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Abstract


In Western society, the term “legitimacy” generally connotes the consensus by the people that a particular government has a right to rule over them. However, in these Western societies, particularly in the United States and Europe, the real world application of this is inaccurate as it relates to actual state practices. In the United States, the general understanding is that the basis for our government to recognize another government as legitimate or illegitimate is for the fundamental purpose of defending human rights, or protecting relations with a proven ally of the country
. However, as we will soon see as we dissect and objectively analyze the international actions and policy decisions of the United States, one of these Western states, and how those actions line up against what the country so proudly purports to be the true humane reasons for intervention, there is much room for legitimate scrutiny. In all reality, recognition of states is truly a highly political business with economic implications
.  Although this enough would not be a sufficient study. For the first time in modern history, it is no longer the case that only Western states have the power and leverage to determine what defines a particular government or foreign intervention as legitimate. 


This normative thesis is centered around the topic of what the universally acknowledged definition of legitimacy is, who defines it, and why. Throughout the thesis I propose recommendations as to how great powers ought to go about legitimizing governments. Great powers have had a history of adopting a realist approach whereby only their interests are worth consideration. This, however, does not lead to sustainable peace. 


In the 21st century, China, Russia, the United States and European states (including the North Atlantic Treaty Organization) are four of these great power entities which have differing criteria for determining what is and what is not legitimate based upon their national interests. Their existence on the international stage will play a major part in this redefinition of legitimacy, and the influence they exert on developing states.

Roadmap of the Thesis

This thesis is intended to serve three purposes: (i.) to explain how legitimacy has been formally defined by contrasting its definition as it is defined by established governments and international NGOs, as well as philosophical theoretical approaches to defining legitimacy; (ii.) to provide the reader with an understanding of how conflicting national interests and cultures will challenge how the world understands legitimacy; and (iii.) to propose an alternative definition of legitimacy and the recognition of states, as it is found to be consistent with actual state practices found at the domestic level and keeping in mind the present balance of power in the world. 


This thesis explores what the real reasons are as to why states choose to grant or not grant legitimacy to a state or a party within a state who is declaring itself as being the sole representative government of their state to the international community. I suggest a neoclassical approach that ought to be used when great powers determine which governments to identify as legitimate by suggesting that more attention be given to domestic legitimacy and weighing the influence of local tribal leaders in states. 


The intervention decisions of  Western societies and why they say their actions are legitimately justified will be explored. Further, we shall compare these findings to China's record by examining two case studies to reveal the true impetuses for the actions of both the U.S. and China. 


By the conclusion of the thesis we will have seen that because of geopolitical interests, the people of a state have unfortunately not been the ones who determine the legitimate governing body of their state. It is not a decision solely determined by the outcries of the people (or at least it is not respected to be a governing law) as declarative theory would suggest
. Instead, political and economic interests oftentimes voluntarily disregard the concern for organic transitions into new forms of government. Great powers do not exercise a practice of respecting local leaders if there may be a faster way of prematurely approving a government to be legitimate—especially if this particular government is cooperative with satisfying Western interests. A great power's acknowledgement of another government's legitimacy is essentially a clear indicator of some kind of underlying self-interest for economic or geopolitical gain. But can some states be legitimate to certain states but not to others? That is a question I intend to solve. Legitimacy is being challenged by the simple fact that not all the world's great powers agree on what should and should not be legitimate. 

The Current Situation

It is unfortunately the case that many states, such as the United States in particular, participate in negotiations and friendly diplomatic relations with governments that may not be approved by the clear majority of a state's people. This is evidenced by civil unrest. Despite being fully aware of the level of internal illegitimacy that may be overwhelmingly present in a state under a particular governing body (as evidenced by the outcries of a state's own people), these states still conduct business with these governments. Conducting these relationships with such governments is completely contradictory to the spirit of not conducting business with illegitimate, ostensibly internationally illegal, governments. The United States, as well as the overall community of Western states, has demonstrated a tendency of casting a blind eye to repressive governments that have demonstrated atrocious practices that violate the sanctity of human rights.

Case Studies to be Explored


To reach the conclusion of legitimacy's new definition, I will explore two case studies that exemplify the particular issue of legitimacy we are analyzing :  (i.) China's clandestine support of Muammar Gaddafi's army before being ousted from the throne and how that directly violated U.N. sanctions and protocol; and (ii.) the case of the presence of foreign governments in Libya and Afghanistan, in order to better illustrate how differing prerogatives and the encouraging of a hasty transition to democracy often may lead to further civil unrest amongst warring factions. These cases will demonstrate how differing national interests are challenging how the world views legitimate governments and actions. Some governments operate under the policy of non-intervention in foreign domestic affairs, and demonstrate support of autocratic governments. China is an example of one of these governments. Other governments operate under the guise of protection of democracy and human rights (Western states).


