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ABSTRACT

A paradigm for foreign policy known as liberal interventionism combines liberal
ideas with a readiness to use force or other forms of intervention to protect human
rights and promote democracy across the globe. The theoretical foundations of liberal
interventionism are examined in this article, with particular attention paid to its
central tenets: multilateralism, humanitarianism, cosmopolitan ideals, adherence to
international law, the Responsibility to Protect (R2P) doctrine, and the promotion of
liberal democracy. Proponents contend that these actions can stop egregious
violations of human rights and promote long-term stability on a worldwide scale.
Critics, however, raise concerns about the interventions' consistency, their possible
exploitation for geopolitical ends, and the difficulty of imposing liberal values in a
variety of cultural contexts. This article looks at the theoretical underpinnings and
objections in an effort to provide a more complex understanding of liberal
interventionism.

Keywords: Liberalism, Realism, Interventionism, Humanitarian Aid, Democracy,
Responsibility to Protect

INTRODUCTION

This article explores the intricate relationship between ideologies and
pragmatics in international relations, particularly emphasizing the divergent
viewpoints of liberal interventionism and realism concerning foreign policy and
interventions. Liberal interventionism, rooted in liberal international relations,
promotes human rights, democracy, and international collaboration. Interventions are
frequently justified as morally necessary to safeguard vulnerable populations. The
Responsibility to Protect (R2P) is a cornerstone of the concept, emphasizing the
international community's duty to step in when states cannot protect their citizens
from mass atrocities. Conversely, realism opposes liberal interventionism by asserting
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that operations are frequently strategically oriented and driven by geopolitical goals
instead of only humanitarian ones. The following discussions and analyses clarify the
nuances of interventions by looking at historical precedents, legal frameworks, and
the continuous conflict between the need to uphold human rights and state
sovereignty. The article navigates the complex terrain of international politics through
case studies and analyses, illuminating the subtle processes that influence foreign
policy choices and the ongoing debate between realist and liberal viewpoints.

Responsibility to Protect (R2P)

Liberal interventionism is a foreign policy concept that gained pace throughout
the second half of the twentieth century and the first decade of the twenty-first
century. This ideology is also known as the liberal interventionist approach. It
advocates using military force or intervention in hazardous governments to protect
and enhance liberal ideals such as individual liberties, democracy, and human rights.
This is done within the context of protecting and strengthening liberal principles
(Quinton-Brown, 2023). This approach was developed as a response to the challenges
that have been brought about by worldwide conflicts and disasters that have an impact
on the humanitarian sector.

Furthermore, liberal interventionism is built on the Responsibility to Protect
(R2P) notion, which serves as its cornerstone. According to this view, the
international community is required to intervene in the affairs of sovereign
governments that are either aggressive or incompetent in order to protect their
populations from being subjected to mass atrocities (Scherzinger, 2023). The following
are some instances of crimes that fall under this category: genocide, ethnic cleansing,
and crimes against humanity. On the other hand, this list does not include everything.
For the reason that it lays a focus on the need of the international community to
prioritize the well-being of persons above the autonomy of the state in its totality, the
notion of the obligation to protect (R2P) is a departure from the usual conceptions of
state sovereignty (Mengistu & Adamu, 2023).

After the end of the Cold War, liberal democracies were confronted with the
moral conundrum of whether or not to meddle in the internal affairs of sovereign
nations. This conundrum culminated in the development of liberal interventionism, a
response to the changing dynamics of international relations. Those who advocate for
intervening in times of crisis claim that doing so is not only the moral thing to do but
is also necessary for maintaining peace and averting other acts of extremism and
massacres (Bahmani, 2023). Similarly, R2P and liberal interventionism are closely
related to one another because both of these ideologies are dedicated to the protection
of fundamental human rights. The rule of law R2P is a normative framework that
provides direction and reasons for actions to be taken when = severe human rights
violations occur. Regarding safeguarding persons from severe injury, the idea
recognizes that the sovereignty of states is not an absolute right (Yasmeen, Khan, &
Imran, 2024; Quinton-Brown, 2023).

Despite this, there are obstacles and critiques to contend with when
implementing these concepts. Critics have argued that even initiatives with the best
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of intentions may result in allegations of neocolonialism, exacerbate geopolitical
tensions, and have effects that were not expected. A divisive and challenging problem
is the maintenance of national sovereignty while simultaneously defending human
rights (Scherzinger, 2023). To summarize, liberal interventionism and the R2P are two
interconnected theoretical frameworks that aim to address the ethical need to react to
mass crimes from a moral standpoint. The ability to effectively navigate through the
complexity of international relations while simultaneously coming up with solutions
to humanitarian issues that are morally sound is an essential skill to possess (Mengistu
& Adamu, 2023).

