirable forms of domestic and global order (Krause & Williams, 2018, p. 26). The same could be said about humanitarian concerns since who needs to be helped, from what, and in what way, are context-dependent and free for interpretation. Therefore, the emphasis needs to be on the discourses and justifications surrounding human and state security concepts. 
	Discourses do not have just linguistic properties; they have to be brought into the public and scholarly spheres to exist (Malito, 2019, p. 107). Dominant discourses about the nature of a certain conflict and its possible resolution makes it all possible for interventions to be seen as universally needed, acceptable, and permissible (Malito, 2019, p. 106). 
To examine how dominant discourses in society come about and are being reproduced, Jabri’s (1996) work on discursive hegemony can be used. She identifies three mechanisms that are essential to the reproduction of dominant discourses. First, definitions and justifications are built upon values and principles that demonstrate a sense of community and universality (Jabri, 1996, p. 96). Specific interests are represented as universal interests to mobilize wider support and acceptance for the actions being taken. Second, hegemonic discourses ignore the existence of contradictions. They rather focus on single and simple cause-effect relationships in order to make it more suitable and comprehensible. However, the suppressed contradictions could eventually lead to conflict themselves. Third, through the reiteration of the ‘current state of affairs’, dominant discourses ‘naturalize the present’ (Jabri, 1996, p. 97). This has the important consequence of conserving the interests of dominant groups, whose interests are bounded up with the preservation of the status quo. These three mechanisms, universalization, simplification, and reiteration, can all be used to structure discursive hegemony surrounding humanitarian and security concerns and, thereby, intervention (Malito, 2019, p. 106). 

[bookmark: _Toc168054832][bookmark: _Toc168489810][bookmark: _Toc169881192]Foreign-imposed regime change 
In the name of the R2P principle, different forms of interventions can be mandated. In practice, interventions range from humanitarian military interventions to democratic interventions aimed at protecting international peace and security and preventing widespread human suffering (Welsh, 2004, p. 3). Another form of intervention that can be identified is foreign-imposed regime change. Foreign-imposed regime change (FIRC) refers, in the broad sense, to the efforts of an external actor who wishes to impose order in a specific sovereign state (Reiter, 2017, p. 2). This involves overthrowing or altering the leadership or governing structure of the target state without the consent of its government or population. 												
In practice, FIRC takes many forms and can vary along two important dimensions. First, it can mean an externally imposed change in leaders or political institutions, or it might seek to change the target’s leader and institutions. When an externally imposed change seeks to change the political institutions of the target, it often aims to install its own political institutions in the target state. Second, actors can take a variety of actions in an attempt to impose regime change, using different foreign policy tools with varying levels of aggressiveness. Nevertheless, two conditions are necessary for a FIRC (Peic & Reiter, 2011, p. 455). First, an external actor must wish to impose a regime change on a target state, typically to remove an interstate threat by replacing the dangerous older regime with a puppet regime or democratically elected leaders. Second, the external imposer must be capable of imposing regime change.													By imposing a regime change, an external actor interferes more significantly in another state’s domestic affairs than when external actors solely provide humanitarian assistance. This once again relates to the unanswered questions concerning the indeterminacy of pillars two and three of the R2P principle: how actors would see fit to best prevent or halt genocide and mass atrocities. Particularly, when external actors believe that extreme aggressiveness and violations are provoked by a single individual or a political culture, foreign-imposed regime change can be viewed as an effective way of stopping human suffering (Reiter, 2017, p. 6). 

[bookmark: _Toc168054833][bookmark: _Toc168489811][bookmark: _Toc169881193]Motives of foreign-imposed regime change
As briefly mentioned, foreign-imposed regime change (FIRC) can be an attractive way of addressing security concerns. In the existing literature, more explanations can be found as to why actors may want to pursue FIRC (Reiter, 2017, p. 4). In this part, five different motives will be identified. 		First, geopolitical interests are assumed to play an important part in why actors want to opt for FIRC. States may want to establish or maintain territorial spheres of influence in a specific area to gain strategic advantage (Downes, 2020, p. 153). Additionally, indirect threats from third parties or rival parties might motivate states to pursue FIRC to keep these threats out of their sphere (Reiter, 2017, p. 8). 
	Second, economic considerations may also influence an actor’s intention to pursue FIRC. States can target other states for regime change because of economic disputes (Downes, 2020, p. 153). FIRC may provide an opportunity to pacify a target state by changing its foreign economic policies (Reiter, 2017, p. 7). This might also mean pushing the target state towards higher levels of economic interdependence, with the idea that this, in turn, will reduce interstate conflict. Moreover, states may instigate regime change to gain access to certain resources or markets.
	Third, as mentioned earlier, FIRC can be an attractive means of addressing security concerns (Reiter, 2017, p. 6). If a state’s aggressiveness is believed to reside principally with a single individual, then the removal of that individual through FIRC will substantially reduce the international threat. Furthermore, if a state’s aggressiveness is seen as generated by a political culture that nurtures militarism and aggression, especially autocratic political institutions, then FIRC provides the opportunity to overthrow the institutions and tackle the culture at its root, replacing it with a political system that embraces pacific norms. In addition, FIRC can be used to advance national interests in other ways, such as reducing terrorist threats if the FIRC target provides support or safe haven for terrorist groups.	Fourth, FIRC can also have ideological motives. Ideological differences can serve as an explanation for why states target others for regime change (Downes, 2020, p. 153). Leaders who impose or promote a certain regime type do so to gain or keep foreign allies or reduce a domestic political threat (Reiter, 2017, p. 10).
	Fifth, legal or ethical considerations may also play a part. States may turn to FIRC if adversary leaders prove to be incapable of upholding agreements (Downes, 2020, p. 153). This can involve humanitarian concerns. Additionally, states may resort to FIRC when they lack a legal exemption from the non-intervention principle (Levin & Lutmar, 2020, p. 10). In such cases, they cannot make a credible self-defence claim or gain authorization from an international body, so they turn to FIRC as an alternative solution.
	One or a combination of these motives may lead an actor to wish to impose a regime change in a specific area. 

[bookmark: _Toc168054834][bookmark: _Toc168489812][bookmark: _Toc169881194]Identifying, articulating and implementing a policy agenda 
In addition, during the 2005 UN World Summit, UN Secretary-General Kofi Annan recommended the R2P principle as a basis for collective action to rescue populations in grave danger when their governments are unable or unwilling to act (UNGA, 2005). Collective action occurs when multiple individuals or parties are required to contribute to an effort in order to achieve an outcome (Ostrom, 2004, p. 2). As mentioned earlier, with the formulation of the three pillars, the first step was taken towards defining the policy agenda. However, the articulation and implementation of this policy agenda are still incomplete. This leaves room for the international community to understand a specific situation and act based on their knowledge, capacity, and interests.						To do ‘something’, strategies and policies for how to address a specific issue need to be discussed and defined. Since the application of the R2P principle refers to actions taken outside a state’s boundary to achieve goals, it involves foreign policy (Adnan, 2014, p. 657). Foreign policy can be defined as an integrated plan to secure and enhance the national interest of a state (Adnan, 2014, p. 658). These national goals or interests are determined by both the characteristics of the nation and its people and by the external situation in which the nation finds itself in relation to other nations (Organski, 1958, p. 78). The pursued interests of a state result from the interaction of domestic and international actors and groups, all trying to influence different stages of the policy process (Adnan, 2014, p. 658). Additionally, in the international arena, states that share interests and pursue common policies can balance weight and promote the policies they prefer, thereby decreasing the likelihood of conflict (Leeds & Morgan, 2010, p. 6). This also relates to the quest for legitimacy, as states seek to gain popular acceptance and consent from both the public and international actors for the strategies they want to use and the policies they want to pursue. Moreover, foreign policy is not made in a political vacuum but is shaped by domestic factors, as well as by globalizing pressures, integrative tendencies, and transnational forces (Williams, 2004, p. 911). 
	To better understand how domestic and international politics interact and how this influences foreign policy decision-making, the two-level framework by Putnam (1988) will be explained. Furthermore, when analysing foreign policy, different factors can be identified to explain the rationale behind the foreign policy decision-making process. Therefore, the decision-making approach to foreign policy analyses by Alex Mintz and Karl Rouen (2010) will be outlined. Lastly, the foreign policy patterns of the United States, France and United Kingdom will be discussed in order to understand their past foreign policy decisions and their current interests. 

[bookmark: _Toc168054835][bookmark: _Toc168489813][bookmark: _Toc169881195]The logic of two-level games 
Robert Putnam offers a conceptual framework for understanding the interaction between international relations and domestic policy. He proposes that international negotiations involve a two-level game (Putnam, 1988, p. 434). At the national level, governments face pressure from political parties, interests groups, and public opinion, all of which aim to steer the government toward adopting favorable policies. At the international level, governments engage in negotiations with foreign counterparts to reach agreements that align with domestic interests. In many negotiations, the two-level process may be iterative (Putnam, 1988, p. 436). Negotiators explore possible agreements and work to convince their counterparts. Putnam (1988, p. 435) discusses a leader’s “win-set,” which includes the possible outcomes of international negotiations on one hand, and the set of agreements that could win domestic approval on the other. The size of the “win-set” can help predict certain negotiations.			Thus, at the domestic level, different actors with various interests interact within domestic political institutions to deliberate and determine a state’s foreign policy choices (da Conceição-Heldt & Mello, 2017). Simultaneously, at the international level, actors that span borders seek to influence states’ domestic and foreign policies. While this all happens at the same time, there is no easy answer to which level of analysis best explains foreign policy, or which level influences the other first. 			However, the framework provides valuable insights into how agreements can come about and what they are based on. When navigating the international landscape by balancing competing interests, making concessions, and building coalitions, leaders must also satisfy domestic pressures and manage domestic opposition. The end result is the product of these different dynamics influencing each other simultaneously. State behaviour and specific policy outcomes can thus be explained by the interaction of both domestic and international factors. 
The concept of the R2P can also be linked to this framework. At the international level, consensus and legitimacy must be gained on when to use the doctrine, while on the domestic level, support must be gathered from domestic constituencies to engage in R2P interventions. The actual resort to the R2P is thus a complex interplay of international commitment and domestic political support. 

