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3. Introduction 
 

“1. The State carries the primary responsibility for the protection from genocide, war crimes, 

crimes against humanity and ethnic cleansing. 2. The international community has a 

responsibility to assist States in fulfilling its responsibility. 3. The international community 

should use appropriate diplomatic, humanitarian and other peaceful means to protect 

populations from these crimes. If a State fails to protect its populations or if in fact the 

perpetrator of crimes, the international community must be prepared to take stronger measures, 

including the collective use of force through the UN Security Council” (ICRtoP(1), 2017). 

Since the onset of the Syrian Civil War in mid-March 2011, the United Nations (UN) and its member 

states have discussed the global responsibilities of protection when a single state cannot protect its 

civilians (UN(1), 2017). The violent actions in Syria have demonstrated how the Assad regime has 

attacked its civilians instead of protecting them. The crisis in Syria became a global crisis, as 

thousands of people fled from Syria to neighbouring countries and the West (UN(1), 2017). The 

international community recognised its responsibility to protect the Syrian civilians, demanding an 

immediate response to solve the humanitarian crisis. By means of various UN resolutions, the United 

Nations Security Council (UNSC) sought to solve the crisis and provide humanitarian assistance to 

the war-torn civilians. However, these resolutions were insufficient and the humanitarian crisis in 

Syria demanded a more progressive initiative. This made UN reconsider a resolution from 2005, 

which focused on assisting states fulfilling their responsibility to protect. Namely the resolution of 

‘Responsibility to Protect’ (R2P) (ICRtoP(1), 2017). The main idea behind R2P was 

“[...] that sovereign states have a responsibility to protect their own citizens from avoidable 

catastrophe – from mass murder and rape, from starvation – but that when they are unwilling 

or unable to do so, that responsibility must be borne by the broader community of states” 

(ICISS, 2001, p. VIII). 

 Hence, the international community would only interfere, when the state no longer fulfilled its role 

of protecting its citizens. The framework of R2P presented three stages for the international 

community to follow. ‘The responsibility to prevent’, addressing the root of the internal conflict, ‘The 

responsibility to react’, responding to humanitarian assistance, and ‘The responsibility to rebuild’, 

requiring full assistance with reconstruction and recovery after any humanitarian or military 

intervention (ICISS, 2001, p. XI). 
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However, the international community frequently discuss the concept, as the UN member states 

argue whether the intervened state’s sovereignty was jeopardised by intervening forces. A previous 

study investigates how the concept and practice of R2P evolved during the crisis in Syria and 

influenced the actions of UN, United States (US), Russia and China, in the developments of the Syrian 

conflict. This study concludes, upon a statement analysis of relevant actors, how R2P and its use 

evolved in various directions from its employment in the Syrian Civil War, from 2011 until 2016 

(Østergaard & de Wolff, 2016, p. 47). UN, US, Russia and China argue that the fundamental rules of 

R2P have diverse interpretations. Each of the analysed actors apply their own understanding and 

terminology of R2P, where each comprehension is based on political motives. The study suggests 

how different understandings of R2P and the use of it play a major role in the prolonging of the crisis 

in Syria. The lack of a common understanding of R2P and a shared desire to achieve individual 

political goals and motives impedes political solutions to end the humanitarian crisis (Østergaard & 

de Wolff, 2016, p. 47).   

What then becomes significant to investigate is the international community’s responsibility to 

comply with the R2P commitment, in order to protect the Syrian civilians. My personal drive to 

examine this issue is reasoned by the former study’s results, of how the general understanding and 

use of R2P has evolves in various directions. According to R2P, the global responsibilities of 

protecting the civilians in Syria lies in the hands of the international community. The main challenges 

of this are striking, as the international community and the Syrian regime struggle to agree on a 

solution to protect the Syrians. Even though the international community agreed on employing R2P 

in Syria, a lack of a common comprehension complicates the solution and prolongs the crisis. When 

such difficulties occur, it challenges the protection of the civilians, as neither of the involved parties 

are capable of initiating R2P. Thus, the international community’s (in)capability of fulfilling its 

responsibility to protect the Syrian civilians intrigues me, given how a common agreement of R2P is 

not yet secured.  

“Nearly all of us believe that this is a situation that demands remedy: Someone should provide 

the recourses to end the suffering and deprivation. The problem does not lie here, but in deciding 

which particular agent or agents should put the bad situation right” (Miller, 2005, p. 95).  

The issue that I seek to raise is the international community’s responsibility to protect the Syrian 

civilians in agreement with R2P. I believe that a lack of a common agreement on the concept’s use 

and understanding complicates the actual use of it; it complicates the protection of the Syrian 
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civilians. I aim to examine this issue by presenting relevant information, by various non-state- and 

state centric representatives. Representatives who enhance the knowledge about the international 

community’s responsibility towards the Syrian civilians in agreement with R2P. Syrian civilians and 

the Non-Governmental Organisations (NGOs) Amnesty International and Human Rights Watch 

(HRW) represent the non-state centric actors, whereas UN, US and Russia represent the state centric 

actors. This research deals with a definition of three main theories, assisting in the examination of the 

given issue. The first theory, critical realism, functions as the overall mind-set, as it provides a critical 

approach to the analysed data. The two other theories, framing and game theory, provide analytical 

tools for the research, through which I detect the framing of the international community’s actions 

and its strategic behaviour. Following this, I present an overview of R2P, in order to outline the core 

principles of the concept. This presentation demonstrates the core principles of R2P and the terms the 

international community agreed on, when the concept was endorsed in 2005. Furthermore, this 

section presents different views on R2P and its use in Syria, to illustrate previous thoughts on the 

concept. An illustration that shows a severe concern with R2P. Hereafter, I conduct an analysis 

revealing significant information regarding the international community’s behaviour, in relation to 

R2P and the protection of the Syrians. Given how the analysis reveals an existing gap between the 

‘ideal’ R2P and the ‘actual’ R2P, I base a discussion upon the thoughts on the core principles of R2P, 

the ‘ideal’ R2P, and the results gained in the analysis, the ‘actual’ R2P. The discussion then discovers 

and outlines the gap between the two comprehensions and presents a reforming of R2P, in order for 

the international community to meet its responsibility to protect. Lastly, I gather every result located 

in the analysis and discussion and conclude upon these. Hence, I seek to outline, analyse and discuss 

statements by Amnesty International, HRW, Syrians, UN, US and Russia to define the various 

conceptions of the international community’s responsibility of protecting the people in Syria. This 

leads to a comprehension of the international community’s responsibility to protect the Syrian 

civilians in compliance with the framework of R2P. 

 

 

3.1. Thesis Statement 

 To what extent has the international community fulfilled its role of protecting the people of 

Syria during the Syrian Civil War, on the basis of UN’s concept of ‘Responsibility to Protect’?  
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4. Approach 

The purpose of this research is to understand the extent of the international community’s 

responsibility to protect the Syrian civilians in agreement with R2P. Hereto, pointing out UN, US and 

Russia’s behaviour according to framing and game theory. Several theoretical considerations, 

relevant statements by Amnesty International, HRW, Syrian civilians and the international 

community, are included to gain a comprehensive knowledge about the given thesis statement. The 

reasons why the international community’s responsibility to protect in agreement with R2P are of 

interest, are due to the major endorsement the concept received at the 2005 World Summit. 

Endorsement by UN, US and Russia, especially. However, as a previous study argues that, the general 

understanding of R2P evolved in various directions (Østergaard & de Wolff, 2016); it becomes 

interesting to examine the international community’s actions to protect. In order to conduct a thorough 

analysis of this, I divide the analysis into two sections - the civil society and the civic society. I chose 

to include three actors for each section in the analysis, each presenting two or three views, to display 

an equal representation of each side. The civil society consists of representatives from NGOs and 

Syrian civilians, who represent the interest of the civilians. The civic society represents actors within 

the international community promoting states’ interests. The civil society presents the non-state 

centric approach, wherein Syrian civilians and the NGOs; Amnesty International and HRW, represent 

the voice of the Syrian civilians. Both NGOs perform consistent humanitarian assistance in Syria. 

Amnesty international and HRW demonstrate a critical view upon the international community’s 

actions by reporting on the development of the humanitarian crisis (ICRtoP(11), 2017) (Appendix I, 

p. 2). Even though NGOs are considered actors within the civic society, Amnesty International and 

HRW remain critical towards the state, whilst illustrating voices from the civil society (UNESCO, 

2017) (Appendix I, p. 5). This makes these NGOs relevant representatives for the civil society. The 

civic society presents the state centric approach, as I analyse statements by UN, US and Russia. I 

deem UN, US and Russia as the most relevant actors for this research, as they have shown to be the 

most prominent actors in the Syrian crisis, whilst being permanent members of UNSC. Moreover, 

comments regarding the Syrian crisis primary revolve around these actors’ actions and behaviour. 

Therefore, when focusing on UN, US and Russia it is possible to present an overall image of the 

international community’s responsibility to protect the Syrians in agreement with R2P.  
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The non-state centric approach versus the state centric approach, a complex approach, enables a 

profound analysis of the given issue. The analysis presents various thoughts and opinions on the 

international community’s responsibility to protect, hereby furthering a comparative case study. 

 

 

4.1. Sources 

The framework of this research begins with a presentation of three theories, to uncover the 

international community’s responsibility towards Syrians. I consider each of the theoretical 

considerations the most relevant tools for this investigation, where to each theoretical presentation 

demonstrates profound considerations and literature reviews. Hereto I include the theories’ 

fundamental aspects, their previous application in civil wars and the Syrian Civil War, and the 

theories’ relevance for this research. The studies used for these illustrations, are carefully selected 

and compared with other studies, before deeming them as the most profound sources, given how they 

present a valid and extensive representation of each theory. The first theory presents Roy Bhaskar’s 

notion of critical realism, founding the basic mind-set of the research. Notable in this regard, it was 

not possible to retrieve information regarding the critical realist approach’s application in the Syrian 

Civil War, thereby solely enabling a demonstration of the theory’s application in civil wars in general. 

Simultaneously, the critical realist theory presents dialectical critical realism and the philosophy of 

metaReality, to elaborate on Bhaskar’s notion. The second theory introduces the theory of framing, 

by George Lakoff and Robert M. Entman. In this research, framing defines and uncovers the frames 

evident in the analysed material, whilst identifying the international community’s compliance with 

R2P, to protect the Syrians. Within this theoretical presentation, I do only illustrate framing’s use in 

the Syrian Civil War as I deem this ample proof for the theory’s previous use. The third section 

presents theories of game theory. Alessandro Innocenti, Patrizia Sbriglia and Hervé Moulin elaborate 

on the basic game theory, where to Shaun P. Hargreaves Heap, Yanis Varoufakis, Colin F. Camerer 

add to the notions of prisoner’s dilemma and behavioural game theory. Game theory assists in 

defining the structures of social world and the international community’s strategy and behaviour. 

However, within this theoretical presentation I do introduce the theory’s use in both civil wars and 

the Syrian Civil War. This is done, as I believe it is relevant to demonstrate a broader view of game 
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theory’s previous use, as the theory consists of various elements that needs more extensive 

identification. 

Hereafter, I establish a definition of R2P, in order to highlight the core principles of the concept. I 

retrieve the information for this presentation from UN, Global Responsibility to Protect (Global R2P), 

International Coalition for the Responsibility to Protect (ICRtoP) and the International Commission 

on Intervention and State Sovereignty (ICISS). Within this section, I include thoughts by UN, US, 

Russia and several scholars to demonstrate early views on the concept and its future prospects. I 

retrieve the UN, US and Russian views from ICRtoP, whereas I retrieve the scholarly thoughts from 

different acknowledged publishers. I select the scholarly thoughts based on their comprehensive 

narrative about R2P and the international community. Furthermore, the latter adds to the discussion 

of the research, as I discuss the eight semi-conclusions by scholars and the international community 

with the results of the analysis.  

In addition to this, I present a brief historical overview of the Libyan Civil War and the Syrian 

Civil War, as both civil wars share one specific similarity; the implementation of R2P. The historical 

overview illustrates the changes in R2P and the international community’s responses to the two crises. 

However, I include the historical overview as an appendix, as it functions as supporting information 

to the analysed statements, by commenting on previous resolutions and actions. The information for 

the historical overview is mainly retrieved from Global R2P and ICRtoP, as they present a 

comprehensive historical overview, by including various actions, sanctions and resolutions. 