The reason why I am looking at these two particular case studies as exemplifying the issue of legitimacy is because both cases are examples of states that are going through the process of developing their governments and constitutions. In the case of Libya, now that there is no longer an established leader of the state (Gaddafi), factions all across the country are vying for political legitimacy. The Afghanistan case is intended to illustrate how such close ties with a government that has not fully gained legitimacy from its people will likely result in continued chaos and potential civil war. Although there are issues of legitimacy in the issue of North Korea and Iran having nuclear weapons, both countries have established borders and representative governing bodies, so to study those countries would not be germane to the same issue of legitimacy that this thesis is focusing on. 


My alternative definition of legitimacy will be applied to the situation in Libya and, more specifically, to show how the country is actively becoming a battleground for various global great powers. The Libya case is a prime example of how legitimacy is no longer defined by Western  hegemons. Rather, it is a concept that is being defined by conflicting interests. Both Western and non-Western states share a lot in common when it comes to their global influence and their practices of REALpolitik, but their reasons for identifying legitimacy differs.

The Concept of Legitimacy


Let us begin our study by laying down foundation to consider general interpretations of the concept of legitimacy. This thesis will serve as both an informative analysis of what legitimacy actually is, as well as an argumentative piece on how the claims of granting legitimacy are, in fact, not consistent with what is generally understood as legitimate criteria for recognizing states and governing bodies as well as foreign intervention and other international acts. The case of Afghanistan since the Soviet War in the 1980s is a prime example of the practice by great powers whereby they, alone, are the ones who determine the legitimacy of a state and its government. It is evident in this example how part of this legitimizing process done by great powers includes aiding in the birth of nascent republics and then recognizing both the state as well as a particular government as legitimate. What is unfortunately the case is that these great powers rarely seem to legitimately consider local leaders within a state and the legitimacy given to them by the tribal factions they represent. They seem to adopt the realist approach, whereby all that needs to be considered is the foreign policy interests of great powers. This, however, does not necessarily provide for sustainable peace in a state because great powers oftentimes prematurely decide which government to identify as being legitimate. This decision of which entity is legitimate often is fortified by foreign monetary and militaristic support.

The Enduring Principle of American Political Culture

Much of the rhetoric touted by American political leaders suggests that the American people have a deep concern for the welfare of strangers and a sincere respect for their human rights. President Barack Obama alluded to this enduring feature in American political culture during his Presidential Study Directive on Mass Atrocities speech that he delivered on August 4, 2011
: 

“Preventing mass atrocities and genocide is a core national security interest and a core moral responsibility of the United States. America's reputation suffers, and our ability to bring about change is constrained, when we are perceived as idle in the face of mass atrocities and genocide.”

The Requisite for the U.S. to Make This Claim

In staying consistent with this apparent concern for the welfare of strangers and respect for their human rights, the U.S. must care if civil unrest, rampant violence and chaos are present in a state where there is a question at hand of which entity ought to be identified as the legitimate governing body of that state. If the U.S. government chooses not to care (as evidenced in its decisions on identifying legitimate governments and the level of domestic peace that comes as a result of that act of recognition), then it can no longer tout that there is a fundamental concern for the welfare of strangers in its decision-making process of who is the legitimate governing body in a state, even if there are clear geopolitical and/or economic benefits that come with not caring.  An excellent example of this being a fundamentally major issue is seen in the situation in Libya. There was a multitude of foreign gas companies happily doing business with the Gaddafi government for decades prior to last summer
. Why was Gaddafi, then, an issue for Western states? Well, in 1969, Colonel Gaddafi led  a group of young army officers to topple the present monarchy
. The group was dedicated to a more forcefully independent role toward the West, and therefore turned to Russia and China for foreign support and legitimacy recognition (July 1998). Nonetheless, Western gas companies were still present. With the National Transitional Council in Libya now in power, Western states are funneling money to the new government and are eagerly getting in line to claim rights to Libyan oil (Morse 2011). 