[bookmark: _Toc168054836][bookmark: _Toc168489814][bookmark: _Toc169881196]Foreign policy decision-making 
In their book, Alex Mintz and Karl Rouen (2010) present a decision-making approach to foreign policy analysis. This approach aims not only to explain the outcomes of decisions but also the processes that lead to those decisions and their dynamics. Mintz and Rouen focus on identifying and explaining factors present in any decision-making environment. They define foreign policy decision-making as: “the choices individuals, groups, and coalitions make that affect a nation’s actions on the international stage’’ (Mintz & Rouen, 2010, p. 3). These decisions often involve significant stakes, enormous uncertainty, and substantial risks. This model acknowledges that domestic politics can shape foreign actions (Mintz & Rouen, 2010, p. 6). 											It should be noted that this approach primarily views the state as a unitary actor and does not fully account for the dizzying array of interactions between leaders, public opinion, mass media, experts, and interest groups (Baum & Potter, 2008, p. 41). While numerous domestic and international factors influence foreign policy behavior, these influences are channelled through the political apparatus of a government that identifies, decides, and implements foreign policy (Hermann, 2001, p. 47). Despite its limitations, this approach is valuable for identifying factors in the decision-making process and showing how they shape policy outcomes. 
	Many scholars analyzing FPDM start with the rational actor assumption (Mintz & Rouen, 2010, p. 7). This realist paradigm assumes that states act to maximize their gains and minimize their losses. However, cognitive models generally posit that the rational actor assumption is not realized in practice (Mintz & Rouen, 2010, p. 8). These models highlight the mind’s limitations in carrying out the rational model’s calculus and present more realistic interpretations of human decision-making, accounting for additional factors that influence most decisions.								Foreign policy decisions are often made in environments characterized by time constraints, ambiguity of information, familiarity, stress, uncertainty about opponents’ motivations, and high risk (Mintz & Rouen, 2010, p. 25). These decisions have significant consequences for nations, their allies, and rival countries. When time is limited, it becomes difficult to carry out rational calculations, which may result in suboptimal policy choices (Mintz & Rouen, 2010, p. 26). Additionally, foreign policy decisions often rely on incomplete and inaccurate information due to producer-consumer problems. Consumers depend on information from producers in the field, giving producers a certain amount of power. This process can lead to ambiguity (Mintz & Rouen, 2010, p. 27), where provided information has multiple, often competing meanings. Ambiguity increases the complexity of foreign policy decisions, causing decision-makers to ignore the information and opt for shortcuts. 			The issue of familiarity can also arise. Decision-makers may jump to conclusions based on prior experience without fully assessing the cost and benefits of alternatives. While this does not necessarily lead to bad decisions, it can have unintended consequences since every situation has unique circumstances (Mintz & Rouen, 2010, p. 28). Furthermore, the interactive setting of the international context must be considered. Leaders make decisions that affect and are affected by the actions of other players or leaders. “Understanding the strategic interactive context of a decision is a crucial part of understanding foreign policy preferences, processes, judgment, and choice, because previous and future reasoning of the opponent will have an effect on the payoffs’’ (Mintz & Rouen, 2010, p. 28).
	One of the main problems that actors may encounter in crises is their tendency to be influenced by biases and errors in decision-making (Mintz & Rouen, 2010, p. 38). Cognitive models acknowledge the limits of the human mind, and biases often lead to misperception. Actors see the world through filters reinforced by previous beliefs and experiences. One common bias is the focus on short-term benefits rather than longer-term difficulties (Mintz & Rouen, 2010, p. 39). Solutions may be implemented for an instant win without considering long-term implications. Another bias is the wishful thinking, where leaders have unrealistic expectations and are overly optimistic about foreign policy outcomes (Mintz & Rouen, 2010, p. 41). This bias can lead states to overestimate their capabilities and underestimate those of their opponents (Mintz & Rouen, 2010, p. 42). 							
When appealing to the R2P doctrine, decision makers’ perceptions, influenced by intelligence reports, media coverage, and personal beliefs or experiences, can affect decisions on R2P. The assessment of threat size and urgency, based on intelligence reports, media coverage, and personal beliefs, lead to specific policy choices and outcomes. Misperceptions or miscalculations of threats can result in different policy choices and thus different outcomes. 
 In addition, certain beliefs provide powerful frames for interpreting and understanding situations. They may block or shape information and determine perceptions regarding policy outcomes (Mintz & Rouen, 2010, p. 101). Using dominant narratives can help policy choices and outcomes gain more public support. 
	Foreign policy decision-making is influenced and shaped by the foreign policy environment, international and domestic factors, and decision dynamics (Mintz & Rouen, 2010, p. 169). Understanding how these factors influence foreign policy decisions can provide insights into the intentions and strategies of actors and how definitions of situations are translated into action (Hermann, 2001, p. 48). This understanding is also useful for the R2P, as it sheds light on the complexities and challenges involved in humanitarian intervention. 

[bookmark: _Toc168054837][bookmark: _Toc168489815][bookmark: _Toc169881197]United States foreign policy 
How can US foreign policy be best described in light of its role as a major international actor and its experiences with the harsh realities of power politics (Donduran, 2022, p. 2)? US foreign policy can be characterized by the endless struggle between two seemingly incompatible but occasionally convergent concepts: liberal values and national interests (Rose, 2021). “The clash between the US commitment to the core liberal values and principles embedded in the nation’s political culture and to the security of its allies, along with its considerations of self-evident national interests and power, has long shaped the debate in Washington’’ (Donduran, 2022, p. 5). This unending struggle has led to a pendular behavioral pattern stemming from the two fundamental contradictions of US foreign policy: moralpolitik and realpolitik (Ryan, 2000, p. 3), where moralpolitik involves liberal values and realpolitik involves national interests. Some claim that the character or form of the pendulum has changed over time, such as between isolationism and interventionism, as well as between disengagement and internationalism. However, they argue that the values-interest dilemma of US foreign policy is its true origin and therefore crucial for a comprehensive analysis of US foreign policy (Donduran, 2022, p. 3). 
	During the twentieth century, US foreign policy witnessed recurrent clashes between liberal ideas and the overwhelming geopolitical realities of the world (Ikenberry et al., 2011, p. 6). The liberal ideas that underpin idealistic actions in US foreign policy have been constrained by often unyielding requirements of power politics, which ultimately prioritize material interests and balance-of-power considerations. Admittedly, the values-interest dilemma has caused a divide, if not inconsistency, between rhetoric and practice (Donduran, 2022, p. 9). In some cases, it cannot be denied that liberal concerns have served as instruments to consolidate public support behind a foreign policy decision or garner support in general. However, there are historical examples of American undertakings that illustrate the convergence of liberal concerns and power considerations (Donduran, 2022, p. 10), such as the anti-communist containment during the Cold War. 						On the one hand, American political culture has played a central role in encouraging a values-centred approach to foreign policy, with its commitment to liberal democratic principles. It has acted as a significant source of inspiration and stimulated undertakings based on moral concerns (Donduran, 2022, p. 10). On the other hand, public opinion and congressional processes have swung the pendulum towards the other side. 											In the US, public opinion has relatively easy access to decision-making processes, thus playing a critical role in determining the principal foreign policy tendency (Donduran, 2022, p. 11). Congress, as an intermediary of the public opinion, is also a potent source of influence (Donduran, 2022, p. 12). The inclination of the Congress to lean towards one side of the spectrum significantly increases the momentum of the pendulum (Donduran, 2022, p. 14). 
	When examining the foreign policy choices of a state, two distinct trajectories can be identified: one inspired by history and cultural background and the other shaped by present international and domestic conjuncture, which can act either as a constraint or a stimulus for action. For example, since the Great Recession of 2008, the international environment can be characterized by the return of geopolitical considerations accompanied by power politics and the end of unipolarity (Layne et al., 2012, p. 412). Apart from strategic interests, humanitarian instincts could also be followed, swinging the pendulum towards moralpolitik (Donduran, 2022, p. 15). In practice, foreign policy can move back and forth between a values-based approach and a realist strategy (Donduran, 2022, p. 17). Multi-level factors, such as humanitarian concerns presented by the international environments and domestic factors involving the public opinion, can all shape the course of foreign policy. 	
Historically, the US military has not considered issues on the African continent as strategic priorities, leading to irregular and inconsistent engagement in the region (Congressional Research Service, 2011b, p. 14). However, the Bush Administration’s National Security Strategy of 2002 highlighted the need for a more focused strategic approach toward the African continent to combat disease, war, and desperate poverty. Furthermore, the Obama Administration’s first National Security Strategy of 2011 reflected the need to build effective partnerships on the continent, emphasizing conflict prevention, counterterrorism, access to open markets, and the protection of vital carbon sinks (CRS, 2011b, p. 15). Five factors have thus shaped the increased strategic interests of the US in Africa: oil, global trade, armed conflicts, terror, and diseases like HIV/AIDS. Because of this, the US established the U.S. Africa Command (AFRICOM) to promote US national security objectives in Africa and its surrounding waters (CRS, 2011b, p. 1). 
	US foreign policy towards Africa also reflects its broader pendular behavior. On the one hand, moralpolitik is evident as the US started to focus on issues such as health and poverty alleviation, as well as the promotion of democracy and human rights. On the other hand, realpolitik is highlighted by their involvement in security and economic interests. 
Based on all of this, US foreign policy can be recognized by its pendular behavior pattern. US behavior abroad is shaped by the unending struggle between often incompatible liberal values and strategic interests (Donduran, 2022, p. 24). Motivations for certain actions can be found on each side of the spectrum and often find their way back to one of the two competing concepts. This pendular behavior is also evident in US involvement on the African continent.  

[bookmark: _Toc168054838][bookmark: _Toc168489816][bookmark: _Toc169881198]French foreign policy principles 
French foreign policy is characterized by principles of preeminent multilateralism, autonomous regional groupings, and unapologetic nationalism (Bowen, 2005, p. 95). France prioritizes working through international organizations and multilateral forums to address global issues, emphasizing bodies like the European Union and United Nations For collective security, France has labored since the 1950s to develop a stand-alone European security and defence structure (Bowen, 2005, p. 96) with an independent European military identity (Bowen, 2005, p. 101). Unilateral American military actions, Washington’s veto power in the UN Security Council, and US’s renewed interest in Africa have all fuelled France’s desire to detach from American dominated structures (Bowen, 2005, p. 96), undermining the French goal of attaining recognition as a great power (Bowen, 2005, p. 101).  	Furthermore, French foreign policy underscores France’s commitment to its own interests, values, and sovereignty, particularly in its historic spheres of influence, for example, in Africa (Bowen, 2005, p. 96). Unlike other European colonial powers, France delayed decolonization and sought to maintain enduring political, cultural, economic and military relations with its former colonies (Vallin, 2015, p. 79).												 Understanding French foreign policy necessitates recognizing the significance of its former colonial empire in shaping its international status as a major power. Even after independence, the French presence in its former African empire was still tangible through the permanent French military bases across the continent (Vallin, 2015, p. 80). The French military usually tried to stop further escalation of violence from happening (Vallin, 2015, p. 82). During the Cold War, France was the sole European actor capable and willing to act in Northern Africa to maintain these territories within the Western bloc (Vallin, 2015, p. 84). 												Post-Cold War, France adapted its core the core African policy (Vallin, 2015, p. 88). It relinquished its primary role in ensuring stability and security in its former colonies, closing some permanent military bases and shifting from unilateral to explicit multilateral guarantees before engaging in major military interventions in Africa, aiming to avoid accusations of neocolonialism (Vallin, 2015, p. 97). Despite these changes, France continued to play a decisive role in African conflicts, often under European of UN mandates (Vallin, 2015, p. 95). Some argue that multilateralism and the rise of threats like al-Qaeda contributed to the relegitimization of the French military presence in parts of Africa (Vallin, 2015, p. 89). Comparison to its African or European allies, France retains almost exclusive capabilities for military interventions in several African countries (Vallin, 2015, p. 90), now justified by universal principles such as territorial integrity, human rights violations, or international peace and security. 												The contrast between France’s presence during colonial times and its current stance on the continent highlights its reduced but still crucial strategic interests in Africa (Vallin, 2015, p. 93). Despite decreased interests, France still remains influential in modern Africa due to political alliances, economic interests, its tens of thousands of nationals living on the continent, its vast network of education, media, and cultural institutions, and military deployment across the continent (Vallin, 2015, p. 101). 
	In summary, France’s foreign policy underscores a strong commitment to addressing global challenges through multilateral frameworks while safeguarding its own interests and sovereignty, particularly in Africa. France continues to engage actively in its former colonies and neighbouring regions, intervening to support democratic processes and stability (Vallin, 2015, p. 85), aiming to mitigate political, interstate, and humanitarian crises that could destabilize the broader region (Enterline & Greig, 2005, p. 1075). 