Succeeding the theoretical considerations and R2P’s definition, I initiate the analysis of the 

international community’s responsibility towards the Syrian civilians in agreement with R2P. Before 

including any statements in the analysis, I carefully investigate and compare every chosen statement 

with other statements. This is done to purely include relevant data for the analysis. I divide the 

analysis into two sections, the civil society and the civic society, where each section addresses the 

international community’s behaviour and compliance with R2P. The civil society represents the voice 

of the civilians, whereas the civic society represents the political voice in the Syrian Civil War. The 

first section analyses statements from the NGOs; Amnesty International and HRW, and secondary 

interviews with Syrian civilians. The second section analyses statements by UN, US and Russia; 

actors who maintain the power to veto resolutions put forward in the UN. Furthermore, US and Russia 

are competing world powers who actively respond to the Syrian Civil War. The inclusion of UN 

statements is based on UN being the primary endorser of R2P, making it relevant to include UN’s 
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opinion on the matter. With the assistance of framing and game theory, I aim to analyse the frames 

of the international community’s responsibility to protect, whilst defining its game strategic 

behaviour. With this, it is possible to detect any visible pattern in the international community’s 

actions, in order to define the extent of its actions to protect the Syrians in agreement with R2P. The 

reason for conducting a content analysis, solely based on statements, is due to the significance in 

elucidating real words and thoughts. These are able to demonstrate a thorough and precise 

presentation of the situation. As I question the international community on its responsibility to fulfil 

its commitment to protect Syrians in agreement with R2P, it is relevant to include their voice to 

determine the extent of the protection in Syria.  

Following the analysis, I conduct a discussion to explain the gap between the ‘ideal’ R2P, the 

definition of R2P, and the ‘actual’ R2P, the analytical results. The discussion does not employ any 

theories, but focuses on comparing and discussing the results found in the definition of R2P and the 

analysis. I seek to compare and discuss why the ‘ideal’ R2P does not fit the ‘actual’ R2P, to define 

UN, US and Russia’s ulterior motives, all the while clarifying their compliance with R2P. The 

framework of the discussion is divided into three sections, wherein the first section I discuss and 

compare the ‘ideal’ and ‘actual’ R2P. In here, the results from the scholarly thoughts and the analysis 

functions as additional information for explaining the gap, both in context and reality. In the second 

section, I define the gap discovered between these two comprehensions of R2P and in the third 

section; I present a ‘new’ alternative to the concept.  

Finally, the conclusion of the research follows, wherein the findings of the analysis and discussion 

relates to the thesis statement. 

 

 

4.2. Research Design 

The research design applied is the qualitative comparative case study, as I aim to conduct an 

examination and comparison of one issue based on various statements by the civil society and the 

civic society. I employ the comparative case study design due to its intensive analysis of various 

cases. It aims to analyse changes and outcomes over time, hereafter comparing the outcome of the 

research (Bryman, 2012, p. 66). For the purpose of investigating and analysing the international 

community’s responsibility towards the Syrian civilians in agreement with R2P, I carefully select 
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various statements from the civil society and civic society. Qualitative comparative case study 

explains and understands aspects within several cases, providing a deeper comprehension of the 

intention of each case. This indicates that qualitative comparative case study enables me to investigate 

the various opinions and thoughts on the international community’s responsibility to protect in the 

Syrian Civil War. A representation of supporting and opposing cases enables a broader understanding 

of the issue, as it illustrates various sides posing for an unbiased mind-set for completing the analysis 

(Bryman, 2012, pp. 66-67).   

Furthermore, this research revolves around the epistemological notion of critical realism, which is 

further explained in the section of theoretical consideration. Nevertheless, for the purpose of this 

research, it serves as the guiding method. In regards to this research, an ontological stance is 

ambiguous given how critical realism is neither applying constructivism nor objectivism. Rather, 

critical realism recognises the social world as transformed and reproduced in daily life, through 

mechanisms that are real, but not directly available to observation (Bryman, 2012, p. 616). Thus, I 

aim to construct a hypothesis about these mechanisms, in order to investigate the international 

community’s compliance with R2P to fulfil its responsibility to protect the Syrian civilians, since a 

gap on a collective agreement of R2P is evident. Therefore, the method of reasoning within this 

project is the deductive approach. I seek to evaluate the effect of the hypothesis, with guidance of 

frames and game theoretical behaviour, whilst discussing the analytical results with the assumption 

of a gap in the collective agreement of R2P. 

 

 

4.3. Limitation and Justification 

An essential aim for this research was to conduct personal interviews with Syrian refugees in 

Denmark, to let them explain and elaborate on their views about the international community’s role 

of protecting the civilians in Syria. The intention with this was to include Syrian refugees’ statements 

in the first part of the analysis, the civil society, to shed light on personal thoughts and experiences 

with the international community’s work in Syria. By including personal interviews, I would be able 

to embrace vivid representations, as people who have experienced the crisis up close, would be able 

to elaborate on their experiences. Furthermore, when including such interviews it enhances the 

credibility of the research, as personal behaviour, experiences, norms, beliefs and values are included 

(Bryman, 2012, p. 209). Personal interviews, or face-to-face interviews, are sometimes able to reveal 
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additional information, as the interviewee is able to unfold thoughts, given how personal interviews 

offer an opportunity to deepen the questions asked, based on the answers given. Unfortunately, it was 

not possible to conduct personal interviews. Various local authorities, the municipality in Aalborg 

(Aalborg Kommune, 2017), The Language Center Aalborg (Language Center Aalborg, 2017) and 

‘Venligboerne’ (Venligboerne, 2017) in Aalborg and Thisted, felt that it would be an unnecessary 

invasion of the Syrian refugees’ lives, as they moved to Denmark to get away from the crisis in Syria. 

The local authorities stressed that they would not ‘allow’ such interviews, as they did not want the 

Syrians to recall the horrible circumstances they escaped. However, a second attempt was made to 

locate Syrian interviewees. I contacted Mohammad Mahfoud, from the Syrian Association in 

Denmark (Mahfoud, 2017), and he agreed on recruiting Syrian refugees for the interview. After I sent 

the interview questions, Mohammad Mahfoud never responded. Thus, I assume that no Syrian 

refugees agreed to explain about their experiences, which, of course, is understandable. Therefore, I 

will primarily apply secondary data for the investigation and analysis. Furthermore, in the search for 

US and Russian statements, the individual governmental homepages have granted limited access, thus 

restricting the choice of statements. Hence, the search for these statements became complicated and 

only revealed statements approved by US and Russia. 

Even though I detect some limitations, it ought to be possible to answer the issue of this research. 

The examined statements and other relevant literature enables the investigation of the international 

community’s responsibility towards the Syrian civilians in agreement with R2P. By analysing and 

discussing statements from relevant actors, within the civil society and civic society, it is possible to 

investigate the international community’s compliance with R2P. I aim to display whether the 

investigated actors demonstrate any ulterior motives behind their actions by means of framing and 

game theory. In order to conduct a proper analysis, it is significant to include statements from actors 

from both the civil society and civic society, to illustrate detailed information of the given issue. 

These statements facilitate an advanced research, where the framing of the international community’s 

responsibility and games evident within I analyse its behaviour. Set analysed frames and games 

contribute to the research with a vigilant insight into the given statements. This is done to discover 

the international community’s compliance with the core responsibilities of R2P. 
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4.4. Data Collection 

I have carefully chosen the data collected for this research, in order to provide a satisfying result. 

Previously mentioned, I aim to divide the analysis into two sections, the civil society and the civic 

society, where each section focuses on the international community’s responsibility to protect the 

Syrians in agreement with R2P. Given how I solely include secondary data for this research, due to 

limited access, I aim to employ the Foucauldian method on problematisations. This data collection 

method suggests the use of critical thinking, complementing the epistemological notion of critical 

realism that functions as the guiding method for this research (Edkins & Vaughan-Williams, 2009, p. 

167). Furthermore, problematisations questions how and why certain things become an issue, such as 

behaviour, processes and phenomena (Bacchi, 2012, p. 1). The latter facilitates an investigation of 

the international community’s responsibility to protect, as the hypothesis of the research presumes 

that a gap in a collective agreement on R2P is evident.  

Thus, by employing the Foucauldian method on problematisations, I aim to question the actions and 

behaviour illustrated in the investigated statements. The significance of this data collection method 

is that it provides a critical mind-set when examining and selecting data for the research. The 

Foucauldian method on problematisations reconciles the non-state centric approach and the state 

centric approach, as the method facilitates critical thinking to the selected data. The model 

compliments the research as it questions the complex approach, whilst considering the concrete 

elements of the actions of the international community. 

When conducting the analysis, there are five different aspects for the Foucauldian method on 

problematisations to consider. Each of the five methodological aspects demonstrate the given issue 

and the actions within, providing an in-depth insight into the international community’s responsibility 

to protect. These aspects assists the analysis in providing a precise analysis, by investigating the 

following: rational, practice, agency, subjectivity and telos (Martson & McDonald, 2006, p. 21). 

These five aspects enable an examination of the identity of the civil society and civic society’s 

statements regarding the international community responsibility towards Syrian civilians, whilst 

focusing on the different principles of R2P. 

 

 

  



Page 16 in 84 
 

The framework for the Foucauldian method on problematisations within this research is as following: 

 Rational: UN’s concept of R2P was made to advance the protection of civilians facing a 

humanitarian crisis 

 Practices: The international community demonstrated a lack of a common agreement in regard 

to R2P, complicating the use of the concept  and the protection of civilians  

 Agency: The civil society: Amnesty International, HRW and Syrian civilians. The civic society: 

The UN and its member states, more specifically; UN, US and Russia 

 Subjectivity: The civilians in the Syrian Civil War 

 Telos: The civil society and civic society seek to pursue the greatest and most sustainable 

outcome of the humanitarian crisis in Syria in commitment with R2P. Every state within the 

international community and actors in the civil society desire to end the Syrian Civil War 
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5. Theoretical Considerations 

The core argument of investigating the extent of the international community’s responsibility to 

protect the Syrian civilians emerge from the hypothesis, stressing the gap on a collective agreement 

of R2P. As previously demonstrated, the UN member states discussed the common understanding of 

the concept, making the use and conception of R2P move in different directions (Østergaard & de 

Wolff, 2016, p. 47). Even though UN, US and Russia endorse the core principles of R2P, the study 

shows how the use and understanding of the concept varies. Based on this, I include three theories to 

answer the hypothesis and thesis statement. Additionally, the primary purpose is to investigate the 

international community’s compliance with the three core principles of R2P: the responsibility to 

prevent, the responsibility to react and the responsibility to rebuild (ICISS, 2001, p. XI). I employ 

multiple theories, given that the analysed case is complex and cannot be explained from only one 

theoretical perspective. 

The following section introduces three carefully selected theoretical approaches, with the aim of 

answering the given thesis statement. I consider each framework and analytical tools useful in 

investigating the international community’s responsibility to protect the Syrian civilians. The 

theoretical aspects provide various insights into the given situation, whilst also complementing each 

other. These analytical tools are further elaborated upon within each theoretical presentation. The 

theoretical approaches I apply are critical realism, framing and game theory. The first theory 

introduced is Roy Bhaskar’s notion of critical realism and aspects of it: dialectical critical realism 

(DCR) and the philosophy of metaReality (PMR). Within this research, critical realism functions as 

the overall mind-set of investigation. I aim to provide a deeper meaning and understanding with the 

analysed statements, due to the theory’s critical point of view.  As I divide the analytical section into 

two sections, the civil society and civic society, I consider a critical mind-set highly relevant, as I 

analyse various supportive and critical statements regarding the international community. The second 

theory is George Lakoff and Robert M. Entman’s theory of framing. The theory of framing adds to 

the theoretical framework of critical realism. Framing identifies the structures generating events, 

whilst defining and uncovering the frames evident in the analysed statements. By employing framing, 

it is possible to investigate the international community’s compliance with R2P, as well as its 

responsibility to protect the civilians. The third theory is game theory. The scholars elaborating on 

the basic game theory are Alessandro Innocenti, Patrizia Sbriglia and Hervé Moulin. Furthermore, 

game theory consists of other significant aspects, relating to the thesis statement. These aspects are 
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prisoner’s dilemma, explained by Shaun P. Hargreaves Heap and Yanis Varoufakis, and Alessandro 

Innocenti, Patrizia Sbriglia and Colin F. Camerer’s notion of behavioural game theory. The overall 

use of the game theory compliments the aforementioned theories, as it assists in defining the 

structures of the social world and the international community’s behaviour and strategic thinking. 

Every theoretical presentation illustrates literature reviews in civil wars and in the Syrian Civil War, 

to demonstrate the relevance of the theory. Hereto, I employ various studies to extend upon this. 