The fundamental question, though, is not whether the U.S. can get access to foreign resources that are of national interest even if a state is not democratic—the answer to that is simple: it oftentimes can if the current regime in power is cooperative with the West. Instead, the question is how can the U.S. and its allies get access to these resources while maintaing the image of being genuinely concerned with the welfare of a state's citizens? In order to gain access to foreign resources, a government must be identified as being legitimate in order to serve as the singular representative body of a state with whom Western states may develop relations and conduct trade. However, if there is statewide civil unrest present under the leadership of a particular government, then Western states that tout being concerned for human rights cannot legitimately conduct relations with that state. Alas, there must be sustainable peace within a state. If the Western states that adopt the American principle of being concerned for the sanctity of human rights in the world disregard clear civil unrest, then they automatically adopt the foreign policy mindset of China whereby there is no concern for human rights, and relations with other states and their governments (which includes the act of legitimacy recognition) become solely business driven.

The Philosophical Approach to Defining Legitimacy

First, let us look the philosophical approach to denoting the term “legitimacy”. Political philosopher John Locke defines the universally applicable law of legitimacy in his 1689 dissertation “A Letter Concerning Toleration”
:

“[By] agreeing with other men, to join and unite into a community for their comfortable, safe, and peaceable living, one amongst another, in a secure enjoyment of their properties, and a greater security against any that are not of it; such men have given their "express consent" to the government of such a community. In addition, any man who is born within a particular government and accepts the protection provided by it, thereby gives a "tacit consent" as to the legitimacy of that government.”

Here, Locke defines a government's legitimacy as being directly contingent on the  a state's people having a general consensus that a government has the right to rule over them. Locke does not mention political interest as the theoretically fundamental deciding factor of discerning what governments are and are not legitimate. He also does not argue a realist approach whereby it is not a state's people, but exterior forces that determine what government is legitimate for a particular state. It is determined purely by an organic process carried out only by relevant parties within a state.


In the 1958 quarrel between 20th century legal philosophers H. L. A. Hart and Lon Fuller, Hart understood legitimacy to be a system of rules accepted by the people that are only legitimate once the people as a whole have formally agreed upon them (Donnelly 2011)
. He implies that in the timeline for the development of a legitimate government, the legitimate government is not identified until after the people of a state formally agree upon them—or at least not until the people of a state appear to have reached a consensus of approval for a government. 

The U.S. On Legitimacy 

Philosophers are not the only ones to attempt to define the term “legitimacy”. Over the course of the nation's history, the United States has demonstrated its role of being an influential democratic force in the world. Its leaders claim that the country does so with the primary purpose for recognizing governments and other forms of foreign policy to be the spread of democracy and the respect for human rights
. The issue of human rights violations is suggested as being the paramount concern. Let's look at President Woodrow Wilson's address to Congress in 1913 when he exclaimed that the basic purpose of great democracies in the world (and therefore to include the United States as one of those) is to free the oppressed and not host relations with governments that oppress and torment their own people
. Most people would likely trust their basic moral intuition and argue that totalitarian systems and societies with similar social structures are unjust and likely to be inhumane
. 


The U.S. government insisted (between roughly 1913 and 1929) that in order for them to recognize a government as legitimate, it has to come into office by legal and constitutional means. The U.S. clearly, though, still reserved the self-given “right” to have the last say whether in fact a government is legitimate—even if the government does comes into existence through legal and constitutional means. The U.S. made it clear to the international community that it appointed itself as an entity with the authority to deem governments as legitimate—a prime example of exercising a realist approach:

“The United States applied the so-called Wilson Doctrine...to new governments in Mexico, El Salvador, Costa Rica, and Nicaragua. The doctrine denied to the peoples of those states the right to select their own governments by whatever means they chose. It meant that the U.S. government claimed the right to determine the legality of a foreign government.
”

Objective Tests for Determining Legitimacy


In theory, the criteria to formerly acknowledge a government as legitimate ought to be based upon objective tests11. Judging the legitimacy of a successor government after a revolution or a coup should be based upon answers to the following objective tests: (1.) does the government of the new entity exercise effective control over its country’s administrative machinery, (2.) is there any resistance to the government’s authority by the people over which it claims to govern, and (3.) does the government appear to have the backing of a substantial segment of the people in its country? 