[bookmark: _Toc168054839][bookmark: _Toc168489817][bookmark: _Toc169881199]Foreign policy interests of the United Kingdom 
What can be said about the UK’s foreign policy interests? Since the 1940s, strong relations with the United States have been a cornerstone of UK foreign policy (Archick, 2007, p. 9). Most UK policymakers have viewed loyalty towards the US as a means to strengthen UK’s influence internationally and safeguard its global interests. Conversely, UK policymakers have also positioned themselves somewhat as guides to America’s foreign policy, influencing certain decisions and tempering specific precautions. Additionally, they have positioned themselves as intermediaries between the US and EU.  										Nevertheless, the United Kingdom has its own distinct political culture, history, and interests. For instance, the UK places significant emphasis on multilateral institutions, shaping its Africa policies to often align with multilateral frameworks. This approach aims not only to build necessary capabilities and international leverage but also to deliver tangible outcomes rather than mere declarations of intent (Williams, 2004, p. 916). Multilateralism as a way of managing international crises and legitimizing the use of force (Archick, 2007, p. 9). This contrasts sharply with the unilateral tendencies seen in US foreign policy. Furthermore, the UK’s former colonial empire in the Middle East and its sizable Muslim community influence its policy choices in ways divergent from those of the US, particularly concerning root causes of Islamist terrorism and strategies for prevention.
	Given its substantial military capacity and status as a major power, the UK exerts influence over decisions made within the EU, US, UN, and NATO (Archick, 2007, p. 9). However, in the current global political landscape dominated by a single superpower (Williams, 2004, p. 922, questions have arisen about how the UK should navigate its relationship with this superpower. Consequently, maintaining close ties with the US has been perceived as serving UK interests best This has driven efforts to establish the UK as a trusted voice within Washington and to enhance its role in European decision-making through its special relationship with the US. Nevertheless, widespread criticism has emerged suggesting that the UK government’s alignment with Washington on key foreign policy issues has strained relationships with its citizens, the UN, the EU, and NATO (Williams, 2004, p. 923). 			Upon closer examination of UK foreign policy behavior, it is striking that the UK has incorporated the European Convention on Human Rights (ECHR) into domestic law, placing human rights at the heart of its foreign policy and guiding its actions on ethical principles (Foley & Starmer, 2002, p. 464). This ethical dimension of UK’s foreign policy is characterized by expressions of transborder moral solidarity and appeals to the universal values within the international community (Gilmore, 2014, p. 543). Overseas ethical obligations have provided a key rationale for British involvement in interventions associated with the ‘war on terror’ and other global conflicts (Gilmore, 2014, p. 544). 												The UK has articulated a doctrine advocating that the spread of values such as liberty, the rule of law, human rights, and open society enhances global security (Miller, 2010, p. 570). However, this ethical commitment to promoting liberal values is framed primarily as a means to support UK security interests, rather than as an independent end (Gilmore, 2014, p. 545). This approach sometimes disconnects UK foreign policy from a narrower interpretation of national interest focused on defending state sovereignty, territorial integrity, and international security (Gilmore, 2014, p. 546).		
In drawing lessons from this, any state leading the promotion of human rights faces the challenges of ensuring that fundamental human rights prevail over political expediency (Foley & Starmer 2002, p. 473). The assumed harmony between values and interests risks neglecting both national interests and the well-being of vulnerable non-citizens, ultimately leading to unfavorable outcomes (Gillmore, 2014, p. 555). 
Africa plays a key role in upholding the UK's status as major power due to its influence on the continent (Vines, 2018, p. 120). The UK also maintains significant strategic and economic interests in Africa, particularly regarding immigration, crime prevention, and counter-terrorism. Rather than viewing Africa solely as a threat, the UK National Security Council identifies opportunities for trade growth and energy diversification (Vines, 2016, p. 136). Additionally, the UK promotes democratic changes and human rights initiatives in Africa, reflecting a multifaceted approach that combines colonial ties, economic interests, and security concerns. 
	In conclusion, the UK’s foreign policy aligns closely with US interests and considerations to bolster its international influence, while also pursuing multilateralism with the EU to achieve legitimacy in certain aspirations. Nonetheless, the UK maintains its own distinct interests, driven by ethical concerns for non-citizens and the propagation of the liberal values worldwide. Moreover, the UK’s global strategy, particularly in Africa, encompasses economic promotion, security maintenance, and historical relationship preservation.  

[bookmark: _Toc168054840][bookmark: _Toc168489818][bookmark: _Toc169881200]Recipe for disaster? 
As mentioned previously, the R2P principle serves as the foundation for collective action to rescue populations in grave danger. However, the specific contributions expected from different actors to rescue populations in grave danger remain unspecified. This ambiguity allows the international community, including the US, France, and the UK, to interpret and act based on their respective histories, beliefs, interests, and capacities.  Consequently, the failure to effectively achieve the common goal of halting or preventing human rights violations often lurks ahead. The lack of consensus on the interpretation of pillars two and three of R2P has proven to be a significant obstacle in ending hostilities and has led to adverse consequences for all involved parties (Molnár, Molnár, Mártonffy, Takács & Vecsey, 2022, p. 123).

4. [bookmark: _Toc169881201]Methodology 

To investigate how failures during and after the 2011 Libyan foreign-imposed regime change intervention can be explained by foreign policy differences among the United States, France, and the United Kingdom, qualitative research is conducted. This study employs a single setting case with multiple subcases, drawing on secondary data. This chapter outlines he research design, justifying the choice of a single-setting case study with multiple subcases. Additionally, it examines the strengths and weaknesses of utilizing secondary sources of data. The types of secondary data selected and collected for this study are discussed, followed by an explanation of how these secondary sources are analyzed by using different coding categories. 

[bookmark: _Toc168054842][bookmark: _Toc168489820][bookmark: _Toc169881202]Research Design 
[bookmark: _Hlk164931527]In the field of political science, power, political authority, conflict, and negotiation are objects often studied through deep observation and analysis, employing qualitative research methods (Franco et al., 2020, p. 111). Qualitative research involves the collection of non-numerical data such as texts, interviews, and other documents collected from repositories (Franco et al., 2020, p. 112). One strength of qualitative methods is their ability to uncover the “why’’ behind phenomena by delving into details and identifying underlying mechanisms (Franco et al., 2020, p. 114). However, qualitative methods are typically resource intensive, requiring significant time and financial investment. Critiques also include challenges in replicating findings due to subjectivity and limited access to certain documents. 
	A common qualitative research method is the case study approach (Franco et al., 2020, p. 123). According to Gerring (2004, p. 342), a case study involves an intensive study of a single unit for the purpose of understanding a larger class of (similar) units. With “unit’’ he refers to a spatially bounded phenomenon such as a nation-state or revolution, observed at a single point in time or over some delimited period of time. A case study is thus an in-depth description and exploration of a spatially bounded phenomenon (Franco et al., 2020, p. 123). It allows for the interpretation within the specific socio-political context of the case.								
This research seeks to explanation why the foreign-imposed regime change intervention in Libya in 2011 failed. It aims to make sense of the specific socio-political context in which the intervention occurred, focusing on policy stances and strategies of the United States, France and United Kingdom at that time. Therefore, this study employs a single setting case with multiple subcases (Ababacar Sy Diop & Liu, 2020, p. 10). The number of subcases, in this instance, involves three, reflecting the interests of the research (Ababacar Sy Diop & Liu, 2020, p. 11). This method involves analyzing each subcase within its own context to highlight their particularities. Findings from these subcases will be compared to understand the evolution of the issue and draw conclusions about the entire case.			The selection of Libya as the single setting case is notable for several reasons. Firstly, UN Resolution 1973 marked the first UN Security Council mandate for a military intervention under the ‘Responsibility to Protect’ principle (Ulfstein & Christiansen, 2013, p. 169), adopted formally at the 2005 UN World Summit (UNGA, 2005). This resolution is exceptional because it explicitly employs the “R2P language’’ (Bellamy, 2011a) to justify action taken under Chapter VII of the UN Charter (UN, 2011). Secondly, the resolution provided the legal basis for a large-scale open-ended military operation against a sitting government (Pippan, 2011, p. 165), which was controversial given the government’s recognized legitimacy at the time of adoption. Thirdly, contrary to the protection mandate commonly given to UN peacekeeping forces, Resolution 1973 authorized member states “to take all necessary measures to protect civilians and civilian populated areas under threat of attack’’ (UN, 2011). The ambiguity of the phrase “all necessary measures’’ provided a justification for targeting Gaddafi’s residence in Tripoli (Pippan, 2011, p. 168). While the UN resolution did not specifically target individuals, the ambiguous nature of the military intervention justified under R2P allowed for some discretion. Finally, the implications and overall effects of the Libyan intervention of 2011 are for these different reasons of great importance, as the outcomes will forever serve as the precedent for future interventions in the name of the R2P principle. It can be argued that because of the implementation of the R2P in Libya, the international community is failing to protect millions of people in Syria today (Henriksen & Larssen, 2016, p. 3). 									The selection of the US, France, and UK as subcases can be explained by the fact that they were the primary actors in the 2011 Libyan intervention (Henriksen & Larssen, 2016, p. 3). Additionally, these countries are three of the five permanent members of the UN Security Council, which, in different ways, enabled the intervention based on the concept of R2P. Although R2P is narrow in scope, applying specifically to the four crimes of atrocity, its underlying principles are deep (Thakur, 2011, p. 18), allowing for broad interpretations in responding to these atrocities. By analyzing how these three different countries approached the intervention under the banner of R2P, insights can be gathered into the successes and failures of the operation. The US, France, and UK each played important roles in the decision-making process, execution of military humanitarian operations, and post-intervention actions. Their distinct strategic interests, beliefs, and historical backgrounds led to differing foreign policy approaches during and after the 2011 Libyan intervention. Examining these differences offers a clearer understanding of how varied policies and national interests influenced the Libyan intervention and its aftermath. 
	The study’s timeline for the single setting case with multiple subcases begins on February 15, 2011, when protests erupted in Benghazi against Gaddafi’s government (Buzatu, 2021, p. 147). This marked the onset of widespread protests across Libya. NATO’s official involvement concluded on October 31, 2011(Buzatu, 2021, p. 150), but the analysis extends beyond this date to explore ongoing ramifications and failures of the intervention. Additionally, since the responsibility to rebuild was missing on behalf of NATO, some argue that especially this can be highlighted as a huge failure during and, particularly, after the 2011 intervention (Buzatu, 2021, p. 150). 

[bookmark: _Toc168054843][bookmark: _Toc168489821][bookmark: _Toc169881203]Secondary data 
In this study, a single setting case with multiple subcases is built upon secondary sources. The use of secondary sources involves data collected by others for purposes other than the specific research question of the researcher (Boslaugh, 2007, p. 1). For this reason, a dataset can be a primary dataset to one researcher and a secondary dataset for another. Depending on the research focus, numerous sources are available for secondary data analysis (Chivaka, 2018, p. 1). Types of secondary data include surveys, reports, academic journals, interview transcripts, speeches, books and so on (Boslaugh, 2007, p. 3). 	However, the use of secondary sources of data is not without limitations. One significant disadvantage is inherent in the nature of secondary data: because it was not collected specifically to address the researcher’s questions, certain information that you would like to have for your research may be missing (Boslaugh, 2007, p. 4). Furthermore, since the analyst did not participate in the planning and executing the data collection, the quality and methodological rigor of the original data collection process may be unknown (Boslaugh, 2007, p. 5). Therefore, potential issues during data collection and factors influencing the process must be considered. The original purpose for which the data was collected is also crucial as it can impact the interpretation and validity of results (Boslaugh, 2007, p. 9). Hence, researchers need to account for the context in which documents were produced, their intended audience, and any potential biases that may influence the data (Bowen, 2009, p. 38). Lastly, incomplete document selection can lead to biased interpretation, known as ‘biased selectivity’ (Yin, 1994, p. 80). Institutions may selectively choose documents that are in line with their corporate polities and own agenda’s, potentially skewing the data in a particular direction. Related to this is confirmation bias where researchers consciously or unconsciously select data that are in line with their expectations or ignore data that contradicts their hypotheses. To mitigate biases, transparency, justification, and critical evaluation of data selection are essential in research. 
	Nevertheless, the use of secondary sources of data also offers strengths, such as access to large amounts of information collected by various institutions over time (Vartanian, 2011, p. 13). This facilitates tracking changes and developments, allowing researchers to compare findings across different datasets (Bowen, 2009, p. 30). Moreover, secondary data are typically more cost-effective and less time-consuming to acquire compared to primary datasets. Today, much secondary data is freely available online (Vartanian, 2011, p. 13)., and even when purchasing is necessary, costs are generally lower than conducting original data collection (Boslaugh, 2007, p. 3). The breadth and depth of secondary data enable researchers to identify patters, provide comprehensive descriptions, and study a wide range of individuals and entities over extended periods (Vartanian, 2011, p. 13). 
			