 

 

5.1. Critical Realism 

However, as I divide the analysis into sections of the civil society and the civic society, whilst 

employing the theoretical approaches of framing and game theory, it is important to have a critical 

mind-set for completing the analysis. The critical realist approach offers this. Critical realism is 

capable of providing a critical point of view to analyse material, and at the same time remain critical 

towards the other included theories. Critical realist theoretician Roy Bhaskar  notes that “[…] the 

revindication of ontology (that is the study of being) is necessary, not only for providing a realist 

account of science, but for science itself to understand and sustain the grounds of its own intelligibility 

and practice” (CCR(1), 2017). Hence the employment of critical realism. To understand a specific 

issue Bhaskar argues that, the structures generating the events and discourses need identification. 

“[...] these structures are not spontaneously apparent in the observable pattern of events; they can 

only be identified through the practical and theoretical work of the social sciences” (Bryman, 2012, 

p. 29). Framing identifies these events and discourses, whereas game theory defines the structures of 

the social world, based on the division between the civil society and civic society. 

Above all, critical realism was developed to investigate the relationship between the social and 

natural world. Over the years, scholars have found this theoretical framework relevant for 

international relations (IR) and national and international politics. Critical realism aims to determine 

social events and social issues by investigating the practical policy (CCR(1), 2017). For this, Bhaskar 

argues how critical realism revolutionises the field of IR, as the theory criticises the previous 

globalised and political mind-set (Bhaskar(2), 2008, pp. 7-8). Therefore, when employing the critical 

realist theory to analyse whether the international community has fulfilled its role of protecting the 

civilians in Syria, a more valid result appears.  This shows how critical realism revolves around the 
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notion, “[...] that valid knowledge-claims reach beyond experiences to grasp the deeper generative 

causal properties that give rise to those experiences” (Jackson, 2011, p. 74). Furthermore, Bhaskar 

believes that, to maintain the scientific understanding of the human knowledge and its transformation, 

it is significant to separate ontology and epistemology (Bhaskar(1), 2014). Critical realism considers 

the separation between ontology and epistemology an important thought, referring this separation as 

“[…] the transitive (the changing knowledge of things) and the intransitive (the relatively unchanging 

things which we attempt to know)” (Bhaskar(1), 2014). Critical realism aims to display the distinction 

between the changing knowledge of certain issues and the relatively unchanging issues attempted to 

understand (CCR(1), 2017). Bhaskar argues for a specific critique of the implicit ontology of 

empiricists and idealists. The theoretical framework reasons ontology and advocates the “[...] 

structured and differentiated account of reality in which difference, stratification and change is 

central” (Bhaskar(3), 2017). 

Therefore, when investigating the extent of the international community’s role of protecting the 

Syrians, is becomes significant to keep this theory in mind, as critical realism questions and criticises 

the frames of the statements as well as the knowledge of it. The critical realist theory “[...] frames the 

differentiation of mechanisms from their exercise, and the occurrence of events apart from our 

experience (or knowledge) of them” (CCR(1), 2017). According to Bhaskar, the critical realist theory 

criticises already recognised methodological and theoretical positions just like idealism, realism and 

empiricists, by exemplifying how “[...] things exists apart from our experience and knowledge of 

those things” (Bhaskar(3), 2017). 

 

 

5.1.1. Critical Realism in Civil Wars 

Given that critical realism constitutes the basic mind-set of this research, it is significant to investigate 

the theory’s application in other studies concerning civil wars. By exploring the previous use of 

critical realism, I am able to deepen the theory’s relevance for this research. For example, a study 

about employing the critical realist approach to the study of civil conflicts, Keith O’Sullivan stresses 

the potential in applying this theory as a foundation for conflict research. O’Sullivan examines “[…] 

the current state of the literature on civil conflict and the barriers to greater pluralism within the field, 

outlining how the critical realist argument is being articulated elsewhere in the study of international 
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politics/relations” (O'Sullivan, 2010, p. 2). Within this, critical realism is able to outline how various 

approaches can be reconciled (O'Sullivan, 2010, p. 1). According to his study, critical realism enables 

an analysis of cooperation and communication in conflict studies, by offering an opportunity to “[…] 

overcome many of the barriers that have emerged in the recent calls for mixed-methods research 

designs within the study of civil conflict” (O'Sullivan, 2010, p. 18). O’Sullivan stresses that, critical 

realism offers an interesting approach when analysing conflict studies, as the theory presents a larger 

framework for understanding and analysing violence in societies. 

Supplementing this, a second study presents the use of critical realism to explain the ‘liberal war’. 

This study recognises critical realism for the investigation of the contemporary liberal-democratic 

state violence, whilst explaining such events (Whitham, n.d., p. 1). Critical realism facilitates this, as 

it “[…] suggests that ‘the social’ consists of three domains, not only the empirical (observable of the 

social events) and the actual (social practices, discourses) but also the ‘real’ – generally unobservable 

generative casual tendencies including social structures” (Whitham, n.d., p. 1). Within this study, 

critical realism has a potential in painting a more complex and plausible picture of any given event. 

Therefore, when employing the critical realist theory to explain the ‘liberal war’, the theory poses an 

opportunity for critically investigating and explaining events by revealing the social structures 

shaping the outcomes and events (Whitham, n.d., p. 8). 

According to the abovementioned studies, I conclude that critical realism will be helpful in the 

examination and definition of aspects, when investigating studies of conflicts within IR. By utilising 

critical realism as the basic mind-set of the research to conduct an analysis of a conflict, is becomes 

possible to illustrate ‘concealed’ structures of cooperative and communicative manners. With a 

critical mind-set, it enables a more in-depth analysis of the structures that shapes the events. The 

aforementioned studies each employ critical realism differently. However, what both studies have in 

common are the general understanding that, the critical realist approach functions as an analytical 

tool for investigating societal issues. Critical realism focuses on the more unobservable aspects of a 

given issue, whilst addressing the analysed material with a critical point of view. 
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5.1.2. Dialectical Critical Realism 

Additionally, there are two other movements within the critical realist framework, complementing 

the basic critical realism. The second movement is dialectical critical realism (DCR). DCR practices 

the thinking of change, totality and ethics, demonstrating the discourse of a given issue (Bhaskar(3), 

2017). In this regard, it is the discussion between the civil society and civic society, on the 

international community’s role of protecting the civilians in Syria in agreement with R2P, which is 

analysed. DCR is “[…] understood as a preservative generalisation and enrichment of the implicit 

dialectic within critical realism” (CCR(2), 2017), as it “[…] develops on the general logic and 

ontology of critical realism to encompass on one hand, negativity and the resources of critique, and 

on the other, the concept of totality including causation, space, temporality and ethics” (CCR(2), 

2017). DCR aims to pursue the totality of the dialectic discourse, by pushing the dialectic device 

towards the alethic truth. The alethic truth is “[…] the undisclosed realisation of natural necessity as 

the power and liabilities of things” (CCR(2), 2017). Furthermore, in the pursuit of totality, Bhaskar 

argues that, universality and totality must be more concrete. In the end, this creates a “[…] possibility 

of moral realism and ethical naturalism proceeding from metacritical, theoretical, and practical 

critique coupled with a holistic understanding (an open totality) of human society” (CCR(2), 2017). 

There are three main aims within Bhaskar’s notion of DCR, in which he elaborates on the already 

existing nature of dialectical thinking. The main aims are: (1) “[…] the development of a general 

theory of dialectic […]” (CCR(2), 2017). (2) “[…] the dialectical enrichment and deepening of critical 

realism, viz. into the system of dialectical critical realism” (CCR(2), 2017). (3) “[…] the outline of 

the elements of a totalizing critique of Western philosophy” (CCR(2), 2017). In addition to Bhaskar’s 

notion on DCR, the theory contains the concept of real absence. Real absence provides a solid and 

concrete foundation of the value and critique of the objectivity and reality (CCR(2), 2017). Within 

DCR, real absence develops a universal knowledge of ontology and logic of the basic framework of 

critical realism, wherein a discussion of negativity and resources of critique is evident. 
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5.1.3. The Philosophy of MetaReality 

The third movement is the philosophy and practice of, identity, action and non-duality, or in short 

terms the philosophy of metaReality (PMR) (CCR(2), 2017). Bhaskar’s notion on PMR builds on an 

analysis of society, human agency and the self. 

“The philosophy of meta-Reality describes the way in which this very world nevertheless 

depends upon, that is, is ultimately sustained by and exists only in virtue of the free, loving, 

creative, intelligent energy and activity of non-dual states of our being and phases of our 

activity” (CCR(3), 2013, p. vii). 

PMR accepts and compliments the basic critical realist approach on duality. However, this movement 

goes beyond the basic framework, as “[…] it pinpoints the reality of non-dual states and phases of 

being, showing how they underpin md sustain the totality of all forms of human, and indeed all, life” 

(CCR(3), 2013, p. vii). Therefore, in order to understand the totality of PMR, it is significant to realise 

any limitations of the world of duality (CCR(3), 2013, p. viiii), as PMR “[…] moves from thinking 

being, to being being including (in its ethical form) becoming our being (realising the potential of 

being of emancipation)” (CCR(2), 2017). 

 

 

5.1.4. Relevance of the Study 

Critical realist Roy Bhaskar argues for the three movements within critical realism: the basic critical 

realism, dialectical critical realism and the philosophy of metaReality. In general, Bhaskar’s notion 

on critical realism presents an analytical tool, as it provides a critical mind-set to the analysed material 

within the field of IR. The presented studies confirm Bhaskar’s theory, as each study revolves around 

the notion of analysing conflictual behaviour in society. In spite of the theory’s previous application 

in analysing studies of conflict and the scholarly view on critical realism, I will apply the theoretical 

approach differently within this research by utilising critical realism as the overall mind-set of this 

research. I do this to maintain an open-minded examination of the international community’s 

responsibility to protect and comply with R2P. Instead of defining the structures that generate the 

events directly, I seek to employ critical realism to enable a critical research. By doing so, I develop 

an in-depth investigation for the outcomes of the international community’s responsibility towards 
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the Syrians in agreement with R2P. Of course, I will address such structures and events; however, 

framing and game theory manage these aspects. Within this research, critical realism functions as a 

tool for displaying the distinction between the analysed statements from the civil society and civic 

society. Critical realism presents a more valid representation of the international community’s 

protection of the Syrian civilians in agreement with the core principles of R2P. 

 

 

5.2. Framing 

Building on the theoretical framework of critical realism, a presentation of framing is relevant. 

Critical realism argues how any structures generating the events need identification through a 

theoretical work of social sciences, to understand the totality of a specific issue. Framing identifies 

such events and discourses. As I aim to analyse to what extent the international community has 

fulfilled its role of protection the civilians in the Syrian Civil War in agreement with R2P, framing 

defines and uncovers the understanding of the international community’s role and respond in this 

crisis. According to relevant statements from the civil society and civic society, an examination of 

how relevant actors have frame the international community’s responsibility is feasible. By 

employing such statements, framing is able to capture the various views on the international 

community’s actions and assist me in producing an analysis revealing the protection of Syrian 

population. Framing exemplifies various perceptions of the international community’s compliance 

with R2P to protect the population in Syria, whilst providing an insight into the different frames of 

the statements.  

Framing scholar George Lakoff argues how ideas, ideologies, words and metaphors varies, as 

people have their own personal interpretation of things. According to Lakoff, frames are  

“[…] the mental structures that shape the way we see the world. They shape the goals we seek, 

the plans we make, the way we act, what counts as a good or bad outcome of our actions. In 

politics our frames shape our social policies and the institutions we form to carry out policies. 

To change frames is to change all of this. Re-framing is social change” (Lakoff, 2004, p. xv).  

Therefore, the basic aspects within framing becomes significant, as frames are based on individual 

interpretation. Underlying structures of beliefs and perception of the analysed statements become 
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relevant to investigate, to transform an exchange of the various ideologies and ideas. Robert M. 

Entman elaborates upon Lakoff’s presentation, by stressing how  

“[…] the concept of framing consistently offers a way to describe the power of a communicating 

text. Analysis of frames illuminates the precise way in which influence over a human 

consciousness is exerted by the transfer (or communication) of information from one location 

- such as a speech, utterance, news report, or novel-to that consciousness […]” (Entman, 1993, 

pp. 51-52).  