Objective tests such as these are seldom followed. Croatia and Bosnia, for example, both serve as interesting cases to exemplify this point because the European Union granted recognition to each respective government even when rebel forces were still occupying significant portions of territories that the governments were claiming to have legitimate control over. The Croatian and Bosnian governments clearly did not have “effective control” over all of their claimed territories. Some could even argue that because “rebel” forces had so much control over the territories these “legitimized” governments were claiming to be effectively controlling, that these governments, in fact, only truly controlled a minority percentage of the states' territories. Nonetheless, the E.U. was quick to grant legitimacy to certain governments (Von Glahn 2010). The E.U., though, claimed to base their decisions on determining legitimate governing bodies in both countries on “factual data” (Von Glahn 2010). Both cases illustrate the difficulty of ascertaining “fact” apart from foreign political interest.

Defining “Recognition”

The term “recognition” means the “formal acknowledgement or declaration by the government of an existing state that it intends to attach certain customary legal consequences to an existing set of facts (Von Glahn 2010). As we see in their decisions to recognize certain governments as legitimate and others as not, great powers do not seem to abide by this sole definition. As I stated earlier, recognition is instead a highly political business with economic implications. The act of recognition is not a simple matter of pure legal fact. If it were, national courts would have the latitude to determine the existence of a state or new government (after a non-constitutional change) through their own means of search and discovery apart from the actions of political authorities For the U.S., the right to recognize new states and governments is given to the elected executive branch. In China and Russia, that authority rests in the hands of the self-appointed executive (Von Glahn 2010).

The Act of Granting Legitimacy as a Foreign Policy Tool

The notion that the acts of granting legitimacy to governments and the recognition of certain states are foreign policy tools is evidenced by the pattern in observing which entities great powers choose to recognize as being legitimate are discovered to end up being of some sort of geopolitical or socioeconomic use. It seems eerily ironic that Western states such as the United States proclaim that their impetus for legitimizing various governments, particularly those in Northern Africa and the Middle East, is due to a deeply democratic concern for human rights and the spread of democracy. 


The fact of the matter, though, is that the U.S. has both financially supported and given arms to governments that do not share the sense of American values that is concerned with democracy and respecting human rights
. Examples of these would be the cases of Saudi Arabia, Iraq and Afghanistan and U.S. relations with these states. In these cases, the governments the U.S. has supported have been found guilty of engaging in decades of repression, embezzling the peoples’ wealth and resources, and essentially have been  U.S. “proxy” regimes that were not widely approved of by their citizenry
. Mutual relationships with these “legitimized” governments have oftentimes resulted in wide disparities between the wealthy and the disenfranchised, and political systems littered with corruption. Some countries that we have acknowledged as legitimate, and some as allies (particularly with Saudi Arabia) are ruled by politicians who are unelected, illegitimate rulers who do not tolerate any kind of opposition to their tyrannical rule. Yet, all the while, Western countries such as the United States, continue their propaganda campaigns to justify their foreign policy and decisions on which  governments they will deem to be legitimate.

Contrasting American and Chinese Foreign Policy Decisions

The foreign policy of the United States, in this regard, is not all that different than China’s when it comes to the Chinese “non-intervention in domestic affairs” foreign policy stance. An example of this behavior is seen in the recent exposure of the clandestine activity of China as they had been, supposedly, financing Muammar Gaddafi's military operations in Libya
 One must ask the question: why? Some argue that this support, in violation of U.N. sanctions, was consistent with China's general campaign in the Middle East to support autocratic governments (Dorsey 2011) .  A spokesman from China's ally, Russia, who sits on Russia parliament's international affairs committee, Konstantin Kosachev, publicly spoke on the effect of Russia and China's legitimation of Gaddafi, in September of 2011, “...[China and Russia will] (s.a.) not be able to compete with companies from NATO member countries for Libyan oil projects”
. This, he says, is a consequence of their illegal financing of Gaddafi's army. Abdeljalil Mayouf, manager of the Libyan rebel-controlled Arabian Gulf Oil Company (AFOCO) warned that “China, Russia and Brazil, in contrast to Western nations, could face political obstacles in restoring business ties once Gaddafi has been removed from power” (Dorsey 2011).


It can be inferred, therefore, that China's primary interest in Libya and the reason why they so quickly legitimized Gaddafi's rule was for their interest in Libyan oil. In fact, before the civil uprisings last summer, revenue from Libya's oil industry accounted for almost all of the country's export earnings and a quarter of its GDP. When international oil companies and their foreign personnel fled Libya last spring, Libya's oil exports ground to a halt. When this happened, 1.6 million barrels per day of light, sweet, crude low-sulfur oil that is easily transformed into high-value products like gasoline and diesel fuel were removed from global oil markets (Morse 2011). China needed this oil to help them desperately keep up with their country's rapid growth and vertiginous increase in oil demands. This corroborates the admission by Kosachev that China's involvement was not due to true “humanitarian efforts” (Dorsey 2011). According to the Nuclear Threat Initiative, who reference a U.S. National Security Agency report in 2000, China sold missile technology to Libya in March of 2000 that could be used to develop Libya's Al-Fatah missile project
. 