Humanitarian Intervention

An essential component of liberal interventionism, humanitarian intervention
is a controversial and intricate ideology that argues for the use of military action to
put an end to or prevent significant violations of human rights. The primary objective
of this philosophy is to save civilian populations from being subjected to oppression
and threatened with harm (Chu et al., 2023). Based on this concept, interventions,
especially military ones, are ethically permissible if they reduce the amount of human
suffering they cause. Under the umbrella of liberal interventionism, humanitarian
intervention is a subcategory that puts into question long-held assumptions about the
appropriate involvement of the international community in the internal affairs of
sovereign states. It also draws attention to the urgent necessity to protect civilians
from severe breaches of human rights (Ter Hofstede et al., 2023).

Humanitarian intervention first came to light in the era after the Cold War's
conclusion, when there was a notable change in global politics. A reevaluation of
global power dynamics followed the Cold War's end, and liberal countries grappled
with the moral dilemma of intervening in the domestic affairs of independent states
to alleviate humanitarian crises. Support for the idea has grown in response to growing
concerns about the morality of protecting society's most vulnerable members in the
wake of horrific acts like genocide, crimes against humanity, and war crimes ( Azhar,
2024; Kushi & Toft, 2023). In contrast to the conventional Western view of state
sovereignty, which holds that national governments have unconstrained power inside
their boundaries, liberal interventionism increasingly supports humanitarian
intervention. This is a divergence from the classic definition of state sovereignty
(Hoque et al., 2023). This is something that is fought against by liberal
interventionism, which holds that the protection of human rights should take
precedence over the state's sovereignty in situations when there has been a significant
violation of human rights. It is symptomatic of the rising understanding that, when
faced with mass crimes, the global community as a whole must react. The idea's ascent
to popularity indicates this growing consensus (Chu et al., 2023).

Additionally, the international community's moral obligation to react strongly
to mass crimes underpins humanitarian intervention. Even when utilizing force,
Werntz et al. (2023) argued that human rights and eliminating suffering should come
first. This ethical position challenges the idea that sovereignty shields nations from
prominent human rights breaches (Azhar, 2024; Ahmad, & Imran, 2024). However,
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the Responsibility to Protect (R2P) comes with humanitarian assistance. According to
R2P, the international community must intervene to prevent mass crimes such as
genocide, ethnic cleansing, war crimes, and crimes against humanity when a sovereign
state fails to protect its population (Ter Hofstede et al., 2023). R2P's normative theory
may underpin liberal interventionist interventions. However, the need to prevent or
put an end to genocide is a powerful argument in favor of humanitarian action. The
failure of the international community to take action during genocides, such as the
one that occurred in Rwanda in 1994, demonstrates how important it is to adopt
prompt preventive actions in order to make sure that atrocities of this kind do not
occur. Regarding crimes committed by large groups of people, liberal interventionism
contends that the costs of doing nothing are still far higher than the dangers and
difficulties of intervening (Scherzinger, 2023).

In addition, when a sovereign nation fails or refuses to fulfill its responsibilities
to protect its inhabitants, the humanitarian intervention argument contends that the
international community should intervene to relieve the suffering that has been
caused. From this perspective, sovereignty is recast as a worldwide obligation to
safeguard human rights, extending beyond individual nations' boundaries (Wan &
Leirmo, 2023). Also, people who support humanitarian missions say they stop violent
extremism and stabilize the world. They argue that a more secure and fair
international order requires addressing conflict and human rights violations. In
contrast, humanitarian action opponents warn of unintended effects. Interventions,
however well-intentioned, may worsen wars, increase civilian losses, and generate
persistent instability. In geopolitically unpredictable situations when involvement is
impossible, it is crucial to consider the risks and implications (Karakaya Koca, 2024).