In addition to this, Entman emphasises how frames have four locations within the communication 

process: the communicator, the text, the receiver and the culture (Entman, 1993, p. 53). When 

employing framing, it is important to consider the context of the given statement. By considering and 

identifying the giver of the statement, the way it is formulated, the way it is received and the 

forum/culture it is said in, it is possible to understand the specific framing. 

Furthermore, Entman adds to Lakoff’s idea of frames. Entman stresses how framing enhances 

knowledge within one specific issue, whilst providing an insight into numerous opinions and 

perceptions. However, Entman pinpoints that framing can conceal certain aspects, which are 

important for the utter understanding of a given issue or event. “Most frames are defined by what 

they omit as well as include, and the omissions of potential problem definitions, explanations, 

evaluations, and recommendations may be as critical as the inclusions in guiding the audience” 

(Entman, 1993, p. 54). Frames can divert attention from other parts of reality, thus frames solely 

clarify specific aspects through the communicative process. An example of this would be the analysis 

within this research, where the aim is to conduct an analysis of statements from relevant actors of 

civil society and civic society. Hence, various remarks are included to identify the international 

community’s responsibility to the civilians in Syria. These statements display various opinions and 

thoughts on the matter. Each statement can make use of a stronger emphasis and wording, to stress 

the message of the statement. According to Entman, this will increase the recipient’s perception of 

the given information, as powerful statements are noticed (Entman, 1993, p. 53). Therefore, it is 

important to keep a critical mind-set when analysing such statements by means of framing, to 

maintain an unprejudiced view on the analysed material. For that purpose, I include critical realism. 

However, Entman stresses that he does not guarantee that the communication of the statements affects 

the recipient. If the statements differ from the recipient’s predetermined attitude towards the issue, it 

is impossible to anticipate if the frames are destined to be successful (Entman, 1993, p. 53). 
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Framing is not exclusively about the transformation and about exchanging of ideas, metaphors and 

words, and the underlying structures of beliefs and perception. Moreover, framing consists of two 

important aspects, selection and salience. Framing involves selecting “[…] aspects of a perceived 

reality and make them more salient in a communicating text, in such a way as to promote a particular 

problem definition, causal interpretation, moral evaluation, and/or treatment recommendation for the 

item described” (Entman, 1993, p. 52). Entman deepens this view with an example from the Cold 

War frame, dominating the US news of foreign affairs. “The cold war frame highlighted certain 

foreign events - say, civil wars - as problems, identified their source (communist rebels), offered 

moral judgments (atheistic aggression), and commended particular solutions (U.S. support for the 

other side)” (Entman, 1993, p. 52). Within this context, Entman argues how framing and frames assist 

in defining issue and determining the actions of the actors involved. Framing measures the costs and 

benefits of the involved actors within such an event “[…] in terms of common cultural values; 

diagnose causes-identify the forces creating the problem; make moral judgments-evaluate causal 

agents and their effects; and suggest remedies-offer and justify treatments for the problems and 

predict their likely effects” (Entman, 1993, p. 52). Entman demonstrates how framing offers a case 

study, wherein various opinions and ideas are shared, to clarify different comprehensions of a certain 

issue or event. 

 

 

5.2.1. Framing in the Syrian Civil War 

The fundamental understanding of framing demonstrated how framing defines the totality of the 

analysed material, in investigating the international community’s responsibility towards the Syrian 

civilians. In addition to this, framing has been employed previously to analyse issues in the Syrian 

Civil War. By demonstrating this information, relevance of framing in this research becomes evident. 

For example, in a study, Amélie Godefroidt demonstrates the use of framing in the Syrian Civil War, 

when analysing the frames of the Syrian War, by a comparative analysis of European, American and 

Russian newspapers. Godefroidt employs framing as a supplementary theoretical consideration to the 

theory of agenda setting, to research the public perception of the given issue (Godefroidt, 2014, p. 

26). With a specific focus on five distinguished generic frames like conflict, human interest, economic 

consequences, responsibility and morality frames, she demonstrates how frames focus on what 

actually causes and enables solutions within a conflict. The study employs farming to question how 
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frames evolve during a rising against the Syrian regime (Godefroidt, 2014, p. 31). Godefroidt employs 

framing to describe the power of the media and its influence on the human perception of the crisis in 

Syria. “[…] the mass media may not only be successful in telling us what to think about, but they 

may also be successful in telling us how to think about it” (Godefroidt, 2014, p. 27). By employing 

framing in an analysis of changing frames in the Syrian Civil War, the theory enables the detection 

framing variations in newspapers during the Syrian Civil War. 

A second study compliments this with an analysis of the sectarian framing in the Syrian Civil War. 

The study questions if the way a civil war is framed affects people fighting in it, suggesting how the 

public opinion shapes a possible solution to the crisis (Corstange & York, 2016, p. 1). Hereby, the 

study sought to explain how the  

“[…] different and competing ways to explain the conflict affect how Syrians make sense of 

the conflict and how they see themselves, with potentially important ramifications for who they 

support in the war and the sort of Syria they expect to see when it ends (Corstange & York, 

2016, pp. 7-8). 

 Thus, frames facilitate an examination of the war narratives amongst the Syrians. Furthermore, this 

study suggests that sectarian framing is able to increase the focus on sectarian differences, such as 

the different cause of fighting (Corstange & York, 2016, p. 17). Framing “[…] refers to the process 

by which people develop a particular conceptualization of an issue or reorient their thinking about an 

issue” (Corstange & York, 2016, p. 4), enabling a broader view of the variety of perspectives. 

In addition to this, a third study, Maya Bhardwaj analyses the development of conflict in Arab 

Spring in Libya and Syria, with the use of framing. Bhardwaj suggests that the conceptual framing of 

any civil war is sensitive to instrumental and rhetorical inputs, indicating how frames change based 

on the circumstances. Bhardwaj is able to define the different forms of communication and cross-

national interconnectedness (Bhardwaj, 2012, p. 5). This study “[…] argues that in the wake of the 

Arab Spring the countries that frame their internal conflict as civil war were more successful in 

containing conflict and garnering international intervention and support in suppressing uprisings” 

(Bhardwaj, 2012, p. 5). 

To sum up, I conclude that framing encodes different aspects of conflicts, as the theory detects 

various structures and discourses within a given situation. When employing framing, it is possible to 

reveal the power of the public and the media, whilst enabling an examination of how frames evolve 
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during a crisis. In relation to this research, framing facilitates an investigation of the human perception 

of the Syrian Civil War and the actions by the UN member states. What the abovementioned studies 

have in common are that they all seek to investigate how frames affect, change and shape the crisis 

in Syria, as well as the actions made by the international community and other relevant parties fighting 

in the war. According to these studies and the previous description of the theory, framing can function 

as a tool for analysing discourse and behaviour in a crisis. By examining communication and 

perception, framing defines the structures that generate the crisis in Syria. 

 

 

5.2.2. Relevance of the Study 

Lakoff and Entman argue for the different ways framing assists an analysis of events and discourses, 

where the theory demonstrates how personal interpretations are able to shape and affect a given 

situation. Furthermore, the studies employing the theoretical approach to investigate the more direct 

discourse of the event, also elaborate on the use of framing to analyse specific events in Syria. An 

aspect of framing that compliments Lakoff and Entman’s idea of the theory. However, within this 

research I will not conduct a discourse analysis as shown in the demonstrated studies, as I aim to 

investigate the totality of the analysed statements. Within this research, I apply framing to analyse 

the extent of the international community’s responsibility towards the Syrian civilians in agreement 

with R2P. Framing offers an immersion to the totality of the analysed statements, enabling a 

comparative case study of different opinions on the international community’s compliance with R2P. 

I do not comply with every aspect of Lakoff and Entman’s perception of framing, as I seek to 

investigate the overall understanding, rather than the changes of discursive frames. By employing 

framing to define the civil society and civic society’s view on the international community’s 

responsibility in Syria in agreement with R2P, the theory is able to clarify the issue of the research 

by exemplifying the frames of the analysed statements. Thus, framing assists in answering the 

hypothesis and thesis statement, as it illuminates actions by the international community, as well as 

how these actions compliment with the core principles of R2P. Generally seen, framing is able to 

detect how the international community has fulfilled its responsibility of protecting the civilians in 

Syria. 
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5.3. Game Theory 

The aforementioned theories of critical realism and framing have shown how to keep a critical mind-

set when conduction an analysis of various statements, especially in regards to analysing the 

protection of the Syrian civilians. The following theory, game theory, adds to the previous theories, 

by defining the structures of the social world through of the context of the analysed statements. First 

of all, game theory is  “[…] intended as a formal language to represent social environments in which 

more than one individual is involved and where players are simply aware of their reciprocal 

interdependence” (Innocenti & Sbriglia, 2008, p. 1). The theory evolves from its mathematical 

framework, as it is widely used to analyse any behavioural relations within social sciences as well. 

Game theory functions as an analytical tool, the aim of which is to enhance the understanding of the 

way actors interact in a given situation. “The basic assumptions that underlie the theory are that 

decision-makers pursue well-defined exogenous objectives (they are rational) and take into account 

their knowledge or expectations of other decision-makers’ behaviour (they reason strategically)” 

(Osborne & Rubinstein, 1994, p. 1). Game theory functions as a system for defining and analysing 

human behaviour in strategic situations, as it assumes how the analysed actors focus on strategic 

thinking, equilibrium and optimisation (Ho, Camerer, & Chong, 2008, p. 119). Hereby, the theory 

embraces the international community’s responsibility to protect in terms of its actions. 

Game theorists Hervé Moulin argues for the use of game theory in social sciences, due to the 

relevance of models of strategic considerations within the field.  

“Most contenders of the theory argue that, although the proposed equilibrium concept sounds 

plausible and give rise to nice interpretations in the examples, no empirical evidence is provided 

that the players in the [game described, follow] the rationale behind equilibrium concepts” 

(Moulin, 1986, p. ¶ Game Theory in Social Sciences).  

Furthermore, Moulin suggests the use of game theory with the study of structure, development and 

functioning of human society, as sociologists embraces the theoretical framework of game theory. 

Game theory searches for the equilibrium concept, which idealises range from cooperative to non-

cooperative behaviour (Moulin, 1986, p. ¶ Game Theory in Social Sciences). The theory sheds light 

on aspects of social interaction, which other theories disregard, but are important for social sciences. 

By investigating aspects of social interaction, game theory is capable of defining the structures of the 
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social world, more importantly the structures of the international community’s responsibility to 

protect. 

Moulin elaborates on this, describing the theory’s core principles. According to Moulin, game theory 

revolves around the notion of answering following issues: “How will our players exercise their 

respective strategic freedom? Can we predict the deterministic outcome of a game among rational 

players? Can we at least eliminate most outcomes as irrational?” (Moulin, 1986, p. ¶ Introduction). 

However, such issue are challenging to investigate, as each of the issues varies in terms of the given 

situation and the actors involved. Moulin suggests that the interests of the actors is neither antagonism 

or identical, making the solution of an issue almost unpredictable. For example, Moulin argues how 

actors who agree on defeating an extremist in an election, however struggle to agree on which of the 

other candidates is a better choice (Moulin, 1986, p. ¶ Introduction). This example shows the 

cooperative and conflictual behaviour within a given situation, by demonstrating two actors agreeing 

on solving an issue, but still struggling to determine the course of action. The link between the 

international community’s responsibility towards the Syrian civilians and Moulin’s clarification of 

game theory is illuminated by the aforementioned example about cooperation and conflicts. Even 

though the international community is obliged to act according to the concept of R2P, the member 

states have different opinions of the implementation of the concept and its use. Game theory defines 

the cooperative and conflictual behaviour within the international community. 

 

 

5.3.1. Game Theory in Civil Wars 

In addition to the general understanding of game theory, this theoretical approach is employed in civil 

wars or other conflicts as well. By gathering information on the theory’s previous use and perception 

in civil wars and conflicts, the general idea of the theory becomes clearer, the theory then helps in 

answering the thesis statement. 

Michael W. Doyle and Nicholas Sambanis use game theory in relation to analysing civil war 

conflicts. Their study pose the question on ‘why do some transitions from civil war to civil peace 

succeed and others fail?’, and is determined to employ game theory to provide an answer (Doyle & 

Sambanis, 2000, p. 35). By utilising the “[…] basic insights from game theory to explain the 

conditions under which different types of peacekeeping intervention can help promote peacemaking 

and peacebuilding” (Doyle & Sambanis, 2000, p. 35). Furthermore, by employing game theory “[…] 
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the interaction between peacemaking, peacekeeping, and peacebuilding [highlighting] the importance 

of picking good strategies that develop out of a proper understanding of the conflict at hand” (Doyle 

& Sambanis, 2000, p. 36). A political strategy will then become evident. This study underlines how 

UN, throughout several years, have implemented different peacebuilding strategies, to solve various 

civil wars, complementing the abovementioned basic insights of game theory. “Peacebuilding is 

about what needs to happen in between” (Doyle & Sambanis, 2000, p. 36). Accordance to the study, 

game theory predicts the potential outcome of UN’s peace strategies in civil wars or other 

humanitarian crises, by explaining the cause for intervention and political strategy.  