Although Russia and China lost in Libya and are currently in the process of having to try and repair relations with the victorious rebels, their determination of who is legitimate will be very influential in the future. Although it is currently the case that Western states still hold a major stake in the determining of what is and is not legitimate, Russia, China and Brazil -to name a few- are quickly gaining leverage and will soon be equally as influential and powerful as Western states. This is part of the reason why the definition of legitimacy must be redefined. As it was aforementioned, no longer is it the case that all of the great powers in the world are Western states. With the emergence of the countries that comprise the B.R.I.C.s (Brazil, Russia, India and China) in particular, there no longer will be a universal definition for the criterion that determines legitimate governments and states. In the near future, we will see the emergence of several equally powerful great powers, each having their own prerogatives abroad and having the means to to have influential leverage over one another. As the foreign policy decisions of Western states become increasingly more challenged, two factors will determine the new form of legitimacy: necessary compromise amongst great powers, and greater consideration must be given to the politics of local leaders within states who represent the numerous tribal factions that are all vying for political legitimacy recognition by each other and foreign powers. 

Looking at the Example of Afghanistan and U.S.-Afghan relations 


Unfortunately, great powers have not been doing this. Let us look at the example of U.S. intervention of Afghanistan. President Hamid Karzai, the current president of Afghanistan, began his close relationship with the United States in the 1980s, serving as an insider for the U.S. Central Intelligence Agency
. As a proponent for the mission of the mujahidin in Afghanistan during the war with the Soviet Union, Karzai quickly gained favorability by the U.S. Although he was the first democratically elected president of the country, he has been known as a strong ally for the U.S. and N.A.T.O. The problem with this is that when a leader is in such close cohorts with foreign great powers, the peace that comes as a result from a coup or transitional government (i.e. President Karmal in Afghanistan) will likely be unsustainable. This became the case after the Soviets left Afghanistan in 1988. U.S. President Ronald Reagan strongly supported the rebels and escalated the aid being given to them, and U.S. influence in the region. During this war between the anti-communist rebels and the Soviet-backed government
, the United States, in all, provided over $2 billion in weapons and money to seven Islamic mujahidin factions in the 1980s. Soviet President Mikhail Gorbachev announced the withdrawal of Soviet troops in 1988. With the Soviets out of the picture, however, the victorious mujahidin focused next on fighting the Afghan "puppet government" that was now headed by Mohammad Najibullah. Najibullah replaced Karmal in 1986. Najibullah fell from power when the mujahidin finally captured Kabul in the spring of 1992.The numerous rebel guerrilla factions, though, proved unable to unite, and began another arduous power struggle amongst themselves. Afghanistan as a result became a fragmented country of independent zones ruled by different warlords. 


There is a direct comparison between this constant state of anarchy in Afghainstan amongst warring local leaders and the current situation in Libya. These political divisions amongst Afghans themselves exacerbated the schism already present between Sunni and Shiite Muslims, as well as the many tribal and ethnic groups that still reside in the country. The Western world response was to further support those who were in favor of the West, and those who support the Western agenda (Huang 2001). Why is it the case that these warring factions still are at conflict and there is unsustainable peace in Afghanistan, on the brink of civil war? It is because of Western intervention. Although democracy is the theoretically ideal solution to the problem of those with differing interests and opinions, when great powers impose their own agenda onto a state, the result is likely to end in more harm being done than peace. And although President Karzai was “democratically elected”, such close ties with Western powers are oftentimes the cause for anger amongst local leaders who feel as though their voice no longer matters because one particular group was chosen by foreigners to be the legitimate government. 