[bookmark: _Toc168054844][bookmark: _Toc168489822][bookmark: _Toc169881204]Data collection 
The procedure of using secondary data entails finding, selecting, appraising, and synthesizing data contained in documents (Bowen, 2009, p. 28). When finding and selecting different kinds of documents, the meaning of each of the documents needs to be established, and its contribution to the issues needs to be explored (Bowen, 2009, p. 33). This is to determine the relevance of the documents to the research problem and purpose. It is also important to assess the documents for completeness, determining whether they are comprehensive and cover the research topic fully, or selective and cover only parts of the research topic. As mentioned, with the use of already existing data, there is a chance that the information needed for your research topic has not been collected (Boslaugh, 2007, p. 4). Therefore, you want your data to be as comprehensive as possible, covering as most aspects of the subject as possible (Bowen, 2009, p. 33). 											During the collection and selection of various documents, my research question has served as the guideline. The research question basically consists of two parts. First, there are the foreign policies pursued by the US, France, and UK during the Libyan intervention of 2011, the three subcases. The process of shaping foreign policies is linked to its immediate context, including by what has come before (Taylor, 2013, p. 57). Ideas commonly held across society or particular social groups or contexts influence different decision-making processes and may provide justifications for certain policy options. Therefore, the focus is on how language in articles, official statements, state documents, and news reports is used to reinforce norms, play down problems, and perpetuate an interpretation of society that supports some interests and obscures others (Taylor, 2013, p. 77). In particular, the indeterminacy and ambiguity of the second and third pillars of the R2P doctrine have allowed states relatively free interpretations of appropriate measures in Libya. There was consensus on the necessity of collective action by the international community to protect populations in grave danger. However, the specifics of how the international community should provide assistance and take timely and decisive action were entirely unclear, or put differently: open for personal interpretation. 				
Based on previous research in the field of interest, it became evident that concepts concerning human security or what constitutes of the international peace and security are neither fixed nor constant across time and place (Biersteker, 2013, p. 245). For this reason, the emphasis should be on the discourses and justifications surrounding these concepts since who needs to be helped, from what, and in what way are context-dependent and open for interpretation. To do this, the different incentives, motivations, goals, and concerns of actors, which are fuelled and determined by international and domestic factors, the foreign policy environment, and their own history and beliefs, need to be identified. All these different aspects, and the interaction between them, have influenced the actions of the US, France, and UK during the 2011 Libya intervention. 	
Second, there are the consequences of the international involvement in Libya of 2011. All the different rationales and actions of the actors involved in the intervention have had, in turn, their consequences and broader implications. 

[bookmark: _Toc169881205]Data selection
For the selection of documents concerning the foreign policies pursued by the US, France, and UK during the 2011 intervention, official documents are retrieved from the sites of their public authorities. All these documents are publicly accessible and published on behalf of official public authorities. 	For the United States, reports from the Congressional Research Service (CRS) are selected. The CRS works exclusively for the United States Congress, providing comprehensive and reliable legislative research and analysis (CRS, 2011). In addition, a publication from the United States Department of Justice is included. To complement these reports, documents from the Atlantic Council are also included, as they are a non-partisan organization that galvanizes US global leadership. For France, two White Papers on defence and national security are retrieved from the sites of the European Parliament and the Cooperative Cyber Defence Centre of Excellence (CCDCOE). One White Paper was published before the intervention and one during the intervention. They are both included to get a more comprehensive view of continuity or possible changes. For the United Kingdom, reports from Foreign Affairs and International Affairs and Defence Committee are selected. These committees serve to research, monitor, and report on the United Kingdom’s international relations and defence policy. Therefore, these reports provide transparency regarding the UK’s decisions, strategies, and implementation processes during the intervention. 												The use of these official documents adds credibility and weight to my research, as these studies have been conducted by experts and policymakers with extensive knowledge in defence policy and international relations. This also contributes to the study's trustworthiness (Kakar, Rasheed, Rashid & Akhter, 2023, p. 153). Moreover, these documents frequently include primary data collected through official statements, government positions, interviews, surveys, stakeholders and testimonies from experts. 												For the selection of documents concerning the course of the 2011 and its aftermath, various other sources are selected. The endorsement of Resolution 1973 (UN, 2011) can be seen as the starting point of the Libyan intervention. For this reason, the final report of the United Nations Security Council is included. This report provides an overview of the initial goals and objectives of the UN, as well as the coalition’s course of action under the UN mandate during the intervention. In addition, two reports published by Amnesty International concerning the humanitarian impact of the intervention are included. This to get a more comprehensive picture, incorporating multiple viewpoints and findings from various stakeholders. Furthermore, literature from two different books is included. These books deal with the failures of the 2011 intervention and its aftermath. These books entail a detailed historical background and an in-depth analysis of the operations. Lastly, five online news articles related to the three subcases are selected to include public opinion and societal reactions to the events, policies and issues surrounding the intervention. This allows for analyzing the media framing and influence of different platforms in different countries as well.
The actual list of documents can be found in Appendix I. 										
[bookmark: _Toc168054845][bookmark: _Toc168489823][bookmark: _Toc169881206]Data analysis
For the analysis of the collected secondary data, I used the program “Atlas.ti’’ which assists in the organization, categorization, and interpretation of the data. This qualitative data analysis software allowed me to organize the secondary data in a structured manner. To code the data thematically, I started with general codes derived from the literature. First, I used of multiple coding words related to the three subcases, the US, France, and UK. These included their initial interests and objectives, dominant discourses in society, their actual decisions, and their pursued foreign policy towards the 2011 Libyan intervention. For the US, I also included a domestic stakeholders category because, according to existing literature, domestic stakeholders play a significant role in the formulation and implementation of US foreign policy. Second, I included the ‘Resolutions’ and ‘R2P doctrine’ categories to understand the legal framework for intervening in another sovereign country and the various authorities that come with it. Third, I labelled the different actors involved to identify their actions and incentives during the intervention. Lastly, I made coding categories concerning the transition period, the aftermath, and the overall failures of the intervention. The actual list of the coding categories can be found in Appendix II. 

5. [bookmark: _Toc168054846][bookmark: _Toc168489824][bookmark: _Toc169881207]Analysis 

In this chapter, the findings of the secondary data analysis will be presented. First, the findings regarding Libya under Gaddafi’s rule will be discussed. Following this, the fragmented and diverging efforts of the coalition partners during the planning and execution of the Libyan intervention, including those under NATO leadership, will be examined. Additionally, the sudden swift to foreign-imposed regime change will be addressed. Next, five shortcomings of the intervention will be identified and their consequences will be reviewed. The three subcases will be discussed and used to explain these five identified failures of the 2011 Libyan intervention. Finally, the key findings will be summarized. 

[bookmark: _Toc168054847][bookmark: _Toc168489825][bookmark: _Toc169881208]Gaddafi’s rule
During Gaddafi’s 40-year-long dictatorship, his leadership proved controversial, complex and contradictory (Congressional Research Service, 2011a, p. 23). On one hand, Gaddafi led an autocratic regime where human rights were severely limited by state repression of civil society and restrictions on freedom of expression, press, and assembly (The Foreign Affairs Committee, 2016, p. 6). His regime was responsible for a range of domestic human rights abuses and exported terrorism internationally, including to the United Kingdom and the United States (The Foreign Affairs Committee, 2016, p. 5). However, the Gaddafi regime also faced its threats from al-Qaeda linked groups, prompting a move to improve relations with the US and the UK, particularly after the attacks of 11 September 2011.		On the other hand, under Gaddafi’s leadership, Libya was ranked the 53rd most advanced country in the world for human development and the most advanced country on the continent of Africa (United Nations Development Programme, 2010). Access to higher education was available to all students, and Libya had the lowest infant mortality rate on the African continent (Campbell, 2013, p. 255). In addition, since the discovery of oil and gas, the Libyan economy flourished and became dominated by these resources (UNSC, 2011, p. 37), attracting significant attention from Western oil corporations and China state-owned enterprises (Campbell, 2013, p. 188). European powers, in particular, engaged in intense competition for Libyan oil, as many European countries are heavily dependent on important oil and given Libya’s geographical proximity (Campbell, 2013, p. 88). 
	In addition to political alignment in the war on terror, the interest and dependency of European countries on Libyan oil led to further collaborations. For example, the UK agreed to cooperate with Libya in education, defence, counterterrorism, police training, travel visas, and migration (International Affairs and Defence, 2011, p. 4). France also developed a close business and intelligence relationship with Libya (Penney, 2018). During a five-day state visit to France, Gaddafi and Sarkozy talked about a huge military sales deal that would lock the relationship for the upcoming 20 years. For the US, the counterterrorism efforts taken by Gaddafi were particularly interesting (CRS, 2011b, p. 17), although partnerships in other fields of expertise were not as prominent. Nonetheless, US oil companies, along with British oil companies, have historically dominated and continue to dominate the petroleum sector in Libya (Campbell, 2013, p. 85). 
	Ultimately, it can be argued that Gaddafi’s controversial, complex, and contradictory leadership led to widespread discontent among the people, paving the way for the Arab Spring of 2011. 