In relation to this, a second study by Manus I. Midlarsky underlines how game theory functions as 

a helpful tool in analysing certain aspects of civil wars, and that “[…] game-theoretic models have 

improved our ability to access the evidence presented for and against different theories of war” 

(Morrow, 2000, p. 164). The study stresses how game theory is not be understood as a theory of war, 

but more or less as a valuable tool to analyse the logic of theories of war (Morrow, 2000, p. 165). 

“Game theory provides a way to examine the strategic interactions central to many theories of war” 

(Morrow, 2000, p. 166). The study emphasises how “Game theory is the best-developed tool we have 

to date for the study of purposive strategy” (Midlarsky, 2000, p. 191), as the theory provides particular 

advantages in the way wars and strategies are analysed. “The use of game theory is revolutionary in 

that it forces rigorous development of the logic of theory” (Midlarsky, 2000, p. 191). 

Following study both compliments and contradicts the previous studies, as it keeps a critical view 

at mind in its examination of NATO’s conflict with Serbia over Kosovo. This study utilises game 

theory to investigate the “[…] strategic [behaviour] among interacting and interdependent units” 

(Quackenbush & Zagare, 2014, p. 98). This study concluded that: 

“[…] it is clear that no definitive game theoretic interpretation of a sequence of real world 

events such as those that led up to the conflict in Kosovo could be developed. Nonetheless, a 

small set of critical assumptions and concepts would set any game theoretic treatment of 

Kosovo apart from that of other approaches […]” (Quackenbush & Zagare, 2014, p. 98). 

Furthermore, this study keeps a critical mind-set when analysing the issue at hand, as it is stresses 

how some game theory models can be “[…] molded to fit the facts or almost any individual event 

[…] (Quackenbush & Zagare, 2014, p. 100)”. Despite the critical mind-set, the study stresses how 

the theoretical approach assist in explaining an individual case, due to “[…] its assumptions about the 
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motives of the players and other critical components of the model (i.e., the choices available to the 

players, the set of outcomes, and so on)” (Quackenbush & Zagare, 2014, p. 100). 

Summing up, I conclude that game theory provides different points of view when engaging the 

theory to civil wars. By employing such theoretical approach, it becomes possible to clarify political- 

or peacekeeping strategies of the issue, whilst explaining the logic of interventions. The 

abovementioned studies express various opinions on the theory and its use in civil wars. However, 

one thing they all had in common was their assumption of, how game theory is able to explain the 

development of war strategies. The strategic behaviour of the analysed actors is illuminated by the 

theory, as it offers a view of the actors’ motives. Game theory works as a tool for analysing the logic 

of actions in war, by explaining motives, strategies and decisions. 

 

 

5.3.2. Game Theory in the Syrian Civil War 

However, as this research revolves around analysing the implementation of R2P in the Syrian Civil 

War, this research investigates previous use of the game theory in relation to the Syrian case. For this, 

various examples present a connection between game theory and the Syrian Civil War, as it this theory 

is effective in explaining the UN and its member states’ strategy (Zollman, 2013). Game theory has 

been demonstrable and discussed since the beginning of the Syrian Civil War in 2011. 

A study, dealing with prisoner’s dilemma in Syria, an aspect of the game theory, reveals an 

example of the application of game theory in the Syrian Civil War (Wier & Al Reshoud, 2014). 

Prisoner’s dilemma revolves around the notion of “[…] the individual pursuit of what seems rational 

produces a collectively self-defeating result” (Heap & Varoufakis, 1995, p. 146). This indicates how 

individual interests can disturb cooperation, even though it might not seem to benefit the involved 

parties and the result. Weir and Al Reshoud demonstrate that, despite “Most international observers 

believe there are no suitable solutions to the Syrian civil war. They are wrong” (Wier & Al Reshoud, 

2014, p. v). Prisoner’s dilemma assists in identifying the motivation force behind each actors’ actions 

in the Syrian Civil War. Within their analysis they reveals an important aspect, namely how “[…] a 

military stalemate is the optimal circumstance for reaching a lasting peace in Syria” (Wier & Al 

Reshoud, 2014, p. v). By employing game theory to analyse the crisis in Syria, and to discuss what 
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the international community has missed in solving the crisis, it is possible to investigate pros and cons 

for the implementation of R2P in Syria. 

A second study stresses its opinion on generally applying game theory to Syria. This study 

emphasises that, the international actors are supposed to act in accordance to international norms, 

requiring “[…] that governments occasionally act against their own self-interest” (Zollman, 2013). 

According to this study, such social norms are fragile within the mind-set of game theory, which 

becomes an issue for solving crises, as these norms must benefit every party involved in the end. 

Social norms are divided into the following three groups;  

“Some people only follow the norm because they are afraid of being punished for not following 

the norm. Others want to follow the norm, but also they don’t want to be “suckers.” They don’t 

want to follow the norm when their opponents won’t either. The third group follows the norm 

whether or not others do, too” (Zollman, 2013).  

Although the international actors are expected to follow the social norms, it can be argued how, in 

accordance to game theory, they do not follow such norms, as the involved parties focus more on 

other variables.  

After exploring several views on the use of game theory in the Syrian Civil War, it is evident how 

the theory can assist an analysis of the crisis. The various studies suggest how the theoretical approach 

reveals how two actors might not cooperate, even though cooperation appears to be the most optimal 

solution. Cooperation can sometimes be uneased by the individual actors’ interests and motivation. 

What the studies prove is it that the theory can identify and outline some of the motivational forces 

behind the actions made in Syria, simultaneously investigating potential pros and cons for the 

implementation of R2P. Even though, the studies mention that there are no correct way to determine 

the actors’ motivation, game theory increases the understanding of the actions made. By combining 

an analysis of the actors’ motivation and interests, it is possible to produce a result on the international 

community’s behaviour in the Syrian Civil War. As the abovementioned studies suggest, the actors 

are expected to follow certain social norms, and if they do not follow such norms, then what are their 

motivation for this? This is what game theory explores. 
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5.3.3. Prisoner’s Dilemma 

Within this presentation of the game theory, an introduction of prisoner’s dilemma and its use is 

evident. Prisoner’s dilemma investigates the international community’s compliance with the core 

principles of R2P to protect the civilians in Syria. The international community is measured on its 

willingness to cooperate to follow the concept of R2P. Generally seen, prisoner’s dilemma focuses 

on the cooperative challenges between two actors, actors who might not cooperate even though it 

would be in their best interest (Heap & Varoufakis, 1995, p. 148). Game theory scholars Shaun P. H. 

Heap and Yanis Varoufakis add to the definition of prisoner’s dilemma. Heap and Varoufakis argue 

how 

“[…] in the finitely repeated prisoners’ dilemma both players will defect in the last play – the 

last play is, after all, just a one-shot version of the game and logic of defection for instrumentally 

rational agents in these circumstances seems impeccable” (Heap & Varoufakis, 1995, pp. 168-

169). 

Heap and Varoufakis stress that prisoner’s dilemma stems from an illustration of an interaction in 

the 1950s, where two robbers are presented with three options. Option one: if both robbers divulges 

each other, then they will both serve a two year prison sentence. Option two: if only one of the robbers 

divulges the other, while the other robber remains silent, then the first robber will gain freedom and 

the other will serve three years in prison. Option three: if both robbers remain silent, then both robbers 

will serve a one year prison sentence (Heap & Varoufakis, 1995, pp. 146-147). The robbers are not 

able to communicate during this, which complicates their decision. If the robbers chose option three, 

they would comply with their own agreement of not confessing. However, as the robbers are not able 

to communicate they fear for the other’s choice and chose to betray their agreement, in terms on the 

individual pay-offs (Heap & Varoufakis, 1995, p. 148). Broadly, this is what prisoner’s dilemma is 

about, as this theoretical aspect seeks to define and understand the will to cooperate based on pay-off 

games. Prisoner’s dilemma deals with the issue of trust amongst actors. 

Moreover, Heap and Varoufakis argue that, governments at some point face a choice between a 

‘corrupt’ and ‘upstanding’ exercise for office, in order for their campaign to succeed (Heap & 

Varoufakis, 1995, pp. 153-154). Even though the most profitable choice would be to choose to be 

upstanding, they sometimes choose the other option.  
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“Corruption by all reduces the chance of re-election for the government and this undermines 

the long term returns from holding office […] Nevertheless, each member of the government 

may act ‘corruptly’ in the short run because it is the best action […]” (Heap & Varoufakis, 

1995, p. 154). 

Governments seek to achieve the best possible outcome, despite the use of corruptive manners. 

According to Heap and Varoufakis, such decisions can result in a shortening the government’s period 

in office, as the individual government attends to its own interests of a corruption strategy at first. 

This compliments the hypothesis and thesis statement due to its way of investigating the single states 

within the international community. Prisoner’s dilemma demonstrates how the international 

community acts in accordance with R2P and to its responsibility to protect the Syrian civilians. 

 

 

5.3.4. Behavioural Game Theory 

An additional thought within game theory is relevant, as it analyses actors’ strategic behaviour and 

decisions; behavioural game theory. Game theorists scholars Alessandro Innocenti and Patrizia 

Sbriglia stress how 

“Game Theory models have been powerful theoretical instruments to explain the functioning 

and the evolution of markets, institutions and social groups. They have also captured the nature 

and the rules of individual decision making in strategic contexts, providing answers and 

predictions on what is to be expected when individuals interact in […] political games” 

(Innocenti & Sbriglia, 2008, p. 1). 

 Innocenti and Sbriglia present a ‘new’ approach to the theory; behavioural game theory. They stress 

how “[…] even the most fervent Game Theorist would admit that the rules and the method of standard 

Game Theory do not suffice to understand real […] contexts” (Innocenti & Sbriglia, 2008, p. 1). 

Behavioural game theory investigates and questions the international community’s strategic 

behaviour and decisions, concerning the protection of the civilians in the Syria. By analysing upon 

the strategic behaviour and decisions, it is possible to define to what extent the international 

community has complied with the concept of R2P. Behavioural game theory contributes to the basic 

game theory, as it aims to analyse the behavioural and psychological aspects of the actions made in a 



Page 35 in 84 
 

given situation, “[…] to identify more robust equilibrium outcomes and more realistic behavioural 

assumptions” (Innocenti & Sbriglia, 2008, p. 2). 

Instead of focusing on the most preferable outcome for the analysed actors, behavioural game 

theory seeks to enhance the understanding of the actions made. When analysing the international 

community’s behaviour in the Syrian Civil War, it is possible to analyse to what extent it has complied 

with the framework of R2P, and whether these behavioural decisions have made the international 

community fulfil its role. Colin F. Camerer, elaborates on behavioural game theory, indicating how 

it “[…] expands analytical theory by adding emotions, mistakes, limited foresight, doubts about how 

smart others are, and learning to analytical game theory […]” (Camerer, 2003, p. 3). Behavioural 

game theory goes even deeper into the actions of the international community. When analysing the 

international community’s responsibility towards the civilians in Syria, behavioural game theory 

concentrates on the interactive strategic decisions, revealing how the relevant actors “[…] feel about 

the payoffs other players receive, limited strategic thinking, and learning” (Camerer, 2003, p. 7). 

Behavioural game theory emphasises the human behaviour in given situations, and illustrates the 

reason for such behaviour. 

According to Camerer, behavioural game theory builds upon basic game theory, as its aim is not 

to disprove the theoretical framework of game theory, but merely to improve on the already existing 

knowledge. Behavioural game theory seeks to establish regularity, meaning that it explains results by 

combining the knowledge from game theory and theories of social utility (Camerer, 2003, pp. 20-21). 

Thus, Camerer’s notion on behavioural game theory defines the international community’s behaviour 

when investigating the chosen statements, by uniting game theory with other theories of social 

science. Camerer stresses the importance of having a broad set of data/facts/theories when conducting 

an analysis, as some approaches have almost no connection to the actual behaviour of the actors 

(Camerer, 2003, p. 21). “Data are particularly important for game theory because there is often more 

than one equilibrium and how equilibration occurs is not perfect understood” (Camerer, 2003, p. 21). 