Some believe strong states may use humanitarian intervention to advance
geopolitical interests (Fatima, Khan, & Kousar, 2024). This emphasizes the necessity
for international responsibility and monitoring in decision-making and challenges
their morality (Hoque et al., 2023). Additionally, humanitarian intervention
challenges notions of state sovereignty and whether defending human rights and
sovereign autonomy are compatible (Fatima, Khan, & Kousar, 2024). The balance
between these factors is complex and challenging. An intellectual approach is needed
to protect human rights while managing international politics. Ethics must guide
decisions prioritizing community well-being and minimizing damage (Wan & Leirmo,
2023; Phulpoto, Oad, & Imran, 2024). International collaboration is needed for
humanitarian help to work. Resolving conflicts requires multilateral efforts guided by
common ethical values to identify and address core causes, coordinate solutions, and
ensure a collective commitment to impacted communities (Hoque et al., 2023; Imran,
& Akhtar, 2023).

Taking humanitarian action under liberal interventionism to address
significant human rights violations is ethical. The growing agreement that the global
community must safeguard vulnerable people may explain the idea's development.
Stopping genocide is a significant motive to engage in humanitarian crises. Another is
to fulfill sovereign responsibilities when governments cannot safeguard people. The
ultimate objective is global peace and security (Kushi & Toft, 2023). The justifications
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against humanitarian action emphasize the significance of moral judgments and
careful consideration of unintended effects. International collaboration and shared
ethical values may help balance human rights and state sovereignty. Understand and
enhance humanitarian action within liberal interventionism to achieve a more equal

and compassionate global society while humanitarian crises persist (Werntz et al.,
2023).

Democratic Values

Liberal interventionism emphasizes democracy in international affairs. This
idea holds that democracies are less violent among their member nations; thus, peace
and stability may be established globally as they grow. In the late 20th and early 21st
centuries, democratic governance and liberal interventionism have been linked in
international affairs, creating conflicts about exporting democratic ideas (Peak, 2023).
Similarly, the idea that a democratic government defends its inhabitants against
internal and foreign aggression and represents their rights and freedoms is the
foundation upon which liberal interventionists draw their support for democratic
principles. The proponents of democracy argue that democracies are intrinsically
more peaceful, that they are less prone to experience internal struggle, and better
suited to maintain peace with their neighbors (Firdos, Khan, & Atta, 2024;
Obamamoye, 2023).

The liberal interventionist perspective envisions a more all-encompassing kind
of democracy that extends beyond the election process. It is essential that this strategy
incorporates the rule of law, safeguards individual rights, and establishes institutions
with adequate checks and balances. As part of the political agenda, we want to ensure
a peaceful transfer of power, safeguard the rights of oppressed groups, and promote
political plurality (Johnson & Heiss, 2023). Another strong argument favoring
interfering to increase democracy is the notion of democratic peace. Democracies,
according to the point of view of specific individuals, have a decreased incidence of
interstate war (Haq, Bilal, & Qureshi, 2020). This argument is based on the concept
that democratic leaders are responsible to their people, who often choose peaceful
endings of problems. This is the basis of this argument (Deudney & Ikenberry, 2023).
In addition, democratic institutions, such as free media and impartial courts, provide
channels through which complaints may be resolved and disagreements can be settled
peacefully (Yoruk, 2023).

To disseminate democratic principles, liberal interventionism may include
undertaking diplomatic endeavors, providing financial support, and even taking
military action to overturn dictatorial governments. There is a fundamental belief that
establishing a democratic government is the most effective means by which the
international community can guarantee peace and security in the long term
(Obamamoye, 2023). However, intervention carried out in the name of democracy is
not devoid of its detractors and detrimental effects. One of the most severe criticisms
that may be leveled against attempting to impose Western democracy on other
countries is the impact of cultural relativism. Many believe that attempting to impose
auniversal democratic model might result in instability and unfavorable consequences
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because it could not be appropriate for circumstances in every situation (Kreutz, 2023).

Furthermore, democratization may sometimes be complicated. Building
democratic institutions takes time, and power conflicts, political splits, and
insufficient institutions are common throughout authoritarian rule transitions. Critics
of democratically planned activities with unforeseen results cite extreme
organizations, power vacuums, and civil upheaval. This is shown by the 2003 Iraq War
(Johnson & Heiss, 2023). The invasion, justified by increasing democracy, caused
severe instability and sectarian killing. The intervention showed how hard it is to
execute democracy in a divided and complicated society. Also controversial is the
geopolitical instrumentalization of democracy promotion. Skeptics believe
geopolitical agendas, not democratic beliefs, may motivate democracy-advancing
policies. Selective intervention guided by geopolitical agendas doubts the global
democracy promotion effort (Kutlay & Onis, 2023).