[bookmark: _Toc168054848][bookmark: _Toc168489826][bookmark: _Toc169881209]Fragmented alliance 
A crisis erupted in mid-February 2011 due to a series of events in Benghazi and other eastern cities that quickly spiralled out of Gaddafi’s control (CRS, 2011a, p. 1). In the resulting chaos, Libyan security forces allegedly opened fire on protestors. Given the fast-moving developments and the relatively limited presence of international media in Libya, a sense of uncertain drama surrounded the unfolding conflict (CRS, 2011a, p. 4). Available to the public was Gaddafi’s 70-minute diatribe on TV (The Foreign Affairs Committee, 2016, p. 13), where he called his opposition “cockroaches and rats’’ who did not deserve to live anymore (Lobban & Dalton, 2014, p. 132). Despite his oratory, there was no evidence to support the claim that Gaddafi was preparing to launch a massacre against civilians in Benghazi (The Foreign Affairs Committee, 2016, p. 14). While the Gaddafi regime did claim towns from the rebels, it seems he refrained from attacking civilians. For example, the House of Commons of the United Kingdom found evidence of a disparity between male and female casualties, suggesting that Gaddafi’s regime forces targeted male combatants rather than indiscriminately attack civilians. Although Gaddafi had a record of appalling human rights abuses during his 40-year dictatorship and certainly threatened with violence against those who took opposed him (The Foreign Affairs Committee, 2016, p. 15), it did not include large-scale attacks on Libyan civilians. 						
[bookmark: _Hlk169079573]	The lack of colonial-era involvement by the Western countries contributed to their shortcomings in deeply understanding Libya’s culture and society (Henriksen & Larssen, 2016, p. 18). Consequently, Western powers relied heavily on any available sources. An Amnesty International investigation in 2011 revealed that rebels in Benghazi made false claims and manufactured evidence to attract international support (The Foreign Affairs Committee, 2016, p. 15). This manipulation resonated with certain beliefs in the Western world. Firstly, mass atrocity crimes have long triggered the international concern, reminding them of past failures to prevent or halt war crimes (The Foreign Affairs Committee, 2016, p. 16). The false media claims by the rebels presented a very one-sided narrative where protest movements were portrayed as entirely peaceful, suggesting that the regime’s security forces were unaccountably massacring unarmed demonstrators (The Foreign Affairs Committee, 2016, p. 15), striking a nerve in the international community.  									Second, Libyan connections with transnational militant extremist groups were known before 2011 and were a source of concern for many Western countries (The Foreign Affairs Committee, 2016, p. 13). A conflict in Libya could therefore have direct security implications for the broader region and international security (CRS, 2011a, p. 19). These convictions significantly drove the international community's consensus that something needed to be done. Despite lacking a comprehensive database of knowledge regarding the people, actors, events and the tribal structure (The Foreign Affairs Committee, 2016, p. 12), and an incomplete understanding of the available evidence, the international community attempted to devise a strategy based on the R2P.							Sarkozy was an early and vocal advocate of the Western decision to intervene in Libya based on a moral obligation (Penney, 2018). However, before any real intervention took place, the UN Security Council unanimously adopted Resolution 1970 (2012, p. 13), which imposed an arms embargo on Libya and placed targeted financial and travel sanctions on Gaddafi. The resolution did not authorize the use of force by third parties (CRS, 2011a, p. 5). The adoption of the resolution did not lead to significant positive changes, prompting further debate on additional action and strategies (CRS, 2011a, p. 6). 	Differences of opinion arose among actors over the legitimacy and utility of specific policy options, including the military option to protect Libyan civilians and the adoption of a no-fly zone (CRS, 2011a, p. 6). France was the first country to call for a no-fly zone over Libya, followed by the United Kingdom (The Foreign Affairs Committee, 2016, p. 11), while significant scepticism remained in the United States about the effectiveness of this measure (The Foreign Affairs Committee, 2016, p. 12). From the very beginning, the United States was reluctant and continued to emphasize the importance of strong statements, diplomatic consultations, and targeted actions as a response (CRS, 2011a, p. 6). President Obama was keen to avoid military intervention and the deployment of ground troops (United States Department of Justice, n.d., p. 23). Therefore, the Administration particularly lobbied for the immediate implementation of a ceasefire and the provision of water, electricity, and gas supplies to all areas (CRS, 2011a, p. 8). 
	Sarkozy decided to put more pressure on the international actors to take a more definitive stance on the Libyan conflict and took the unilateral decision to recognize Libya’s Transitional Council as the legitimate representative of the Libyan people (Penney, 2018). This accelerated international intervention efforts and led to the adoption of Resolution 1973 by the UN Security Council (2012, p. 13). The resolution called for an immediate ceasefire and dialogue, declared a no-fly zone in Libyan airspace, and authorized member states to take all necessary measures to protect civilians and civilian-populated areas under threat of attack. The use of the words “all necessary measures’’ implied the use of force; however, it neither explicitly authorized the deployment of ground forces nor addressed the questions of regime change and of post-conflict reconstruction (The Foreign Affairs Committee, 2016, p. 10). 													The resolution also required the concerned member states to promptly inform the Secretary-General of the measures they undertook based on the authorization provided by resolution 1973 (UNSC, 2012, p. 21). While fourteen countries have notified the Secretary-General that they were taking military measures in accordance with the resolution, only four countries – France, Italy, United Kingdom and United States – immediately notified the Committee about the provision of military-related materials or personnel to Libya. However, the Panel did not receive precise details and numbers regarding all actions taken, as well as the materials and personnel provided.							France led the push for military intervention by launching the first aircraft against Gaddafi forces (Campbell, 2013, p. 103). Following this announcement, the US and the UK launched Tomahawk land attack cruise missiles a few hours after the French attacks on Benghazi (Henriksen & Larssen, 2016, p. 54). A coalition led by the US, France, and UK started Operation Odyssey Dawn to support military operations aimed at protecting civilians, enforcing the arms embargo, implementing the no-fly zone as authorized by UNSCR 1973 (CRS, 2011a, p. 6). However, the Obama Administration was very clear from the start: it preferred to play a supporting role (United States Department of Justice, n.d., p. 26). Despite the US typically assuming a leadership role in external interventions, this time it opted for a “leading from behind’’ approach (Marcuzzi, 2021), aiming to pave the way for other coalition partners to execute measures sanctioned by UNSCR 1973 (United States Department of Justice, n.d., p. 24). Even though initially reluctant towards humanitarian intervention, the Administration agreed under the condition that the use of force would strictly adhere to its defined objective: protecting civilians of Libya (CRS, 2011a, p. 8). 
With Operation Odyssey Dawn, there was no clear military-strategic plan in place, resulting in US, UK, and French aircraft operating in discrete national stovepipes (Henriksen & Larssen, 2016, p. 58). The new “leading from behind’’ role of the US caused confusion over who should be in overall command of coalition operations and led to disagreements over the course of action (Henriksen & Larssen, 2016, p. 58). Consequently, each country conducted the campaign using its own command and control arrangements and information systems, operating in a state of deconfliction rather than true integration (Henriksen & Larssen, 2011a, p. 57). This often resulted in inefficiencies and duplicated efforts. The absence of a unified military-strategic plan with clear objectives also led each country to prioritize its own national interests. For instance, France unilaterally decided to supply arms to the west of Tripoli to aid a rebel advance towards Benghazi. This action occurred without prior declaration of intent before operations and, perhaps more significantly, exceeded the arms embargo. 		
Recognizing a power vacuum, NATO initiated Operation Unified Protector (OUP) to address it, taking over command and control of all ongoing military operations in Libya (CRS, 2011a, p. 17). However, even under NATO command, the initial planning and operational phases of OUP were characterized by significant discord regarding the mission’s objectives and future direction (CRS, 2011a, p. 18). A key point of discussion concerned the level of flexibility that NATO forces would be granted to protect civilians and civilian areas based on UNSCR 1973 (2011). French officials insisted on retaining the ability to strike ground forces to protect civilian areas, whereas Turkish officials strongly opposed any targeting of ground forces (CRS, 2011a, p. 18). This underscores the varied interpretations of UNSCR 1973 (2011), with some interpreting the establishment of a no-fly zone narrowly, while others viewed the 'protect' function as encompassing airstrikes on Gaddafi's land forces (Henriksen & Larssen, 2016, p. 53). 												NATO’s reliance on the United States, as well as on other member states and their commitment, became evident during the operation. With only eleven countries contributing air assets to OUP, the alliance heavily depended on collective efforts (Henriksen & Larssen, 2016, p. 33). The operation, which included enforcing a no-fly zone over Libyan territory, could only cover the northern part of Libya, leaving the southern borders unsurveyed (UNSC, 2012, p. 16). This gap in surveillance allowed illicit trafficking and armed fighters to enter and exit Libya undetected, posing a challenge to Libya’s stability. Moreover, OUP underscored the significant military capabilities gap between the United States and Europe (Henriksen & Larssen, 2016, p. 223). NATO relied heavily on the American military for personnel, specialists, aerial refuelling, reconnaissance, and intelligence missions. With the United States stepping back, European partners now had to generate and sustain the military capacity required (Henriksen & Larssen, 2016, p. 56). Despite efforts to find reconnaissance platforms from other member states, most members proved to be committed to operations elsewhere (Henriksen & Larssen, 2016, p. 59). For example, the UK focused primarily on the operation in Afghanistan. 				The absence of coalition land forces meant a heavy reliance on air-derived intelligence (Henriksen & Larssen, 2016, p. 55). However, NATO found itself very short of qualified intelligence analysts and targeters (Henriksen & Larssen, 2016, p. 59), complicating the ability to differentiate between regime and rebel forces and to positively identify targets (Henriksen & Larssen, 2016, p. 55). According to Amnesty International (2012, p. 5), civilian casualties occurred in circumstances where it was difficult to distinguish between combatants and civilians. Additionally, in residential and rural areas where no evidence of military objectives was found, dozens of civilians were killed in NATO airstrikes (Amnesty International, 2012, p. 7). NATO was under enormous pressure to avoid mistakes and prevent the accidental targeting of civilians, as the responsibility to protect was highly emphasized in the mission (Henriksen & Larssen, 2016, p. 60). However, the very thing they accused Gaddafi of the NATO alliance did so themselves. 

[bookmark: _Toc168054849][bookmark: _Toc168489827][bookmark: _Toc169881210]Foreign-imposed regime change
How did the humanitarian mission suddenly shift to a regime change? When examining the contents of the resolutions endorsed by the UNSC (2012), no provisions for regime change were found. Moreover, when Prime Minister David Cameron sought and eventually received parliamentary approval for the military intervention, he assured the parliament that the overall objective was not a regime change (The Foreign Affairs Committee, 2016, p. 18). According to Obama, it would be a mistake to broaden the military mission to include regime change (CRS, 2011a, p. 9). France, by contrast, sided with the Turkish leader and became the first European leader to call for the fall of Gaddafi (Rasmi, 2021, p. 6). 		During the initial weeks of the intervention, progress was slower than expected, not advancing as rapidly as it did in Tunisia and Egypt during the Arab Spring. This was due to several combined factors. The fragmented international community’s response, coordination challenges among actors, and NATO’s reliance on air power without ground troops caused delays and led to a slower impact (Henriksen & Larssen, 2016, p. 12). Additionally, Libya’s vast desert geography and lack of infrastructure made it more difficult for rebel forces to organize and mobilize effectively. Moreover, the Libyan rebels were divided into multiple factions with different goals, leading to internal conflicts (UNSC, 2012, p. 12). Rivalries between various militias ensured that there could be no effective planning among them (Campbell, 2013, p. 155), limiting the National Transitional Council’s ability to establish centralized control (UNSC, 2012, p. 12). Furthermore, violent attacks on civilians continued, indicating that NATO’s initial goal of protecting civilians and civilian areas from attack had not yet been achieved (CRS, 2011a, p.17). 
[bookmark: _Hlk169187461]	These factors, along with Sarkozy's call for regime change, ensured that David Cameron signed a joint letter with Barack Obama and Nicolas Sarkozy in April 2011, outlining their collective pursuit of a future Libya without Gaddafi (The Foreign Affairs Committee, 2016, p. 18). The limited intervention to protect civilians suddenly shifted into a policy of regime change by military means. Although the UN resolution did not specifically target individuals, Gaddafi’s residence in Tripoli also functioned as a high-level command and control centre (The Foreign Affairs Committee, 2016, p.17). Therefore, it was considered a legitimate target for a legitimate reason. 							In October 2011, seven months after it started, NATO’s Operation Unified Protector came to an end with the capture and death of Muammar Gaddafi (Campbell, 2013, p. 193). It was an historic moment for NATO, as it marked the first time NATO ended an operation it had initiated. Additionally, from NATO’s perspective, it was an historic victory for the people of Libya, as their country transformed from an international pariah into a nation with the potential to become a productive partner with the West, all with NATO’s help. The end of the intervention was highlighted by Sarkozy’s trip to Tripoli, where he congratulated the Libyan people on the success of the revolution and the intervention (Rasmi, 2021, p. 7). However, the Libyan revolution and intervention did not lead to a happy ending for the nation; instead, it marked the beginning of a conflict that continues to the present day due to several failures. 