On the basis of Innocenti, Sbriglia and Camerer’s thoughts on behavioural game theory, this 

theoretical framework is relevant as it provides an in depth analytical tool of the given issue. The 

theory compliments the basic principles of game theory, whilst adding to the framework of it with a 

profound approach of analysing the more accurate behaviour of the international community. By 

doing so, behavioural game theory provides a deeper understanding of analysed statements, in order 

to define the international community’s responsibility to protect in agreement with R2P. 
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5.3.5. Relevance of the Study 

The theoretician views on game theory suggest various ways of conducting an analysis with the 

assistance of game theory, prisoner’s dilemma and behavioural game theory. Each complimenting 

different aspects of basic game theory. The difference between this research and the theoretician 

views is that, I wish to explore the strategic behaviour and cooperative aspects within the international 

community, when analysing its compliance with R2P and protection of the Syrian civilians. Whereas 

the theoreticians incline towards the view on gains and losses. Furthermore, the studies, on the use of 

game theory in the Syrian Civil War compliments this research, as each employs the theory to analyse 

on cooperative and behavioural actions in the crisis. Yet, I distance myself from these studies, as I 

seek to challenge the international community’s actions to protect the Syrian civilians, by examining 

its behaviour, strategic decisions, social interaction and cooperative challenges or opportunities. I aim 

to explore the link between the international community’s responsibility to protect the civilians in 

Syria and its compliance with the three core principles of R2P: the responsibility to prevent, the 

responsibility to react and the responsibility to rebuild. Therefore, game theory facilitates an 

investigation of cooperative and conflictual behaviour amongst the UN member states, in their 

attempt to protect the civilians in Syria. In accordance with R2P, the international community is 

obliged to follow certain rules and cooperate on solving the crisis in Syria, whilst protecting the 

civilians exposed to the humanitarian crisis. Notwithstanding the common endorsement of R2P, the 

international community is not agreeing on the actual implementation of the concept, leading to a 

conflictual behaviour, in a case where a cooperative solution would increase the chances for ending 

the crisis. Game theory deepens the understanding of the international community’s responsibility 

towards the Syrian civilians and its compliance with R2P. 
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6. The Concept of ‘Responsibility to Protect’ 

“The notion of protecting human lives and preventing large scale massacres goes back a long way” 

(UNRIC, 2017). After the humanitarian crisis in Rwanda in 1994, the international community was 

determined to develop a concept, to better the protection of populations and minimise humanitarian 

crises. In 2000, United Nations Secretary-General (UNSG) Kofi Annan, stresses in his Millennium 

Report his dissatisfaction with the UNSC. He recalls the failures in Rwanda and former Yugoslavia. 

Annan challenges the international community to do more to prevent such mass atrocities. “If 

humanitarian intervention is, indeed, an unacceptable assault on sovereignty, how should we respond 

to a Rwanda, to Srebrenica, to gross and systematic violation of human rights that offend every 

percept of our common humanity?” (UN(2), 2017). A year later, the International Commission on 

Intervention and State Sovereignty (ICISS) presents the term ‘Responsibility to Protect’, as a “[…] 

response to Kofi Annan’s question of when the international community must intervene for 

humanitarian purposes” (ICRtoP(1), 2017). Annan endorses R2P in 2004, “[…authorising] military 

intervention as a last resort, in event of genocide and other large-scale killing, cleansing and serious 

violations of humanitarian law which sovereign governments have proved powerless of unwilling to 

prevent” (UN(2), 2017). At the 2005 World Summit, all UN member states gathered to agree on such 

a political commitment. The 2005 World Summit revolved around the major reforms of the human 

rights system, where UN member states debated on the idea of R2P (ICRtoP(1), 2017). UN and its 

member states endorsed the concept of R2P, in order for the international community to “[…] prevent 

further mass atrocities […] (UNRIC, 2017).  

The general idea of R2P was developed to follow these core principles: (1) “The State carries the 

primary responsibility for the protection of populations from genocide, war crimes, crimes against 

humanity and ethnic cleansing” (ICRtoP(1), 2017). (2) “The international community has a 

responsibility to assist States in fulfilling this responsibility” (ICRtoP(1), 2017). (3) “The 

international community should use appropriate diplomatic, humanitarian and other peaceful means 

to protect populations from these crimes. If a State fails to protect its populations or is in fact the 

perpetrator of crimes, the international community must be prepared to take stronger measures, 

including the collective use of force through the UN Security Council” (ICRtoP(1), 2017).  

R2P holds more than just protecting a state and its population against humanitarian crimes. It also 

embraces three specific responsibilities: the responsibility to prevent, the responsibility to react and 

the responsibility to rebuild (ICISS, 2001, p. XI). The responsibility to prevent entails that the 
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international community must identify and address both the root of the causes, as well as the direct 

causes of the conflict, to determine on what level the population affected are in need of assistance. 

“Prevention is the single most important dimension of the responsibility to protect: prevention options 

should always be exhausted before intervention is contemplated, and more commitment and resources 

must be devoted to it” (ICISS, 2001, p. XI). In the second element, the responsibility to react, the 

international community is “[…] to respond to situations of compelling human need with appropriate 

measures, which may include coercive measures like sanctions and international prosecution, and in 

extreme cases military intervention” (ICISS, 2001, p. XI). The third element is the responsibility to 

rebuild, which concerns the international community’s responsibility to provide “[…] full assistance 

with recovery, reconstruction and reconciliation” (ICISS, 2001, p. XI). This is done in order for the 

intervened state and population to recover after a humanitarian crisis. According to R2P and the unity 

amongst the UN and its member states, the international community must respond to any 

humanitarian crisis and resolve the crisis in a peaceful manner, by employing each of the three 

elements. 

In addition to this, the concept encompasses three aspects, referred to as ‘Three Pillars of the 

Responsibility to Protect’. The ‘Three Pillars’ were introduced to the public in 2008 at UNSG Ban 

Ki-moon’s Berlin Speech, as an attempt to improve the understanding of R2P, by outlining a 

theoretical framework for the implementation of the concept (ICRtoP(1), 2017). R2P “[…] refers to 

the obligation of states toward their populations and toward all populations at risk of genocide and 

other mass atrocity crimes” (GlobalR2P(1), 2017). Hereby, it becomes important to lay down certain 

guidelines, in order for the international community to respond to the situation correctly. Pillar one 

describes the individual state’s responsibility to protect its population from mass atrocity crimes, such 

as war crimes, ethnic cleansing, genocide and crimes against humanity (GlobalR2P(1), 2017). Pillar 

two explains the responsibility of the international community. The international community must 

encourage or assist the individual state to meet its responsibility to protect its citizens (GlobalR2P(1), 

2017). Pillar three emphasises the international community preparation for taking a collective action, 

if the individual state fails its responsibility. The international community is required only to take a 

collective action, in agreement with the UN Charter; a founding treaty signed by the UN membership 

states (GlobalR2P(1), 2017).  

However, if military interventions are needed, the international community must follow the 

precautionary principles of R2P. This is done to ensure that the intervened state does not gain mistrust 

in the assistance provided by UN. Firstly, the international community must establish the primary 
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purpose for intervention, as well as an outline of “[…] whatever other motives intervening states may 

have, must be to halt or avert human suffering” (ICISS, 2001, p. XII). The international community 

has to ensure that there is a right intention for an intervention. Secondly, only if every non-military 

prevention or peaceful resolution has failed, then military interventions can be justified. This is 

considered as the last resort, as the international community must have reasonable grounds for 

implementing any military intervention (ICISS, 2001, p. XII). Thirdly, the international community 

must define the proportional means, so “The scale, duration and intensity of the planned military 

intervention should be the minimum necessary to secure the defined human protection objective” 

(ICISS, 2001, p. XII). Fourthly, reasonable prospects of a military intervention need identification 

and a “[…] chance of success in halting or averting the suffering which has justified the intervention, 

with the consequences of action not likely to be worse than the consequences of inaction” (ICISS, 

2001, p. XII). 

 

 

6.1. The International Community and R2P 

The R2P overview presents the general idea of the concept, as well as the ideal implementation of it. 

However, it is significant to investigate what the international community expresses in regards to R2P 

in the early stages of the concept’s lifespan. This is done to detect early thoughts and opinions about 

the concept. As the international community agreed on the terms of the concept, its point of view on 

the concept and its implementation is highly relevant for this research. I include statements by UN, 

US and Russia, who are parties under investigation, to elaborate on the matter. By including these 

thoughts in regards to R2P in general, it enhances the understanding of the concept’s entity, as well 

as the understanding of the Syrian Civil War. 

UN, who plays a valuable role in the progress and implementation of the concept, supported R2P 

since its origin. Since the endorsement of the concept at the 2005 World Summit, UN points out the 

progress and achievement of the concept. “The endorsement of the responsibility to protect was a 

milestone in transforming international concern about people facing mortal danger into a meaningful 

response” (Ki-moon, 2015). The general belief within UN in regards to R2P are that  

“When a State fails to protect its population from serious international crimes, the international 

community is responsible to step in by taking protective action in a collective, timely and 
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decisive manner. The international community must assume its responsibilities and act in 

unison to prevent further violations” (ICRtoP(2), 2012).  

UNSG Ban Ki-moon “[…] highlights that the efforts at the regional and international levels have 

contributed towards atrocity prevention, most notably in preventive diplomacy, mediation, 

peacebuilding, peacekeeping, and women’s empowerment” (ICRtoP(3), 2016). However, such 

progress can only continue if “[…] the international community takes more determined and consistent 

action to fulfil its Responsibility to Protect” (ICRtoP(3), 2016), or else atrocity crimes will keep on 

increasing. 

 Additionally, “The United States strongly supports effective UN human rights machinery” 

(ICRtoP(4), 2009). US often stresses the need for immediate actions, in order to solve a crisis like the 

Syrian Civil War. US urges UNSC to continue on solving such crises rapidly. UNSC, UN and its 

member states “[…] must work quickly and efficiently to repair the damage already done and to do 

everything within our means to ensure such conflict does not occur again” (ICRtoP(5), 2006). US 

argued that, the international community must “[…] respond effectively to early warning signs” 

(ICRtoP(4), 2009). States, who are facing a humanitarian crisis, need the support from the 

international community “[…] to become fully functioning democratic societies […]” (ICRtoP(5), 

2006), without becoming dependent on the assistance from the international community. “The 

primary responsibility for protecting civilians lies with these nations and their governments and 

international efforts should only complement government efforts” (ICRtoP(5), 2006). Furthermore, 

US professes how the concept is evolving and improving; learning from previous mistakes in the 

attempt of solving a crisis. “The Responsibility to Protect complements principles of international 

humanitarian and human rights law to which we have all committed. It reflects our collective 

recognition of past failures to save the innocent from the worst forms of atrocity and abuse” 

(ICRtoP(4), 2009). 

Russia, who also plays an active role in the Syrian Civil War and in the development of R2P, 

presents some significant statements in regards to R2P and its implementation. Russia shows its 

support and faith in R2P by stating, “The concept of the responsibility to protect has enormous 

potential for change. Its development and implementation could significantly shape key trends that 

will determine the future of the entire system of international relations and the international rule of 

law” (ICRtoP(6), 2009). Russia’s opinion on the implementation of R2P is that, it is the international 

community’s responsibility to provide “[…] comprehensive assistance to States in strengthening their 



Page 41 in 84 
 

own capacity and on preventive diplomacy” (ICRtoP(6), 2009). Even though Russia supports R2P, 

Russia frequently stresses how the primary responsibility to prevent and protect lies in the hands of 

the individual state. “It is the states that primarily have responsibility for strengthening these 

preventative mechanisms” (ICRtoP(7), 2011). However, since the establishment of R2P, the Russian 

opinion towards the concept shifted. Despite the Russian endorsement, Russia expresses significant 

concerns with the implementation of R2P, as Russia fears for the countries intervened.  

“We warn against taking rash and hasty steps to apply that idea arbitrarily to specific countries 

and against interpreting it too broadly. That is not only counterproductive, but also dangerous 

in terms of harnessing international efforts to promote international peace and security” 

(ICRtoP(6), 2009).  

A specific concern with an incorrect implementation of the concept, by, for example, the use of force 

to implement the ‘Three Pillars’ of the concept, are often mentioned in regards to the Russian concern. 

Russia doubts the implementation of such ideas to prevent mass atrocity crimes, as the international 

community must conform to the international law (ICRtoP(7), 2011). 