Despite these obstacles, liberal interventionists contend that advancing
democratic government is a just and acceptable goal. They argue that the efforts to
disseminate democratic principles are justified by the possible long-term advantages,
which include the preservation of human rights, stable political institutions, and a
decreased probability of war. Intervention to promote democracy is not uniform,
which is essential to recognize. Intervention success depends on the state's social,
cultural, and historical environment (Obamamoye, 2023). Regime change alone will
not produce democracy; a complete strategy must promote economic growth,
democratic institutions, and law enforcement. However, the debate on this subject has
changed recently as more sophisticated and context-dependent techniques are needed
to enhance democracy via intervention. Supporting local democracy movements and
supporting spontaneous democratization have replaced imported models (Borg, 2023).

Finally, liberal interventionism promotes democracy. The democratic peace
theory holds that more democracies promote global stability. Cultural relativism,
unforeseen effects, and geopolitical instrumentalization are some objections and
obstacles to exporting democratic governance. The international community must
constantly explore and create new methods of liberal interventionism inside
democratic governance to reconcile democratic principles and cultural diversity
(Johnson & Heiss, 2023).

Critiques and Controversies

Many critics of liberal interventionist foreign policy have raised ethical and
practical questions regarding intervening with sovereign governments. Interventions
are considered morally essential to defend human rights and democracy, while
opponents say they might have unexpected effects and violate a state's right to self-
determination. The diversity of these views has altered liberal interventionism debates
and highlighted the complexity of international politics (Bargués et al., 2023).
Similarly, unintended consequences are a significant criticism of liberal
interventionism. Even when done to alleviate human suffering or promote democratic
government, opponents say interventions may negatively affect the targeted state and
area long-term (ul Haq, 2017). In 2003, the invasion of Iraq was meant to oust an
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authoritarian state, but it instead caused instability, sectarian conflict, and extremist
organizations (Chapman & Li, 2023).

Furthermore, intervention in foreign wars is typically difficult due to the
intricacy of sociopolitical processes in the targeted state. Interventions may disrupt
power systems and allow other groups to take control. Historical, cultural, and
religious elements may exacerbate disagreements, making predicting or controlling
results harder (Borg, 2023). Moreover, critiques of liberal interventionism raise
sovereignty issues. International relations are based on sovereignty, the belief that
nations should be allowed to govern themselves. Critics say these acts violate this
essential premise, threatening nations' independence and right to create governments
(Burlyuk & Musliu, 2023). Likewise, liberal interventionism opponents often argue
that individual liberty and state independence conflict. Interventions aim to stop
significant crimes, but others wonder whether the international community may
undermine a state's sovereignty. Liberal interventionism's main moral challenge is
balancing universal human rights with state sovereignty (Yoruk, 2023).

In addition, liberal interventionism's unequal and prejudiced implementation
has also been criticized. Critics believe geopolitics, not humanitarian rules, drive
interventions. This selectiveness raises doubts about the legitimacy and authenticity
of interventions that occur in certain regions but go unreported in others.
Interventions by strong governments complicate ethics. Critics believe such
operations are motivated by neocolonial aspirations to impose their beliefs and
interests on smaller states (Burlyuk & Musliu, 2023). A nation's geopolitical
dominance may increase tensions and hinder humanitarian efforts, adding to the
antagonism endured since colonialism and imperialism. However, liberal
interventionism critics focus on target population effects. Interventions aim to protect
and stabilize, but results may vary. Military actions displace civilians, ruin
infrastructure, and kill people. These effects may harm the communities these
programs aim to safeguard and make situations more unstable and unpleasant
(Stavrevska et al., 2023).

The legitimacy challenge and the lack of an international intervention
framework affect liberal interventionism claims. Critics say any action must follow
international law and be approved by the UN (Afzal, 2019). An inconsistent and
largely acknowledged legal framework for interventions raises questions about
accountability and the probability that state interests may drive interventions instead
of humanitarian values (Chapman & Li, 2023). Liberal interventionism's ideas and
issues indicate that international crises need sensitivity and context. Many declare
diplomacy, avoiding disputes, and solving core problems are preferable to war. They
explain the various causes of conflict and where foreign influence inhibits sovereign
governments' internal operations (Johnson & Heiss, 2023; Farooq, et al., 2021).