[bookmark: _Toc168054854][bookmark: _Toc168489832][bookmark: _Toc169881211]The aftermath 	
The intervention was marked by significant shortcomings, which not only undermined its effectiveness but also led to long-term consequences. First, one of the critical shortcomings of the Libyan intervention was the significant information deficit and intelligence failures. The coalition forces lacked precise and verifiable information about the events, strengths, and equipment of the pro- and anti-Gaddafi forces (CRS, 2011a, p. 3). This deficiency led to misguided strategies, as they were based on erroneous assumptions and incomplete or inaccurate intelligence (The Foreign Affairs Committee, 2016, p. 15). Inefficient operations were conducted, as they did not adapt to the evolving dynamics on the ground. Additionally, the lack of detail regarding specific targets resulted in the misidentification of targets and ineffective use of military force (CRS, 2011a, p. 4). Coalition forces targeted locations incorrectly, failing to degrade Gaddafi’s military capabilities, but resulting in unintended civilian casualties or damage to civilian infrastructure (Amnesty International, 2012, p. 7). Furthermore, the coalition failed to identify the militant extremist element within the rebel fractions, which later contributed to instability and the emergence of groups like ISIS in Libya (The Foreign Affairs Committee, 2016, p. 15). 
	Second, another significant shortcoming entailed the inadequate monitoring and compliance with UN resolutions and coalition agreements. During the adoptions of various resolutions, the UN established a Panel of Experts to examine and analyze information from parties within Libya or any member states regarding the implementation of the measures decided in Resolutions 1970 (2011) and 1973 (2011) (UNSC, 2012, p. 8). The Panel highlighted that its mandate in monitoring was strictly technical and did not involve political considerations, meaning it did not have the authority to address or evaluate the member states’ interpretations of the resolutions (UNSC, 2012, p. 10). While fourteen countries have notified that they were taking military measures in accordance with the resolutions, only four countries immediately informed the Panel of their intention to deliver or the actual supply of military-related material or personnel to Libya (UNSC, 2012, p. 21). However, no member state adhered to the request to provide a detailed list of their actions, deliveries, and activities towards Libya. This lack of accountability hindered effective oversight and coordination. Additionally, the approximately 4000 km of land borders shared with six countries and the 1700 km of coastline presented a significant challenge for implementing and monitoring the arms embargo (UNSC, 2012, p. 16). Despite UN’s call for member states to ensure the arms embargo, in practice, the international community turned a blind eye to the supply of weapons due to monitoring problems (The Foreign Affairs Committee, 2016, p. 16). The unilateral supply of arms to different rebel factions and the lack of a unified command to oversee the arms stocks in the country, exacerbated the conflict and posed a challenge to post-conflict weapons management and control (United States Department of Justice, n.d., p. 25). 
	Third, another critical shortcoming of the Libyan intervention was the lack of coordination and unified strategy among the coalition forces. The intervention was marked by fragmented efforts, with the US, France, and UK often pursuing their own national interests rather than a cohesive, unified strategy. This fragmentation was evident from the onset of the intervention, where each country operated in discrete national stovepipes, leading to inefficiencies and duplications (Henriksen & Larssen, 2016, p. 58).  Moreover, the new “leading from behind’’ role adopted by the US created confusion over who was in overall command of the coalition operations, further complicating the chain of command and decision-making processes (Henriksen & Larssen, 2016, p. 59). The absence of a unified military-strategic plan led to disagreements over the course of action and strategic objectives, with different countries advocating for different approaches to the intervention (Henriksen & Larssen, 2016, p. 58). Thereby, interpreting the resolutions all in their own way. 		
	Fourth, the intervention revealed significant dependency on American military capabilities (Henriksen & Larssen, 2016, p. 223). While the US typically plays a leading role both politically and military in such situations, it assumed a “leading from behind’’ role, necessitating other states to fill resource gaps (CCDCOE, 2013, p. 30). European partners, used to operating under US Command and Control in campaigns, now had to generate and sustain the military capacity themselves (Henriksen & Larssen, 2016, p. 56). Europe’s limited military capacity, technological sophistication, and financial challenges, compounded by decreasing defence budgets across many European countries over the years, resulted in significant gaps during the intervention, leading to vulnerabilities and inefficiencies (Henriksen & Larssen, 2016, p. 227). 
	Fifth, another significant shortcoming of the intervention was the lack of a comprehensive post-intervention planning and execution. During the intervention, most time was spent discussing military operations rather than planning for nation-building afterwards (Henriksen & Larssen, 2016, p. 54). Due to high time pressure, ambiguity, and disunity, the focus remained on immediate concerns, neglecting long-term planning, impact, and consequences of actions. The recognition of the National Transitional Council (TNC) aimed to move towards a more democratic Libya; however, implementing a democratic system through the NTC failed on the basis of inadequate domestic information, false hope, and absence of a cohesive plan (UNSC, 2012, p. 12). Gaddafi had spent 40 years building an authoritarian regime based on his ideology in Libya (The Foreign Affairs Committee, 2016, p. 23). With NATO’s removal of Gaddafi, his administration collapsed, causing the breakdown of security, basic governmental services, and the rule of law. There was no institutionalized system for making or implementing political decisions. The NTC appeared powerless (Amnesty International, 2012b, p. 38) and unable to effectively utilize the financial and other resources provided by the international community (The Foreign Affairs Committee, 2016, p. 27), resulting in fragmentation, lawlessness, and violence.
	The plans that were drafted in coordination with the UN included a scheme for disarmament, demobilization, and reintegration (Marcuzzi, 2021). However, the implementation of these plans was characterized by common issues: lack of coordination, insufficient monitoring, and complex cooperation with Libyan authorities. Consequently, American, French, and British engagement with the aftermath of the civil war in Libya has been characterized by a hands-off approach (Henriksen & Larssen, 2016, p. 288). Limited aid has been offered for the rebuilding of Libya’s military, supporting democratic transition, and lifting sanctions, effectively leaving Libya to fend for itself.  
	All these shortcomings have had several profound consequences for Libya and the broader region, including prolonged conflict, the rise of extremist groups, a humanitarian crisis, and regional destabilization. The failure to establish a stable and unified government resulted in a power vacuum, which various independent militias, tribes and ISIL exploited to seize control of parts of Liby (The Foreign Affairs Committee, 2016, p. 30). The lack of an effective centralized government also allowed people-trafficking groups to turn Libya into a key transit route for illegal migration to Europe (The Foreign Affairs Committee, 2016, p. 8). Additionally, rivalries among various rebel groups, coupled with arms supplied by international actors, have frequently escalated into armed conflicts (UNSC, 2012, p. 12). Moreover, the power vacuum and lawlessness facilitated the expansion of jihadi groups, including the Islamic State, posing a significant threat to the regional and international security (Marcuzzi, 2021). 
Libya today suffers from a series of interlinked crises (Henriksen & Larssen, 2016, p. 289). The most immediate is a crisis over domestic security which is a consequence of the fragmented nature of military force during the intervention. Linked to it and powerfully affected by it is a crisis over governance. Both in terms of the ability of the TNC to control the country and in terms of what a future political dispensation for Libya would be. These two crises both morph into a wider socio-political issue, namely that of criminality, as well as religious and political extremism, and also related to it, refugee flows. 
	Far from saving civilians lives, the external intervention caused thousands of civilians’ deaths and took sides in the war that destroyed Libya. 

[bookmark: _Toc169881212]The three subcases
How can the significant shortcomings of the intervention, which not only undermined its effectiveness but also caused long-term consequences, be explained? To address this question, each of the subcases will be examined in light of the various shortcomings. Differences in resources, foreign policies, interests, and capacities between the three subcases discussed to possibly explain the failures of the 2011 Libyan intervention.  

[bookmark: _Toc168054851][bookmark: _Toc168489829][bookmark: _Toc169881213]United States 
US intelligence shortcomings in North Africa 
Although issues on the African continent have not historically been identified as strategic priorities for the US military (CRS, 2011b, p. 13), in recent years, especially after 2001, US security policy has reflected a more focused strategic approach toward the continent, largely driven by counterterrorism efforts (CRS, 2011b, p. 14). As failed states provide a potential “safe haven’’ for terrorists (CRS, 2011b, p. 18), US policy in the Middle East and North Africa has largely focused on promoting stability and security (CRS, 2013, p. 20). To put this in practice, the Obama Administration issued the first National’s Security Strategy in 2010, which stressed the need to build effective partnerships on the continent and highlighted several priorities. These included the access to open markets, conflict prevention, counterterrorism, global peacekeeping (CRS, 2011b, p. 14), more open and democratically accountable governments, and the protection of human rights (CRS, 2013, p. 1). The increased interest of the US has been shaped by concerns over oil, global trade, armed conflicts, terror, and disease (CRS, 2011b, p. 15). 
	The short-term interest of the US in North Africa helps explain the lack of deep and long-standing knowledge of Libya’s culture and society (Henriksen & Larssen, 2016, p. 18). Additionally, it accounts for the significant information deficit regarding events on the ground and the dependency on other sources of information, which resulted in the misinterpretation of events, miscalculations, and underestimations. 										

Monitoring issues and ambiguities  
From the start, the US was very reluctant, and Obama was determined to avoid military intervention (United States Department of Justice, n.d., p. 23). However, when there was no movement on the diplomatic and political fronts (Henriksen & Larssen, 2016, p. 15), the US, after an intense flurry of diplomatic consultations (CRS, 2011a, p. 8), contributed to the passage of UNSC Resolution 1973 (2011) and agreed that the use of force would not go beyond the well-defined goal of protecting civilians in Libya (CRS, 2011a, p. 8). Additionally, it agreed with the formation of a Panel to oversee the measures taken by all member states in accordance with the resolution. The US was one of the four member states that immediately informed the Panel of their intention to deliver or the actual supply of military-related material or personnel to Libya (UNSC, 2012, p. 21). In a letter dated 16 June 2011, it informed the Panel of the provision of non-lethal supplies and equipment to Libyan groups (UNSC, 2012, p. 22). The Panel immediately requested more detailed information about the non-lethal supplies, equipment, and the recipient of those goods. However, on 6 February 2012, the US provided a list with types and quantities of the non-lethal items delivered, but did not include the recipient. Moreover, their response took nearly eight months, resulting in a significant knowledge gap. 							Question marks can also be placed on the US interpretation of the allowance of using force for the “well-defined goal of protecting civilians’’ (CRS, 2011a, p. 8), as coalition forces have used military power inefficiently and have caused civilian casualties (Amnesty International, 2012, p. 7). 

US objectives and multilateral strategies 
Furthermore, as the intervention has been marked by fragmented efforts with coalition partners often pursuing their own national interests rather than a unified strategy, the US also had its own objectives, motivations, and approaches. Regarding US foreign policy decisions during the 2011 Libyan intervention, it was driven by a combination of humanitarian concerns, strategic interests and a commitment to multilateralism. The humanitarian imperative involved the moral obligation to prevent and halt Gaddafi from committing atrocities against his own people (United States Department of Justice, n.d., p. 23). A humanitarian crisis could unfold and destabilize the entire MENA region, leading to thousands of refugees crossing Libya’s borders and placing enormous strain on the yet fragile but peaceful transitions in the neighbouring countries like Egypt and Tunisia (United States Department of Justice, n.d., p. 26). The destabilization of the region could also endanger many US allies as refugee flows and insecurities unfold (United States Department of Justice, n.d., p. 23). “Humanitarian disasters can spill across national borders, create new refugee populations, destabilize regional security balances, and generate grievances that terrorists and demagogues can exploit” (Albright & Williamson, 2013, p. 12). 													The new “leading from behind’’ approach by the US (Marcuzzi, 2021) can be attributed to several factors (CRS, 2012, p.1).  Firstly, facing economic and budgetary challenges, the US opted to cut back on military spendings (Cooperative Cyber Defence Centre of Excellence, 2013, p. 9). Secondly, there was a strategic shift with increased focus on the Asia-Pacific region. Thirdly, after over a decade of military engagements, there was a growing sense of “intervention fatigue” among the Americans (CRS, 2013, p. 1), leading to mixed responses toward US involvement oversees. Lastly, ongoing debates regarding strategy effectiveness, funding levels for assistance programs in Africa, and appropriate intervention strategies have shaped US foreign policy decisions. Consequently, the US has become more selective in its foreign commitments (CCDCOE, 2013, p. 9) and aims to systematically share the burden of foreign operations with allies (CCDCOE, 2013, p. 30). This shift is reflected in the US emphasizing its supportive role in intervention to facilitate coalition efforts (United States Department of Justice, n.d., p. 26). Initially, Obama pursued diplomatic consultations and targeted actions to avoid direct confrontation and military intervention (CRS, 2011a, p. 6). Following the UN resolutions, the US supported its European allies in the multilateral response aimed at protecting civilians and preventing a humanitarian crisis (CRS, 2011a, p. 8). 

US military involvement
While the US played a significant role in the initial phase by disabling Libya’s air defence systems, its involvement remained limited in nature, duration, and scope, leaving resource gaps for other international actors to fill. The significant limitations in military capabilities meant that the mission’s success was constrained by what the US was willing to provide (Henriksen & Larssen, 2016, p. 223). 

Limited US engagement in post-intervention Libya 
The post-intervention involvement of the US can also be characterized by a limited engagement. While the US prioritized diplomatic efforts within multilateral frameworks to facilitate political stability and support nation-building, its role was notably less prominent compared to the intervention phase. Even though Obama publicly stated that they would support a peaceful transition leading to a democratic Libya, no substantial military efforts were made to support this transition (Obama, 2011).  

