	
	
	



Are international Human Rights interventions ever justified when looked at from both realist and liberal perspective? 
The debate on whether or not foreign interventions have any justifications, whatsoever, has been debated for decades. The two main schools of thought that have viciously deliberated this are both the international realists and the international liberal theorist. The international realists are a school of thought that both champion state sovereignty and no intervention of domestic affairs in another state, whatsoever. Thus, they do not view interventions as ever been justified. On the other hand, the international liberals see intervention as essential in protecting human rights. Thus, their views are that Human Rights interventions can be justified. In this essay, I shall give various justifications from both sides, as to whether or not international Human Rights are ever justified, and come to a conclusion. 


To begin, from a realist perspective, one reason why interventions are never justified is due to international law not providing the grounds for it to be legitimate. This is because foreign intervention is largely illegal under the eyes of the UN charter (Seay, 2007). This can be seen from article 2(4), which states, '' All members shall refrain from the threat or use of force against other member states''(Un.org, 2017). Therefore, from a realist position, foreign interventions are never justified. 


However, from an international liberal perspective, international law might provide for back door avenue for international intervention as article 2(4) of the UN charter shows. This is seen as Schachter (1991) argues, ‘Article 2(4) allows force to be used by itself of self-defense in the following possibilities: for humanitarian ends to remove or suppress horrors and massive violations of human rights, assist a group struggling to cope for national freedom, help a group struggling to cope for democratic rights against a repressive regime and to protect or give legal rights when no other means are available’ (p133). Therefore, from an international liberal perspective, foreign interventions can be said to be justified. 

Although, from an international realist perspective, human rights interventions are thought to not be justified as intervening states could possibly seek their own selfish aims and ultimately abuse any form of power it could get its hands on. This is because even if there are clear humanitarian problems at hand, what is there to stop an intervening foreign state from selective intervention only when it has its own political and economic interest? (Seay, 2007). For example, the ‘Reagan policy’ of the 1980’s has been much critiqued for its selfish and imperialistic demeanor. While secretly attempting to remove more socialist leaning governments, it emphasized ‘higher values’ of national security and freedom (Schachter 1991).  Therefore, from a realist position, foreign interventions are never justified. 


Nevertheless, from an international liberal perspective, interventions can be justified in the notion that if states do commit human rights violations, they automatically forfeit their legitimacy to both rule its citizens and interference from foreign powers. This is because Smith (1998) explains that liberals have ‘traditionally valued self-determination, togetherness, and shared historical background’, though a liberal also has a ‘more universalist conception of human rights in which sovereignty is a secondary and a conditional value’ (p72). Under such blueprint, foreign intervention would clearly illustrate just and legal principles. although, states who do commit mass genocide or other heinous human rights abuses would destroy all known moral codes and give up, according to international liberals, their sovereignty and their right to govern their own states, free from any kind of humanitarian intervention. Therefore, from an international liberal perspective, foreign interventions can be said to be justified. 


Furthermore, Nardin (2006) suggests that the non-intervention concept, inherently accounts for exceptions made to it, since ‘a state exists to protect the rights of its citizens, if it goes against those rights, it loses its moral thinking and therefore its resistance from foreign interference in its affairs (p12). Therefore, from an international liberal perspective, foreign interventions can be said to be justified. 


On the other hand, an international realist would object as they might state that, in no circumstance whatsoever, can there ever be a moral justification for intervening in a foreign nations affair. This is because, they believe that in the concept interventions, humanitarian or not, nations will always be guided  by ‘real’ (such as political) interests and thus can never be purely moral in nature (Seay, 2007). As Smith (1998) puts it, they are ‘unwilling to act in other than self-focused ways’ (p70). Therefore, from an international realist position, foreign intervention can never be justified.

However, it might be possible to build a more realist, or ‘comparatively-realist’, argument for foreign intervention by allowing room for some moral principles to emerge. For example, the following statement from the U.S. National Security Strategy 2002 states: 
''As we pursue the terrorists in Afghanistan, we will continue to work with international organizations such as the United Nations, as well as non-governmental organizations, and other countries to provide the humanitarian, political, economic, and security assistance necessary to rebuild Afghanistan so that it will never again abuse its people, threaten its neighbors, and provide a haven for terrorists'' (p7).
The US, in its thinking behind intervening in Afghanistan, has tried to make a direct link between its national interest (military victory over terrorists who are seeking safe retreat in Afghanistan) and moral responsibilities, which is to provide humanitarian and other assistance to an abused people). 
In other words, intervening for national interest, and to save a group of persons from human rights abuse, have become part of one entity. A realist would argue that the initial, national interest, is the only and ‘real’ reason involved. But a liberal would reply by stating that an additional humanitarian intention giving a reason for the intervention, irrespective of whether or not the United States was justified or authorized in invading Afghanistan after 911, it illustrates that motivations for foreign intervention, stated or indirectly stated, are more complex than what they may appear initially. The line between humanitarian intervention done for moral purposes, and intervention for political strategic interest, becomes increasingly convoluted. 

In spite of this, the international liberal would argue that the establishment of the International Criminal Court (ICC), has now made foreign intervention both legitimate and justifiable. This because the establishment of the ICC has constituted for a large leap towards bringing wrong doers of huge human rights violations to justice. Although it is non-military its current state, the indictment and prosecution of leaders, such as that of Joseph Kony, in a foreign nation, could be seen as a violation of non-intervention into the domestic affairs of a given state. (Seay, 2007).

Granted, certain nations, such as the U.S, have not given their approval for such a court, but the vast majority have and see it as a positive step in protecting human rights around the world. Therefore, traditional notions of sovereignty appear to have been eroded to some kind of conditional sovereignty. Thus, under the eyes of an international liberal, foreign interventions can be said to have been justified.

To conclude, it seems self-evident that the topic of human rights interventions does not give way to an overwhelming argument but one that very much seems even. Even further reasons are likely to be brought up amongst both schools of thought, however, strides should be taken to bringing the best of both sides to come to a clear middle ground. With the induction of The International Commission on Intervention and State Sovereignty (ICISS), which has been brought about to do that specific job of mediating both schools of thought and coming up with ideas to reconcile both sides, strides are being taken so the future does look very bright for the future of further just foreign interventions. Thus, I believe for future generations to bear the positive fruits, the international community must be aware of its overwhelming duty which is duty to protect. 
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