Liberal interventionists counter that interventions, however flawed, are
necessary to combat mass crimes and grave human rights violations. They say
protecting vulnerable groups should trump concerns about unintended repercussions
and national sovereignty. Advocates emphasize looking back and improving to
guarantee ethical and successful future actions (Lawson & Zarakol, 2023). However,
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liberal interventionist arguments emphasize the geopolitical, practical, and moral
obstacles of meddling sovereign governments' internal affairs. Human rights and state
sovereignty are still at war, and interventions' unintended effects demonstrate how
complex international conflict management is (Lemke, 2023). In light of liberal
interventionism's ethical consequences, the international community must create a
more ethical and effective humanitarian crisis response strategy. This requires
openness, communication, and learning from errors (Reus-Smit & Zarakol, 2023).

International Legal Framework

Regarding international relations, the fundamental principle of liberal
interventionism, the need for a solid legal foundation, is a constant subject of
discussion and study. Even though international law offers some direction on the
principles that ought to govern acts, there are substantial issues that arise as a result of
the lack of a legal framework that is clearly defined and widely accepted (Reus-Smit
& Zarakol, 2023). The United Nations Security Council (UNSC) is an important
organization to pay attention to when it comes to punishing actions. On the other
hand, ongoing conflicts among the council member states often impede the council's
capacity to take decisive action. This is a reflection of the complex dynamics that lie
behind the legal components of liberal programs (Lemke, 2023).

Establishing a fundamental framework for interactions between nations and
defining the boundaries of liberal interventions are equally significant aspects of
international law. In international law, the three primary objectives are to maintain
global peace and security, protect human rights, and exercise control over the actions
of states. Because of the complexity involved, the legal profession has been split about
interpreting and applying these principles to interventions (Stavrevska et al., 2023).
The international community must act when nations fail to protect their populations
from mass crimes, including genocide, war crimes, ethnic cleansing, and crimes
against humanity, under the Responsibility to Protect (R2P) concept (ul Haq, 2019).
R2P supports humanitarian activities legally, but its implementation is debatable.
Even with R2P, establishing a common legal framework for interventions is
challenging. Limitations, interpretation, and abuse are possible without explicit,
legally enforceable intervention. Critics say legal uncertainty makes interventions less
predictable and acceptable since actors may use diverse standards depending on
national interests rather than humanitarian values (Scherzinger, 2023; Shah et al.,
2023).

According to the UN Charter, the Security Council is responsible for
international stability. United Nations Security Council authorizes operations and
force. Intervention measures may be challenging to agree on due to Security Council
dynamics, notably permanent members' veto power. The United States of America,
China, France, and Russia are the five countries that have permanent membership in
the Security Council (Burlyuk & Musliu, 2023). Any of these states can use their right
to veto at anytime, even if a resolution has overwhelming support among other
members. This dynamic has emerged as a source of controversy and irritation because
disputes among strong nations threaten to limit the capacity of the council to react
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quickly to humanitarian emergencies (Lawson & Zarakol, 2023).

Additionally, Syria illustrates the difficulties of the Security Council's
permission for participation. Internal differences have prevented the Security Council
from passing measures to address significant human rights violations and chemical
weapon deployment. This case shows the inadequacies of the judicial system and its
geopolitical impact on decision-making (Stavrevska et al., 2023).

Critics contend that regional authorities should authorize interventions when
the Security Council cannot. Chapter of the UN Charter authorizes regional
agreements or organizations to tackle threats to global stability. Regional
organizations' engagement raises political and legal issues, such as the legitimacy and
efficacy of regional measures adopted without Security Council approval. However,
interventions without Security Council authority have prompted international law
issues. Some say the UN Charter forbids force, while others say self-defense, human
rights, and customary international law may justify involvement (Chapman & Li,
2023).

Moreover, the UN's central court, the International Court of Justice (IC]),
resolves international legal disputes and gives advisory opinions on legal problems
presented by other UN agencies. The ICJ has ruled on state sovereignty and force but
cannot set legal bounds for liberal interventions. The court cannot create new
international law norms or rules; its rulings are solely binding on the parties
concerned in a case (Stavrevska et al., 2023).