[bookmark: _Toc168054852][bookmark: _Toc168489830][bookmark: _Toc169881214]France 
France’s strategic ambitions and cultural blind spots 
French foreign policy during the 2011 Libyan intervention exhibited a proactive stance driven by a combination of humanitarian concerns, strategic interests, and a desire to protect national interests (Rasmi, 2021, p. 10). As stated in the French White Paper on Defence (2013, p. 80): “Changes in the strategic context make it necessary for our country to take the initiative or, more frequently in the past, assume a substantial share of the responsibilities inherent to conducting military action.” This attitude fits well with the attitude of France in the run-up to the Libyan intervention as France led the international community in advancing the case for military intervention (The Foreign Affairs Committee, 2016, p. 11).
	Despite the formal end of colonialism in Africa, France maintained strong and enduring interests in its former colonies, fostering continued robust ties (Rasmi, 2021, p. 9). However, unlike its involvement in other parts of Africa, France did not have a colonial history in North Africa, including Libya (Henriksen & Larssen, 2016, p. 18). Consequently, French policymakers lacked a deep understanding of the region’s culture, and society, including Libya, relying heavily on external sources for information, which often lacked verification (Campbell, 2013, p. 67). Important questions about the capabilities, identities, and goals of key actors in the country remained largely unanswered amid ongoing coalition operations (CRS, 2011a, p. 4). Moreover, within France, proponents of military intervention actively mobilized public support through the media and public forums (Henriksen & Larssen, 2016, p. 27). This advocacy within the pro-intervention camp influenced French public opinion and shaped the narrative around the necessity and justification for military action in Libya, omitting critical aspects and oversimplifying the situation. The incomplete information and lack of comprehensive understanding have led to misjudgements (Campbell, 2013, p. 131), a one-sided media narrative, and have had enduring impacts (Henriksen & Larssen, 2016, p. 27).	
					
France’s inconsistencies and unilateral actions 
Furthermore, French compliance with UN resolutions can be characterized as inconsistent, with actions sometimes diverging from the authorized scope. France was one of the four member states that immediately informed the Panel of their decisions to take measures (UNSC, 2012, p. 21). It notified the Panel that a small team of French military advisers had been dispatched to Libya to provide the NTC with support and advice. In a second letter, France informed the Panel that it had air dropped self-defence weapons for civilian populations that had been victims of attacks by Libyan armed forces. This action was taken was taken because there were no other operational methods available. This action can be seen as in accordance with Resolution 2009 (2011), which introduced additional exemptions to the arms embargo, allowing the transfer of arms and related material for security or disarmament assistance to the Libyan authorities (UNSC, 2012, p. 14). However, to date, the Panel has not received any reply to its request for information regarding the area in which the delivery was made, a list of humanitarian and military material that was delivered, and the exact types and quantities of weapons. Additionally, France admitted to a unilateral supply of arms to the rebels, exceeding the arms embargo (Henriksen & Larssen, 2016, p. 57). 
	Another action that diverged from the authorized scope of UN resolutions was Sarkozy’s sudden call for regime change (Rasmi, 2021, p. 6). These unilateral actions during the Libyan intervention not only undermined multilateral efforts and breached UN resolutions but also had significant consequences for long-term regional stability. By providing arms to rebels without thorough oversight, France inadvertently fuelled the conflict further, complicating efforts to achieve lasting peace and stability in Libya (The Foreign Affairs Committee, 216, p. 11). 					

France’s diverse motivations in Libya 
Moreover, France, like other coalition members, pursued its own national interests, which at times overshadowed broader strategic objectives and unity within the coalition (Henriksen & Larssen, 2016). It seized the initiative to intervene in Libya for multiple compelling reasons. First and foremost, the French government publicly and internally expressed a humanitarian rationale (Henriksen & Larssen, 2016, p. 28). The overt objective was to halt the ongoing atrocities in Libya and prevent a looming catastrophe. This intervention was also influenced by the Arab revolutions, which had quickly toppled dictators in Egypt and Tunisia, creating an expectation of a swift outcome in Libya as well (Henriksen & Larssen, 2016, p. 30). Second, France had long been a direct target of jihadist terrorism (European Parliament, 2008, p. 47). By intervening in Libya, France aimed to control and protect its borders and territory, preventing Libya from becoming a safe haven for terrorist groups. This action was taken not only for the sake of Libyan and French security but also on behalf of the international community (CCDCOE, 2013, p. 38). Third, the intervention presented an opportunity for France to increase its influence in North Africa (The Foreign Affairs Committee, 2016, p. 11). Given France’s historical ties and vested interests in its former colonies, it was crucial to maintain stability in the region to protect these interests (Rasmi, 2021, p. 9).								Fourth, economically, Libya's oil and gas reserves were vital to European energy supplies (European Parliament, 2008, p. 41). Instabilities in Libya could affect oil prices and availability, making it a strategic interest for France to intervene (CRS, 2011b, p. 15). Additionally, fifth, Sarkozy faced a re-election campaign amid dwindling popularity (Rasmi, 2021, p. 9). His responses to the Tunisian and Egyptian uprisings had been controversial, and a successful intervention in Libya could redeem his image and establish him as the human rights president.  Sixth, the intervention also allowed the French military to reassert its global position. As stated in Sarkozy’s White Paper on Defence (2008, p. 9): “My goal is to ensure that France remains a major military and diplomatic power, ready to take on the challenges congruent with our international obligations.’’ Seventh, personal motivations may have played a role. Sarkozy was reportedly frustrated over a failed arms deal with Gaddafi involving Rafale fighter jets, a deal of significant importance to him (Penney, 2018). This may have fuelled his eagerness to lead an anti-Gaddafi intervention. Finally, France had early contact with the opposition forces in Benghazi (Campbell, 2013, p. 7) and was the first to recognize the National Transitional Council as Libya's legitimate government (The Foreign Affairs Committee, 2016, p. 10). Sarkozy had promised the Libyan opposition that the military intervention would topple the dictator and usher them into power (Henriksen & Larssen, 2016, p. 31). These diverse and sometimes conflicting objectives of France, along with its unilateral decisions, contributed to the failure to develop a cohesive and unified plan among coalition partners. 

France’s resource gap 
Despite its initial enthusiasm and assertiveness in supporting the intervention, France’s reliance on American military capabilities underscored France’s position as a secondary player in terms of military capabilities (CCDCOE, 2013, p. 14). The visible resource gap during the intervention prompted the French government to emphasize the need to develop critical capabilities that would allow it to take the initiative and act autonomously in future crises situations (CCDCOE, 2013, p. 80). 
France’s shortcomings in post-intervention planning 
Although France led the way in initiating military action in Libya, there was a noticeable reluctance to engage in post-conflict reconstruction and long-term nation-building efforts (Henriksen & Larssen, 2016, p. 66). The intervention primarily focused on military operations, with little attention given to developing a comprehensive post-intervention plan. This lack of foresight is evident in Resolution 1973 (2011), which did not address the question of post-conflict reconstruction (The Foreign Affairs Committee, 2016, p. 10). Furthermore, the absence of a unified post-intervention plan was exacerbated by the dominant narrative shaped by Sarkozy, who prematurely congratulated the Libyan people on the success of the revolution and the intervention (Rasmi, 2021, p. 7).						
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UK’s strategic interests and intelligence failures 
From 2000 onwards, the UK government demonstrated a growing interest in improving UK-Libya relations (Henriksen & Larssen, 2016, p. 47). The UK played a crucial role in convincing Gaddafi to renounce his support for terrorism and to cancel Libya’s ballistic missile programmes. Subsequently, the UK and Libya agreed on a cross-section of deals and began cooperation in several areas, including education, culture, health, economic and financial development, defence, counterterrorism, police cooperation and training, and travel visas (International Affairs and Defence, 2011, p. 4). The UK was involved in training the Libyan police and military forces, anticipating the need to combat al-Qaeda (International Affairs and Defence, 2011, p. 12), thereby serving the UK’s broader objective of countering terrorism. 											The UK also developed significant commercial interests in Libya. Over the past decade, the MENA region has become a principal market for British arms sales, accounting for over 50 percent of all UK defence-related sales internationally (Henriksen & Larssen, 2016, p. 46). The UK government quickly provided licences for various types of weaponry to boost arms exports to Libya. These deals became particularly controversial due to Gaddafi’s associations with various rebel and terrorist groups (Henriksen & Larssen, 2016, p. 47). Additionally, oil contracts gained great importance, with the Libyan market becoming dominated by British and US oil companies (Campbell, 2013, p. 85).
	Nevertheless, the UK’s real interest beyond commercial relationships can be questioned, as the Arab Spring caught the country completely by surprise (Henriksen & Larssen, 2016, p. 46). This unexpected turn of events raised concerns about whether the UK government had reliable intelligence on what was happening in the region to inform its policies and strategies (The Foreign Affairs Committee, 2016, p. 12). A report by the Foreign Affairs Committee (2016, p. 12) highlighted that the UK’s lack of awareness of Libya’s history and regional complexities led to a failure to address key questions, such as why the rebellion was happening in Benghazi and the significance of regional tribal factors. Additionally, the UK government struggled to analyze the nature of the rebellion and failed to identify the extent to which extremist militant Islamist elements were involved, due to incomplete intelligence and insufficient institutional insight (The Foreign Affairs Committee, 2016, p. 15). Furthermore, the Committee noted that the UK Government was caught up in events as they developed, reacting rather than proactively shaping its strategy.  

Compliance questions and limited transparency 
Similar to the other two subcases, the UK immediately notified the Panel of its intention to take measures under the authorization of the resolutions (UNSC, 2012, p. 22). The UK planned to supply personal protective equipment to the NTC and provide a small military team of advisers to mentor and advise the NTC headquarters. In a subsequent letter, the UK informed the Panel of its intention to deploy a military assistance team to the Libyan authorities. However, the Panel never received detailed information regarding the material delivered, the recipients, or the military personnel sent to Libya. 
In addition, the Committee found no significant evidence that the UK breached UN rules. It is known that the UK, along with other countries such as France, Qatar, and the United Arab Emirates, supported the rebel ground forces with personnel and intelligence (The Foreign Affairs Committee, 2016, p. 16). However, it became evident that Qatar supplied French Milan anti-tank missiles to certain rebel groups, thereby exceeding the arms embargo. This raises questions about the extend of UK’s involvement or knowledge regarding this violation.  

UK’s reactive policies and strategic shifts 
The UK’s intervention in Libya can be characterized as reactive rather than part of a broader, well-defined strategic agenda (The Foreign Affairs Committee, 2016, p. 17). Several factors influenced this course of action. First, given the lack of reliable intelligence to inform policy, British policymakers may have placed undue emphasis on their horrific events at Srebrenica (The Foreign Affairs Committee, 2016, p. 16). As news of the events in Libya spread, the fear of another Rwanda or Srebrenica drove the decision-making. Consequently, the UK government quickly developed a new policy of intervention to protect civilians (The Foreign Affairs Committee, 2016, p. 18). However, it did not thoroughly explore alternatives to military intervention, such as sanctions or the application of diplomatic pressure. This is also reflected in the Committee finding no evidence that the government attempted to exploit former Prime Minister Tony Blair’s contacts and influence with the Gaddafi regime (The Foreign Affairs Committee, 2016, p. 20). 										Additionally, the reactive nature of the UK’s approach led the country to follow the decisions made in France (The Foreign Affairs Committee, 2016, p. 11) and allowed the limited intervention to protect civilians to drift into a policy of regime change by military means (The Foreign Affairs Committee, 2016, p. 18). Second, the UK’s interests in oil and counterterrorism also influenced the push for an intervention, as instability in Libya could have detrimental effects on illegal migration to Europe, foster dangerous radicalism, and affect European energy security and investment opportunities (Campbell, 2013, p. 188). Third, British Prime Minister David Cameron had his reasons and interests. Critized for excessive cuts to the defence budget, Cameron wanted to demonstrate his leadership on global security issues (Henriksen & Larssen, 2016, p. 51). The Libyan intervention provided an opportunity to bolster his image as a strong leader in charge of an intervention.						
UK’s capability gaps and operational challenges 
[bookmark: _Hlk169690585]Operation Unified Protector exposed significant flaws in some national contingents, particularly the UK (Henriksen & Larssen, 2016, p. 63). The UK was shown to be dependent on allies for key capabilities (Henriksen & Larssen, 2016, p. 64). With the US taking a less active role, the military weaknesses of the UK became apparent, highlighting the capability gaps not only between the US and UK but also among other European partners (Henriksen & Larssen, 2016, p. 63). The UK even faced criticism from the US Defence Secretary for not adequately equipping its forces and for relying on allies to fill these capability gaps. This dependency contributed to the operational ineffectiveness, complicated coordination efforts, and increased strategic vulnerability. 