The international community’s thoughts and opinions in regards to R2P varies, complementing 

the hypothesis of the research. UN and US keep a positive approach to the concept and the 

implementation of it. They frequently emphasising how the concept worked towards bettering a 

humanitarian crises. However, UN and US stress that the international community must be 

responsible for assisting nations in need, by acting immediately in any crisis. They believe that by 

rapidly acting upon a crisis and implementing R2P, any crisis could be solved, without making the 

individual nation dependent on the international community’s aid. However, Russia has a slightly 

different opinion. In spite of the Russian support, Russia professes discontent with R2P’s 

implementation. According to Russia, the concept meets adversity, as the concept’s core is 

misunderstood and hereby incorrectly implemented. The fundamental responsibility to protect lies in 

the hands of the individual nation. As a demonstration of respect for the individual nation’s 

sovereignty, it is only if a nation fails protect that the international community takes action. 

Seemingly, there are different opinions towards R2P and its use, as each actor presents its argument 

with pros and cons of the implementation of R2P. Based on this, I can conclude that the general 

opinion concerning R2P is positive. 
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6.2. Scholarly Thought on R2P 

In order to understand the fascination of further investigating the concept and its implementation, it 

is significant to examine what scholars express in regards R2P in general. This is relevant, due to the 

importance of pointing out every aspect of the resolution, both supporting and criticising. A study by 

Alex J. Bellamy states how the “[…] World leaders unanimously declared that all states have a 

responsibility to protect their citizens from genocide, war crimes, ethnic cleansing and crimes against 

humanity […]” (Bellamy(1), 2009, p. 2). Despite this agreement amongst the world leaders, Bellamy 

stresses that R2P must not be about having to choose between “[…] doing nothing and sending in the 

Marines” (Bellamy(1), 2009, p. 3), as “[…] by reducing the frequency of all-or-nothing decisions, 

more civilians will be better protected […]” (Bellamy(1), 2009, p. 3). As the ‘Three Pillars’ of R2P 

are: (I) The protection responsibilities of the state, (II) International assistance and capacity building 

and (III) Timely and decisive response (GlobalR2P(1), 2017), Bellamy suggests that how it becomes 

an issue for governments to enforce these regulations if they are ‘stuck’ with all-or-nothing decisions. 

Yet another study expresses its concern with R2P, as it speculates on how such a concept, which 

so many have already embraced, still meets resistance. “A good part of the answer seems to lie in 

some serious misunderstanding which continues to exist about the intended scope and limits of the 

responsibility to protect norm” (Evans, 2008, p. 55). There is no doubt that, within politics and public 

policy debates, misunderstandings or misinterpretations occur. However, an important concept, like 

R2P, ought to be understood and implemented in one way. This study stresses that “[…] there are 

those who play into the hands of the ideological critics by being far too ready to think and talk of the 

application of R2P only in military terms […] (Evans, 2008, p. 55). “[…] and those who view R2P 

not in military terms at all but far more broadly, as a way of referring to most of the world’s ills, from 

climate change to HIV/AIDS” (Evans, 2008, p. 55). This study expresses how the understanding of 

R2P varies, in contrast to what is actually the intended purpose of the concept.  

Supporting this belief, a third study, focusing on the prevention of mass atrocity crimes, suggests 

that R2P is a complicated and “[…] emerging norm” of international law […]” (Williams, Ulbrick, 

& Worboys, 2012, p. 474).  Since 2001 “[…] in the wake of humanitarian tragedies in Bosnia, 

Rwanda, Kosovo, and Darfur, R2P has been hailed as a way of resolving what one commentator 

called the “problem from hell” (Williams, Ulbrick, & Worboys, 2012, p. 474). Such views have 

become a general conception of the concept/norm, as the ‘Three Pillars’ can be discussed on their 

meaning and understanding. Hereby creating an enormous confusion of the ‘ideal’ use of R2P, as it 
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creates a distinction between those who simplify the concept and those who consider it complex. As 

the previous studies suggest, the concept of R2P should be understood as a new emerging norm, it is 

important to understand how there is not a consensus within this norm yet. 

However, as I wish to focus on R2P in Syria, it is significant to notice the scholarly views on R2P 

in regards to the Syrian Civil War. By doing so, it will enhance the understanding of the 

implementation of the concept in real life. For instance, thoughts by Williams, Ulbrick and Worboys 

previously emphasise how R2P is a complicated concept/norm, indicating their discontent with R2P 

in general. Nevertheless, their opinion of an implementation of the concept in Syria indicate a failure 

too. “The international community has tried to resolve the Syria crisis through diplomatic overtures 

and sanctions, but its attempts have been unsuccessful” (Williams, Ulbrick, & Worboys, 2012, p. 

475). They stress how the general understanding of the concept is bewildering and that the 

international community is ineffective in implementing the ‘Three Pillars’ of R2P. Even “[…] 

commentators have argued that R2P advocates must either “mobilize a coalition of the willing” to 

intervene in Syria or “let R2P . . . rest in peace”” (Williams, Ulbrick, & Worboys, 2012, p. 476). 

Williams, Ulbrick and Worboys believe that, instead of solving the crisis in Syria, the crisis merely 

“[…] highlights the current limitations of the R2P” (Williams, Ulbrick, & Worboys, 2012, p. 476). 

Williams, Ulbrick and Worboys stress how thousands of people are murdered in Syria, even though 

UNSC were ‘actively’ solving the humanitarian crisis. Hence, stressing how “[…] R2P lacks a 

framework for the limited use of force when the Security Council fails to act” (Williams, Ulbrick, & 

Worboys, 2012, pp. 474-476). 

Yet another study by Mohammed Nuruzzaman reveals a significant opinion on R2P and its 

implementation in Syria. After the crisis in Libya and the international community’s attempt to solve 

the humanitarian crisis, Nuruzzaman stresses that, “The death of R2P in Syria has been rendered 

inevitable by NATO’s abuses in Libya, and the doctrine is doomed to a bleak future” (Nuruzzaman, 

2013, p. 57). The implementation of R2P in Libya has damaged the concept  as it is assumed to be 

“[…] the quick resort to military force, the double commission of war crimes and crimes against 

humanity, and the morally and ethically unacceptable post-intervention Western policy towards 

Libya” (Nuruzzaman, 2013, p. 63). Therefore, Nuruzzaman stresses that the Western countries 

discredit the concept. They ‘handed over’ the humanitarian crisis in Syria to the international 

community, solving the crisis with a concept that has already failed once. This argument suggests 

how previous NATO actions in Libya undermined the concept of R2P, entailing how a particular 

event changed the perception of the concept and its use. 
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Furthermore, Alex J. Bellamy supports the aforementioned studies by Williams, Ulbrick, Worboys 

and Nuruzzaman. His study exemplifies how “[…] the tragedy that has unfolded in Syria since 2011 

has been widely touted as a “test case” for R2P” (Bellamy(2), 2015, p. 57), after the disaster seen in 

Libya. In this study, Bellamy points out how a UN Official wrote in 2012 that “Syria today seems to 

confirm the concern held by many that the R2P is the emperor’s new clothes, unable to deal or cover 

even the most basic nakedness of an international system unable to deal with mass atrocities” 

(Bellamy(2), 2015, p. 57). 

When looking at the general scholarly thought on R2P, a sceptical attitude towards the concept is 

evident. The studies indicate how misinterpretations flourish around the concept, making the 

international community implement R2P incorrectly. Reasoned by the aforementioned critique on 

R2P and the implementation on it, I seek to keep a critical thought of mind when analysing statements 

on R2P.  

To sum up the scholarly thought on the implementation of R2P in Syria, there are still discontent 

with the concept. Seemingly, the general understanding of the concept it unclear, making it impossible 

to agree on a correct use of it. Former studies show how R2P was affected by its previous 

implementation in Libya, thereby damaging the concepts core values and ideas. Thereby indicating 

how the concept is deemed to fail in the Syrian conflict as well. The scholarly views on R2P in general 

and in Syria provide a solid background knowledge to continue an analysis of the given issue. 
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7. Analysis: The International Community’s Responsibility 
 

The following presents the analysis within this research. Here I seek to demonstrate the frame and 

strategic behaviour of the responsibility to protect to elaborate upon the hypothesis of the research, 

which indicates a gap within the collective agreement of R2P. A gap that leads the international 

community to neglect its responsibility to protect the Syrian civilians. It is important to have a greater 

understanding of whether or not the Syrian civilians are protected, this is what I seek to examine with 

the following analysis.  

The structure of the analysis portrays a division between the civil society and the civic society by 

dividing the analysis into two sections. Each section addresses the international community’s 

responsibility towards the Syrian civilians and its compliance with R2P. To aid the analysis the 

theoretical considerations of critical realism, framing and game theory will each dissect said 

statements by the assistance of analytical tools. The first section analyses statements from relevant 

actors within the civil society. The civil society represents actors from the NGOs Amnesty 

International, HRW and secondary interviews with Syrian civilians. The secondary interviews with 

Syrian civilians include the ‘civil voice’ to the research, presenting the analysis with statements from 

people who have personally experienced the crisis. Hereto, the theories of framing and game theory 

seek to define the civil society’s opinions and thoughts on the matter, whilst elaborating on the gap 

with R2P in context and in reality. The second section analyses statements from countries within the 

international community US and Russia, as well as statements from UN. In here, framing and game 

theory seek to demonstrate the international community’s behaviour and thoughts on the protection 

of the Syrian civilians in agreement with R2P. The main idea of the analysis is to focus on how the 

actors from the civil society and civic society frame the international community’s responsibility to 

protect the Syrian civilians, whilst defining strategy and behaviour. By doing so, I am able to detect 

the pattern within the actions of the international community to define the extent of the international 

community’s actions to protect in agreement with R2P. 
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7.1. The Civil Society 

The first part of the analysis investigates statements from Amnesty International, Human Rights 

Watch and secondary interviews with Syrian civilians. As Amnesty International and HRW are 

actively involved in the Syrian Civil War, they are able to provide an insight into the international 

community’s use of R2P, as well as their conception of the entity of the crisis. Hereby, it gets 

interesting to exemplify what these NGOs are doing and saying in relation to R2P and the 

international community’s actions in Syria. Furthermore, to enhance the understanding of the 

international community’s responsibility, I investigate statements from Syrian civilians to define what 

civilians, who are supposed to be protected by the international community, have to say about the 

given issue. 

 

 

7.1.1. Amnesty International 

The NGO Amnesty International has been involved in the crisis for several years, in which the NGO 

seeks to campaign for a world where human rights are enjoyed by all (Amnesty International(1), 

2017). The NGO has shown its concern with the Syrian Civil War and the actions by the international 

community, as well as the implementation of R2P. Amnesty International argues for experiencing 

serious violations of the international humanitarian law by the Assad regime, and US and Russian 

forces as well. US and Russia have carried out airstrikes and indiscriminate attacks, causing the death 

of thousands of Syrian civilians (Amnesty International(2), 2017). Thus, making this NGO relevant 

for the research, as state critique is evident at its homepage. 

Amnesty International’s Crisis Response Manager Kristyan Benedict elaborates on his view 

regarding the international community’s actions in Syria. In a campaign blog from September 16th 

2013 at Amnesty International’s homepage, Benedict argues for a decisive action in Syria. According 

to Benedict, UNSC needs “[…] to take decisive action to reverse the catastrophic human rights and 

humanitarian crisis in Syria […]. All efforts are needed to influence the content of a proposed UNSC 

resolution” (Benedict, 2013). Furthermore, Benedict suggests that Russia needs to end the blocking 

of UNSC’s actions and resolutions, in order for Russia to comply with the core principles of R2P. 

Benedict urges UNSC to act upon this and to employ all efforts “[…] to ensure the US and others do 
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not retreat in the face of Russian counter offers designed to prevent the UNSC taking responsibility 

to protect civilians in Syria” (Benedict, 2013). Additionally, Benedict argues for a critical aspect 

within the Russian interference in Syria, by questioning why Russia assists the Syrian governmental 

forces by supplying them with weapons. Benedict expresses his concern with the Russian 

government, as it continues to provide “[…] the Assad regime [with] the tools and cover to kill 

civilians” (Benedict, 2013). Benedict stresses that UNSC needs to refer the situation in Syria to the 

International Criminal Court (ICC), as ICC would ensure that those who utilise chemical weapons 

and other crimes against humanity are held accountable. However, in order to do so Benedict stresses, 

“[… US] and Russia, need to move beyond their complicity in preventing accountability and let 

international law take its course, unhindered” (Benedict, 2013). 