Intervention consent and behavior are legal issues for liberal interventions.
International humanitarian law (IHL), sometimes known as the rules of war, governs
civilian treatment in wartime. IHL activities provide challenges in protecting
humanitarian workers, deciding whether to use force and distinguishing civilians
from combatants (Burlyuk & Musliu, 2023). Interventions may change a targeted
state's political environment or depose its government, increasing legal complexity.
International law upholds non-interference in state affairs and self-determination.
Critics say regime change interventions may violate the law (Borg, 2023). Lastly,
liberal interventions and international sovereignty discussions sometimes intersect.
Due to human rights concerns, full state sovereignty is being reconsidered. The legal
debate over liberal interventionism must balance protecting civilians from mass
crimes and safeguarding state sovereignty (Burlyuk & Musliu, 2023).

In conclusion, the legal grounding of liberal interventions is a complicated and
contentious international issue. Undefined and widely recognized legal frameworks
hinder intervention predictability and legitimacy, even if international law provides
certain bounds. Disagreements among UN Security Council members undercut its
function as the central sanctioning authority, reflecting international geopolitics.
Liberal intervention legal arguments encompass behavior issues like state sovereignty
and international humanitarian law. The international community must explore and
build legal frameworks to resolve the legal complexities of liberal interventionism
(Borg, 2023).

Realism vs. Liberalism
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Realism, which emphasizes power dynamics and national interests globally,
and liberal interventionism, a prominent international relations theory, dispute each
other. Realist opponents say interventions are guided by strategy, not compassion.
Debates between liberal and realist ideas on intervention efficacy and legitimacy help
explain these foreign policy efforts (Fleury, 2023).

Liberal interventionism is a concept that pertains to foreign policy, and the
underpinning of liberal interventionism is the idea of liberal international relations.
The liberal position is that strengthening democratic values, human rights, and
international institutions that protect the rule of law is the most critical factor in
achieving a global order that is more cooperative and peaceful. Within this paradigm,
interventions are justified by the concept that the international community must
safeguard human rights and avert disasters (Johnson & Heiss, 2023). As far as liberal
interventionists are concerned, interventions are founded on a genuine dedication to
universal goals such as protecting civilians and promoting democratic governance. The
concept of Responsibility to Protect (R2P) is a prime example of the liberal viewpoint
of the moral need for interventions. According to this point of view, the international
community should interfere when a state fails to sufficiently protect its citizens from
mass crimes (Rutherford, 2023).

On the other hand, realism provides an alternative point of view on matters
that affect the whole world. Realists often claim that strategic concerns rather than
altruistic intentions drive interventions. This argument is founded on the notion that
governments are inherently motivated by their self-interest. Interventions may be
used to project influence and power, according to the beliefs of certain realists who
disagree with liberal interventionism. These realistic individuals believe that
governments utilize humanitarian concerns as a pretext to accomplish geopolitical
aims (Ludwig, 2023). Realism emphasizes understanding global power dynamics.
According to realists, strong nations intervene to gain resources, influence global
events, or avert dangers to safeguard their interests. Realists say self-interest drives
foreign policy more than morality (Johnson & Heiss, 2023).

Realist criticisms often find intervention information in their historical
context. Interventions that help the intervening countries acquire resources or deter
geopolitical competitors are realistic. Realist concerns that emphasized weapons of
mass destruction and regime change above humanitarian concerns led the world
astray in the 2003 Iraq War (Mengistu & Adamu, 2023). Additionally, the discussion
that surrounds interventions is impacted by the ongoing tension that exists between
the concepts of realism and liberalism. Since interventions display traits of both
liberalism and realism, it is hard to place them under a single theoretical category in
practice cleanly. This is because interventions exhibit characteristics of both. The
situation's complexity is highlighted by the fact that interventions are often motivated
by opposing incentives, including strategic and humanitarian considerations
(Rutherford, 2023).

Additionally, the global reaction to interventions is a reflection of the
interaction that takes place between realists and liberals. There is a possibility that
nations are harboring clandestine geopolitical agendas while actively supporting
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humanitarian issues in public. When respectfully addressing interventions, liberal
concepts like democracy and human rights are often brought up, yet the core strategic
considerations are still in play. This lack of consistency contributes to the ongoing
discussion on the sincerity of humanitarian motives and the effectiveness of
interventions in achieving their intended goals (Ulas, 2023). The attitudes of liberals
and realists are not identical regarding the efficiency of programs and projects.
Interventions, according to liberals, have the potential to contribute to the promotion
of global stability, the preservation of human rights, and peace when moral values lead
them.