UK’s post-conflict failures 
The UK’s intervention in Libya was driven more by immediate events rather than a well-defined strategic agenda, resulting in a failure to establish security both during and after the intervention (The Foreign Affairs Committee, 2016, p.29). The inability to secure weapons exacerbated instability in Libya and facilitated increased terrorism across the region (The Foreign Affairs Committee, 2016, p. 28). While the Committee concluded that the level of funding provided by the UK and the international community did not singularly cause the collapse of the Libyan state, the critical issue lay in the institutional incapacity to effectively utilize the financial and other resources provided (The Foreign Affairs Committee, 2016, p. 27). This failure should have been anticipated and planned for. Moreover, while the UK government was not guilty of failing to plan for a post-conflict period, (The Foreign Affairs Committee, 2016, p. 26), the plans themselves were based on the same incomplete and inaccurate intelligence that informed the initial military intervention (The Foreign Affairs Committee, 2016, p. 25). Furthermore, the implementation of these plans was beset by common issues: lack of coordination, insufficient monitoring, and a complex cooperation with Libyan authorities (Marcuzzi, 2021). 
[bookmark: _Toc169881216]Unity and disunity 
While each of the three subcases’ intervention in Libya aimed to address immediate threats and protect civilians, the differences in strategic priorities, operational capabilities, and post-intervention planning significantly influenced outcomes. The United States, guided by a cautious approach and prioritizing multilateralism, faced operational constraints, particularly evident in post-conflict stabilization efforts. France, in contrast, demonstrated proactive leadership in advocating for military intervention. However, this assertiveness sometimes led to unilateral actions, such as exceeding UN resolutions and pursuing regime change, which strained coalition unity and complicated long-term stabilization efforts. The United Kingdom’s approach was reactive in nature and influenced by immediate events rather than a cohesive strategic agenda. The UK’s challenges with inadequate intelligence, coordination, and operational shortcomings highlighted its dependency on allies. 						These differences not only affected the effectiveness of the intervention but also contributed to the long-term instability and humanitarian crisis that followed. While there was a unified moral obligation within the international community to intervene, significant disunity existed in interpreting resolutions and the specifics of the intervention. The coalition’s humanitarian imperative was often intertwined with domestic, international, and personal interests, which shaped decisions before, during, and after the 2011 Libyan intervention. The United States, France, and the United Kingdom pursued varying objectives influenced by their unique histories, interests, domestic pressures, and alliances, thereby underscoring the complexities and challenges of international interventions 

6. [bookmark: _Toc169881217]Conclusion 

In this chapter, an answer to the central research question of this paper will be formulated based on the findings outlined in the analysis chapter. The central research question concerned the following question: “To what extent can the failures during and after the 2011 Libya foreign-imposed regime change intervention be explained by foreign policy differences among the United States, France and United Kingdom?’’ In addition, the theoretical and practical contributions of this study will be discussed. Finally, the limitations of this study and the recommendations for further research work will be addressed. 

[bookmark: _Toc169881218]Findings 
This study aimed to evaluate how foreign policy differences among the United States, France, and the United Kingdom contributed to failures during and after the 2011 Libyan foreign-imposed regime change intervention. Analysis of the three subcases revealed that the United States, France, and the United Kingdom pursued varying objectives influenced by their unique histories, interests, domestic pressures, and alliances, which contributed to the long-term instability and prolonged humanitarian crisis in Libya. To summarize how variations in the approaches, objectives, and capabilities of the US, France, and the UK have contributed to the failures of the intervention and caused unforeseen consequences in Libya, each of the five identified shortcomings will be addressed and explained through the actions and motives of the three subcases. 

Lack of intelligence and verifiable information 
Each of the three subcases faced challenges due to their historical lack of a deep understanding of Libyan society and culture. Insufficient intelligence on the ground necessitated reliance on other sources, resulting in unverifiable and incomplete information of the events, strengths, and equipment of various groups. These knowledge gaps led to miscalculations and operational inefficiencies, impacting Libya’s long-term stability and security. Furthermore, the information deficiency hindered the coalition’s ability to identify militant extremist element within the rebel factions, also exacerbating long-term instability and insecurity of Libya. 

Inadequate monitoring and compliance 
Although the three subcases were among the four member states that immediately notified the Panel about their measures in accordance with UN resolutions, there were significant shortcomings in transparency and accountability. Detailed information regarding military actions, deliveries, and recipients was often lacking. This lack of clarity contributed to uncertainties about the extent of their involvement in the conflict, particularly the UK. Additionally, France occasionally exceeded the authorized scope of UN resolutions by unilaterally supplying arms to rebel groups. These unilateral actions strained coalition unity and complicated the overall objectives of the intervention. 

Diverging strategies and interests
The US adopted a cautious approach, prioritizing multilateralism and avoiding direct military engagement. In contrast, France demonstrated proactive leadership by advocating for military intervention and pursuing objectives that sometimes diverged from those of its coalition partners, leading to unilateral actions. The UK’s approach, reactive to immediate events, impacted the effectiveness of its military and diplomatic efforts. These divergent approaches and national interests significantly strained coalition unity and operational effectiveness. Consequently, these differences have contributed to the complexities of post-conflict stabilization efforts in Libya. 

Significant resource gaps 
France’s assertive role in initiating military actions was complemented by its reliance on US and coalition support for key military capabilities. Similarly, the UK’s operational deficiencies and capability gaps during the intervention emphasized its reliance on US and coalition partners. The US’s restrained involvement underscored operational ineffectiveness, complicated coordination efforts, and heightened strategic vulnerabilities. 

Lack of post-intervention planning
During the intervention, the focus was primarily on immediate concerns rather than planning for Libya’s future reconstruction. Post-intervention plans, when drafted, were plagued by common issues during the implementation phase: inadequate intelligence, insufficient monitoring, lack of cooperation, and complex cooperation with Libyan authorities. The hands-off approach by each of the three subcases contributed to governance challenges, exacerbated instability, and prolonged the humanitarian crisis in Libya. 

[bookmark: _Toc169881219]Contributions 
This study attempted to find answers in the different foreign policies pursued by the US, France, and the UK toward the 2011 Libyan intervention to explain the failures of the intervention and its long-term consequences. Based on the analysis of the three subcases, it became evident that the differing foreign policies of the US, France, and UK had direct implications on how R2P was implemented, thereby contributing to broader debates about the application and credibility of the R2P doctrine. Additionally, by examining the Libyan intervention through the lens of the R2P doctrine, this study contributed to ongoing debates about the legitimacy and effectiveness of humanitarian intervention. 			The Libyan case highlighted the complexities of the R2P doctrine. While the international community recognized its responsibility to respond to mass atrocities, there was significant disagreement on how to fulfill that responsibility. The endorsement of the UN resolutions reflected the pillars of the R2P principle, demonstrating the international community’s recognition of the Libyan government’s failure to protect its citizens and the collective action to address the humanitarian crisis. However, the indeterminacy of pillar two and three of the R2P led to different interpretations of the ‘protect’ function. These varying interpretations can be explained by the foreign policy patterns of the three subcases: the US, France, and the UK. From the literature, US foreign policy is characterized by its pendular behavior (Ryan, 2000, p.3). The Libyan intervention underscores this pattern, with the US’s initial reluctance reflecting a realpolitik approach to avoid military involvement. However, the decision to participate under the R2P can be seen as a shift towards moralpolitik, aiming to prevent mass atrocities and protect Libyan civilians. The intervention thus reflected the ongoing tension in US foreign policy between moral obligations and pragmatic strategic interests. France’s role in the Libyan intervention is consistent with its typical foreign policy behavior, highlighting its assertive leadership and commitment to multilateralism tempered by national interests (Bowen, 2005, p. 96). The Libyan case illustrates the challenges France faced of balancing national interests with coalition goals. For the UK, the involvement in Libya was marked by its adherence to multilateralism to generate international leverage for responding to crises (Williams, 2004, p. 916). The UK’s behavior was characterized by a tendency to align closely with US policy while maintaining its own strategic interests. 
The lack of specificity in pillars two and three, also reflected in the ambiguity of ‘‘all necessary measures’’ under UNSCR 1973 (2011), allowed domestic interpretations and interests to shape permissible actions. The differences in foreign policies among the US, France, and the UK towards the Libyan intervention led to fragmented efforts, operational inefficiencies and complicated post-conflict stabilization efforts. 										Moreover, with Libya spiraling into an even greater humanitarian crisis and increased instability, the effectiveness of humanitarian intervention comes into question. Despite the NATO mission highlighting the responsibility to protect Libyan civilians, evidence has shown that dozens of Libyan civilians were killed in NATO airstrikes (Amnesty International, 2012, p. 7), further casting doubt on the effectiveness of a humanitarian intervention to protect civilians. The coalition’s focus on immediate military objectives overshadowed the need for long-term reconstruction plans. In addition, the lack of intelligence, coordination and a unified plan exacerbated instability and governance issues in Libya. 
By identifying the failures of the Libyan intervention and emphasizing the crucial role of differing foreign policies among coalition partners and their diverging interests, valuable lessons can be drawn for future coalition partners and intervention strategies. This study underscored the importance of comprehensive intelligence, monitoring, multilateral cooperation, and post-intervention planning to mitigate unintended consequences and ensure long-term stability in conflict-affected regions. Furthermore, by addressing the indeterminacy of pillars two and three and clarifying the conditions under which state sovereignty may be justifiably violated, the international community can work towards a more effective way of responding to mass atrocities and humanitarian crises. 

[bookmark: _Toc169881220]Limitations and recommendations 
This study has several limitations that should be acknowledged. The first limitation of this study relates to its scope and focus. This study focuses narrowly on the specific historical, cultural, and political context of Libya, which restricts the generalizability of findings to other contexts or crises. However, the primary goal of this study was to gain insights and extract lessons from the shortcomings of the Libyan intervention for application in future humanitarian missions. While future crises may differ in historical, cultural, and political contexts, the overarching lessons learned may be invaluable in preventing similar mistakes from recurring. Second, the study primarily focuses on the actions and foreign policies of the United States, France, and the United Kingdom, potentially overlooking significant actions, interests, or dynamics of other international and regional actors. Future research should consider expanding its scope to include other coalition members or regional actors to provide a more comprehensive and nuanced understanding of the Libyan case. Moreover, with the ongoing conflict and political changes in Libya mean that this study may not fully capture the long-term consequences of the intervention. New dynamics, actors, or issues may have emerged. Therefore, future research should consider examining the continued evolution of the Libyan situation to understand its long-term impacts. 										Furthermore, this study relied exclusively on existing publicly available secondary data sources, which inherently limits the depth and completeness of the analysis. For instance, the extent of the United Kingdom’s involvement in arms supply by France, Qatar, and the United Arab Emirates to rebel ground forces remains largely unknown. France only publicly acknowledged supplying arms to Berbers in the west of Tripoli (Henriksen & Larsse, 2016, p. 57), but other breaches of UN resolutions may have occurred and remain unidentified. Future research should consider investigating these potential breaches, as such actions could have undermined the mission’s effectiveness and contributed to long-term instability in Libya. Moreover, relying solely on secondary sources presents challenges in terms of completeness, validity and credibility of data. Future research should therefore consider complementing secondary data with primary sources. The literature, reports, and documents used for this analysis largely overlooked the perspectives and experiences of local stakeholders, military personnel, and humanitarian workers affected by the intervention. Including these voices though methods such as interviews could provide critical insights and ensure a more comprehensive understanding of diverse dynamics at play during the 2011 Libyan intervention.  
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