Suggestions by the Foreign Affairs Magazine (on Libya)

Researches from the Foreign Affairs Magazine monthly publication released a report in 2011 saying that on average, when studying all first elections after civil wars since 1945, much danger comes as a result of hasty voting
. They found that on average, “waiting five years before holding the first election reduced the chance of war by one-third”. In Libya, though, the N.T.C.has announced that they will try and host elections within 18 months (this was said in September, 2011) so as to expedite the process of getting the country's oil rigs up and running (Brancati & Snyder 2011). Foreign great powers have taken a direct stance on trying to influence N.T.C. leaders. The N.T.C., though, has made it clear that they do not want foreign great powers to determine their new government. Great powers ought to respect this request. In a Foreign Affairs Magazine release entitled “What Post-Qaddafi Libya Has to Learn From Afghanistan”
, Libyans advocate a quick withdraw of foreign troops. According to the article, “they will not accept outside dictation of who should be purged from government organizations. They see [Tripoli] as their own [city], and see themselves as the only ones who can (and only ones who should) build Tripoli's future.” Here, two particular concepts are apparent: (1.) great powers ought to allow for the warring factions within Libya to organically solve their problems through a steady transition to democracy; and (2.) great powers ought to stand back from the situation and not mandate power to the government they already acknowledged as being the legitimate governing body. 


That same article brings light to the situation in Libya regarding warring factions as well. The report discusses the reality of warring factions within a state:

“...after civil wars, the rule of law is weak. In addition, those contending for power are usually the same individuals who were recently fighting. The factions that form around them are generally based on traditional social groupings, such as tribes, ethnic groups, and religious sects. In such a situation, candidates resort to illiberal populist appeals, especially ones based on exclusive group identity. Their supporters often refuse to accept election results peacefully, which is especially dangerous if the factions are not yet disarmed an demobilized.” 

Because legitimacy is often given to certain governments not solely by the people but by foreign entities, many local leaders feel neglected and feel as if their voices do not matter. For democracy to take hold in a country, the state needs parties and civic organizations that bridge traditional divides. Foreign Affairs magazine researchers revealed in that same report that even partial demobilization before democratic elections reduces the chance of renewed fighting significantly (Brancati & Snyder 2011). Furthermore, to contrast their suggestions, they discuss what the international community has often done to contribute to the quick election problem in nascent republics such as Libya:

“first, [the international community has contributed to the quick election problem] by pressing warring factions to reach precarious settlements before either side has won decisively, and then by urging fast elections.”

Conclusion and Recommendations

Legitimacy has been theoretically defined as the people's consensus that a particular government has the right to rule over them. Indeed, legitimacy in this sense means that the government's power is given to them by the people it governs. The true impetuses, though, for recognizing a state as legitimate/illegitimate are implicit in the actions of states being consistent with clear geopolitical and economic benefits. Oftentimes, as we have seen the case to be with Afghanistan and Libya, the impetus is for oil. 


Although governments allege that their decision to recognize particular states or supporting  militant groups is justified by a fervent interest in protecting mankind, it is simply not consistent with the facts to say that there are no underlying motives for these acts. If it were true that humanitarian relief was the primary and sole prerogative of most all intervention abroad and our identification of certain governments as legitimate, we would see foreign intervention legitimized and approved by the U.N. Security Council in areas of the globe that have been known to be committing atrocities (i.e. Somalia, the Balkans, Darfur in 2003, etc.). The same unwavering support we see Western states (particularly the United States and its allies in the North Atlantic Treaty Organization) have for the effort in Libya to dethrone Gaddafi and unfreeze funds from the International Monetary Fund to be given as aid to the National Transitional Council
, we would have seen in Darfur, or perhaps in the Rwandan genocide in 1994 where more than 800,000 people were slaughtered. 


We have learned that the justification for what governing body is legitimate is merely a way to try and disguise governments' true intentions to the citizens of their country in order to gain public support, or to the international community as a means to legitimize actions and influence international law with selfish political interest. The concern, however, is not only whether great powers have geopolitical or economic interests in a region. Rather, it becomes problematic when the international community wishes to be seen as not intending to promote civil unrest in post-civil war states. As we saw with the Afghanistan, part of the reason why there is still unrest in the country is because of the close support the U.S. (as well as Western states as a whole) has had for the Karzai administration; not concerned with any of the local leaders. In Libya, the N.T.C. Has made it clear that they do not wish to allow foreign entities to dictate the formation of their new government. If the international community chooses to ignore this request and intervene anyway with continued monetary aid to specific groups and neglect others, we will likely see a reemergence of civil war. 


The realist approach to international politics is no longer satisfactory. No longer is it the case that only the interests of great powers are worth considering. If the international community does not wish to perpetuate violence and atrocities amongst citizens within a state, it must consider the pleas of local leaders, and have less of an influence on who rules the country. If states are to abide by these recommendations, they may still gain access to resources, just without being the cause for perpetual civil unrest. 
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