On the other hand, realists often emphasize the possibility of unintended
repercussions, such as instability, a rise in violent crime, and long-term damage to the
intervening state and its surroundings (Johnson & Heiss, 2023). The discussion
between realists and liberals is made more complicated by the subject of state
sovereignty. Realists strongly emphasize the significance of nations' sovereignty as a
basic concept of international relations. At the same time, liberals advocate for
interventions founded on the need to protect. The tension between the two points of
view demonstrates how difficult it is to find a compromise between violations of
human rights and the concept of non-interference in the internal affairs of a state
(Kreutz, 2023).

By looking at individual case studies, one may be able to get a better
understanding of the subtle differences that exist between liberal intervention analysis
and realist intervention analysis. During the 1990s, the liberal worldview served as
the guiding principle for the Balkan operations, which aimed to eradicate violations
of human rights and ethnic cleansing. More pragmatic concerns played a role, and the
desire to maintain stability in the region and avoid unforeseen repercussions played a
role (Ludwig, 2023). For example, the intervention in Kosovo was driven by a set of
ideals that included both realist and liberal perspectives. On the other hand, the
intervention that took place in Libya in 2011 was criticized for its outcomes even
though it was portrayed as a humanitarian effort to save citizens from the Gaddafi
regime. Realists believe that the intervention contributed to the worsening of regional
instability since it did not consider the feasible outcomes that may result from a regime
change. This case highlighted the difficulties associated with striking a balance
between the goals of humanitarian help and the reality of participation (Kreutz, 2023).

The tension that exists between realism and liberal ideas on interventions
demonstrates the need for a foreign policy approach that is more nuanced and tailored
to the specific circumstances of the situation. As a result of the complexity of
interventions, it is essential to be aware of the interaction between strategic goals and
humanitarian issues. Policymakers are responsible for finding a middle ground
between the geopolitical realities that affect international relations and the ethical
need to safeguard human rights (Jameel, 2023). It is imperative that the international
community work toward strengthening the legal and normative foundations that
oversee future interventions in order to ensure their success. It is necessary to
maintain open lines of communication and work together to arrive at a compromise
that satisfies the need to protect the ideals of national sovereignty. For one to have a
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complete understanding of the realist-liberal dynamic, one needs to be able to discern
the complex logic that lies behind interventions and see the similarities that exist
between strategic aims and ethical issues (Ulas, 2023).

The tension between geopolitical goals and moral values is reflected in the
argument between realism and liberal viewpoints, which impacts intervention
rhetoric. Realism criticisms of liberal interventionism put national interests above
human rights and democracy. The discussions are revealing global politics and the
need to safeguard vulnerable people. Understanding the realist-liberal dynamic is
essential for moral, long-term foreign policy as governments prepare for interventions

(Johnson & Heiss, 2023).

CONCLUSION

This extensive article thoroughly analyzes the complex dynamics in
international relations, focusing on the opposing philosophies of realism and liberal
interventionism in the context of foreign policy and interventions. Liberal
interventionism, rooted in liberal international relations, promotes human rights,
democracy, and international cooperation and views interventions as a moral duty to
safeguard disadvantaged communities. A thorough discussion of liberal
interventionism's theoretical foundations is covered in this article, with particular
emphasis on the Responsibility to Protect (R2P) theory. When sovereign states fail to
protect their citizens from mass crimes like genocide and crimes against humanity, the
international community must step in to stop the atrocities, according to
Responsibility to Protect (R2P). On the other hand, realism contends that geopolitical
interests and strategic reasons motivate interventions, undermining the liberal
interventionists' selfless facade. The approach explores historical cases where realist
critiques emerged, such as the Iraq War, highlighting the importance of interventions
in advancing national interests over humanitarian concerns. The continuous conflict
between the need to uphold human rights and state sovereignty is carefully examined,
illuminating the many legal issues surrounding interventions. A close examination of
case studies is conducted to demonstrate the complex reasons for interventions, such
as the Balkan operations and the Libyan intervention. These instances highlight the
difficulties in striking a careful balance between the demands of humanitarianism and
geopolitical ambitions. The article argues for a sophisticated foreign policy approach
that considers each action's unique conditions in light of these difficulties. It
highlights the importance of strengthening legal frameworks and promoting candid
communication to enable successful compromises. The subtle processes that influence
foreign policy decisions and feed the continuous debate between realism and liberal
viewpoints are revealed as the complex tapestry of world politics is untangled. In order
to guarantee morally sound and fruitful interventions in the future, policymakers are
asked to negotiate this complicated terrain where strategic objectives and
humanitarian principles converge.
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