Within Kristyan Benedict’s blog statement, he appeals to UNSC; an appeal for a more active response 

to the crisis. Considering UNSC as a state and power centric institution, it should be able to conform 

to the concept of R2P and end the humanitarian crisis in Syria. Benedict frames UNSC to bear the 

primary responsibility to enforce the R2P regulations and to ensure that the international community 

complies with these principles. Furthermore, as Benedict questions Russia’s actions, he outlines 

certain aspects of behavioural game theory, given how he express a concern with the Russian 

behaviour. According to Benedict, the Russian behaviour in the Syrian Civil War shows how a UN 

member state behaviour complicates the protection of the Syrians. The Russian continuance of 

blocking sanctions and resolutions by UNSC and the supply of weapons to the Assad regime, 

demonstrate a breach on R2P’s regulations. A violation of the Syrians’ human rights disregarded by 

Russia. Even though Russia argues for conforming to the international law and not providing the 

Assad regime with weapons (Benedict, 2013), it appears as a strategic decision by Russia. When 

ensuring a continuation in Russian supplies to the regime forces, by vetoing solutions to end the crisis, 

it is possible for Russia to empower individual power relations and optimise material profit. An 

additional statement by Benedict states: “[…] if Russia really are more concerned with international 

law and not protecting the murderous and corrupt Assad regime then I hope journalists, activists and 

politicians challenge Putin and his government to explain why they would block such a call” 

(Benedict, 2013). The Russian game behaviour in the humanitarian crisis does, according to this 

statement, not comply with the principles of R2P, by framing an absolute failure to protect by a UN 

member state. Benedict arguments indicate that the Russian veto use conflicts with R2P’s notion of 

how the international community must apply appropriate diplomatic, humanitarian and other peaceful 

means to protect civilians. 



Page 48 in 84 
 

In addition to Benedict’s statement, Head of Amnesty International’s UN Office Sherine Tadros 

states her dissatisfaction with the international community in a press release from December 1st 2016. 

Here, Tadros argues how the international community does not meet its responsibility towards the 

Syrian population. Tadros stresses, “It is becoming clearer every day that the [UNSC] has failed the 

Syrian people” (Amnesty International(3), 2016). Even though UN and its member states stress how 

they are actively responding to the humanitarian crisis in Syria, Tadros emphasises the thousands of 

lives lost, brutally killed by the regime forces. Similar to Benedict’s statement, Tadros points out how 

the international community must respond more rapidly to the crisis and employ diplomatic tools to 

end the atrocities in Syria. “[…] the inaction we have seen over the past five years is a shameful 

chapter in the history of the Security Council” (Amnesty International(3), 2016). Within this press 

release, Tadros urgently calls upon the international community to take immediate action in Syria, 

requesting UNSC for “[…] an Emergency Special Session of the [UNSG] to demand an end to all 

unlawful attacks in Aleppo and elsewhere in Syria” (Amnesty International(3), 2016). In order for 

the international community to end the humanitarian crisis and to regain a good reputation, “[… it] 

must call for immediate and unhindered humanitarian access so that life-saving aid can reach all those 

in need” (Amnesty International(3), 2016). 

Sherine Tadros frames a failure in the actions by the international community, indicating a failure 

within the UN system, as the member states are not meeting the endorsed principles of R2P. 

According to R2P, the international community is obliged to respond to any humanitarian crisis 

violating the basic human rights. Tadros describes the international community as incapable of 

actively responding to the humanitarian crisis, in spite of the member states endorsement of R2P. 

Hereby, Tadros seeks to a higher degree, than Benedict did, to demand an active response by UNSC, 

with means utilising diplomatic tools to end the humanitarian crisis. Furthermore, Tadros stresses, 

“There have been almost half a million deaths, and each one is a stark rebuke of the Security 

Council, the supposed guardian of international peace and security, which has allowed a 

political deadlock to stand in the way of saving lives” (Amnesty International(3), 2016).  

In here, Tadros pinpoints that the thousands of lives lost in the crisis are caused by the international 

community’s inactiveness. A powerful statement by Tadros, framing UN and its member states to 

fail in protecting the Syrian civilians, as well as failing to comply with the core principles of R2P. 

Simply, the international community fails its responsibility to react timely and decisive to the 

humanitarian crisis the Syrian civilians face. 
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7.1.2. Human Rights Watch 

Human Rights Watch (HRW), an NGO seeking to protect and defend human rights around the world 

(HRW(1), 2017),  did before the beginning of the Syrian Civil War express its opinion on R2P 

concept. In December 2006, several years before the crisis in Syria broke out; HRW wrote a letter to 

UNSG Ban Ki-moon. HRW reminds UN and Ban Ki-moon that their “[…] role in human rights has 

never been more important” (HRW(2), 2006), as previous actions has stained UN’s reputation, since 

“[…] The UN’s greatest challenge and its best known failures involve its response to mass atrocities 

(HRW(2), 2006). 

Following a chemical attack in Syria in 2013, which the Syrian regime was accused of conducting 

(Barnard & Gordon, 2017), HRW’s Executive Director Kenneth Roth, comments on the situation. 

Roth argues that, instead of solving the crisis with military actions, “[…] the Security Council [must] 

refer the situation in Syria to [ICC] so that those implicated in serious violations of international law 

can be appropriately prosecuted, and should implement targeted sanctions against such individuals” 

(HRW(3), 2013). However, Russia vetoed this resolution in 2014, which would have made it possible 

for ICC to investigate crimes committed by the Syrian government (Appendix I, p. 7). Within this 

commentary, Roth further expresses his concern with actions by the international community. Roth 

accuses UNSC of being unable to help the civilians in Syria, as UNSC is ‘paralysed’ by the repeated 

vetoes by Russia (HRW(3), 2013). This statement compliments the previous argument by Kristyan 

Benedict from Amnesty International, as Benedict demands Russia ending of the continuous blocking 

of UNSC sanctions. 

In addition to this, HRW conducted an interview with HRW’s Syria researcher Hadeel al-Shalchi, 

about the situation in the Syrian town Aleppo. On December the 2nd 2016, al-Shalchi comments on 

the humanitarian assistance from the international community in Syria. She states how “The last aid 

delivery was in July [2016] and rations were due to run out in mid-November [2016]” (Daly, 2016). 

In this interview, al-Shalchi stresses that the humanitarian assistance is insufficient. UN and its 

member states do not consider what would happen with food supplies if the crisis in Aleppo worsened. 

Similar to Roth, al-Shalchi calls for an emergency session of the UN General Assembly (UNGA), 

given that Russia had vetoed the vital UNSC resolution, allowing ICC to intervene in Syria (Appendix 

I, p. 7). Therefore, in order to assist in solving the crisis in Aleppo and in Syria in general, al-Shalchi 

requests UNSC to take immediate action. “At least the UN Security Council could refer Syria to 
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[ICC] if only Russia would allow it – that threat might convince commanders to stop torturing [and] 

committing war crimes […]” (Daly, 2016). 

The overall frame in the commentary by Kenneth Roth underlines a weakness within UNSC, by 

portraying UNSC as ‘paralysed’ due to the member states’ veto powers. A weakness blaming others 

for not having solved the humanitarian crisis in Syria. The first frame evident within the interview 

with Hadeel al-Shalchi, regarding the humanitarian assistance by the international community in 

Aleppo, demonstrates a strong dissatisfaction with the provided aid. The international community is 

unaware of the situation’s seriousness, thereby failing its responsibility to prevent. Due to the lack of 

awareness of the severity in Syria, the international community does not identify and address the root 

of the cause. The second frame of the interview is similar to the frame detected in Roth’s statement. 

Here both call for an immediate response from Russia, in order for ICC to intervene in the Syrian 

crisis, as well as an active response from UNSC. The Russian veto power use compliments the 

theoretical consideration of prisoner’s dilemma, with a choice between a ‘corrupt’ and ‘upstanding’. 

Russia endorsed R2P in 2005, a concept condemning all violent attacks on civilians, enabling 

humanitarian assistance for countries in need, like Syria. R2P stresses 

“The international community should use appropriate diplomatic, humanitarian and other 

peaceful means to protect populations from these crimes. If a State fails to protect its 

populations or is in fact the perpetrator of crimes, the international community must be prepared 

to take stronger measures, including the collective use of force through the UN Security 

Council” (ICRtoP(1), 2017).  

The Assad regime has failed in protecting its civilians, whilst utilising violent actions towards the 

population. In spite of this and HRW statements addressing the beneficial outcome of involving the 

ICC, Russia stand by its veto use. Hereby, it is possible to question Russia’s choice to veto the 

resolution, as ICC’s interference could assist in solving the crisis, by investigating the mass atrocity 

crimes committed by the Syrian regime. Once again, the Russian behaviour contradicts the 

responsibility to react and prevent, as vetoing such resolutions complicates the compliance with the 

core principles of R2P. Thus, failing to protect the Syrian civilians in agreement with R2P.  
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7.1.3. The Voice of the Syrian Civilians 

I present the voice of the Syrian civilians to portray how people, living under the Assad regime, 

experience the humanitarian crisis and the actions by the international community. When 

demonstrating statements from civilians in Syria, the research reaches a deeper level of investigation, 

as those who have experienced the crisis up close present their opinion on the issue. 

Syrian refugee Yassin Al-Haj Saleh presents his view on the Syrian crisis and the international 

community, in a personal interview October 26th 2016. Saleh stresses his concern with the ‘leftists’’, 

(referring to the international community) handling of the crisis, as the international community are 

more obsessed with “[…] establishment of powers of their own countries” (Hussain & Hisham, 2016). 

According to Saleh, Western states focus more on individual power relations, giving rise to a 

‘Palestinisation’ of the people in Syria. They deal with the civilians “[…] as a people who will be 

annihilated politically” (Hussain & Hisham, 2016). The international community forgets that it is 

dealing with people and not historical narratives and ideologies. The Syrian Civil War moreover 

becomes a depopulated discourse with no regard for humanity. Saleh underlines that he does not 

expect much from the international community, after seeing how most Western countries side with 

the Assad regime (Hussain & Hisham, 2016). The international community must realise how the 

Islamic State of Iraq and the Levant (ISIL) is the lesser evil. Assad must be held accountable for his 

actions of torturing, killing and despising the Syrian people. Saleh comments that he considers the 

Assad regime to be a sectarian regime, as the regime employs sectarianism as a strategy of control to 

maintain the control over Syria. “Both [ISIL] and Bashar al-Assad are the extremist powers that must 

be eradicated in order to build an inclusive Syria” (Hussain & Hisham, 2016). According to Saleh, 

the Assad regime’s slogans for maintaining absolute power over the country says; “Assad or we burn 

the country” (Hussain & Hisham, 2016). 

Further, Saleh emphasises that “[…] there is a corresponding “Israelization” of the Syrian regime. 

The same way that Israel relies on the [US] for [UNSC] vetoes to protect it internationally, the Syrian 

regime now relies on vetoes from Russia” (Hussain & Hisham, 2016). According to Saleh, US did 

not pay attention to the Syrian people, when they negotiated a chemical weapons deal with Russia in 

2013. A deal whose aim was to destroy all Syrian chemical weapons (Urquhart, 2013). This deal 

solely benefited US, Russia, Israel and the Assad regime. Saleh stresses, “The United States helped 

create a situation in which Syria would be plunged into chaos, but the regime would remain in 

power” (Hussain & Hisham, 2016). The Western countries never intervened in Syria, but merely 
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prevented the Assad regime from falling apart, guaranteeing the destruction of the Syrian country. 

Saleh stresses, some states of the international community have no problem seeing how the regime 

crushes the Syrian revolution.  

“I don’t expect much out of the international left, but I thought they would understand our 

situation and see us as a people who were struggling against a very despotic, very corrupt, and 

very sectarian regime. I thought they would see us and side with us” (Hussain & Hisham, 2016).  

The main points within the interview with Yassin Al-Haj Saleh, first and foremost, frame the 

international community as being incapable of protecting the Syrian civilians. The Western states’ 

main interest lies in attending to own power relations. The purpose of Saleh’s statement is to evoke 

attention to the cooperation between the international community and the Assad regime, as he frames 

this relationship to disregard the civilians’ needs. The underlying structures in Saleh’s statement, 

regarding how the Syrian regimes relies on the Russian veto power, demonstrates aspects of 

behavioural game theory. In spite of conflictual behaviour towards the core principles of R2P, to 

encourage or assist the Syrian regime to meet its responsibility to protect, Russia’s actions ensure that 

the Russian notion of state sovereignty is respected (Appendix I, p. 8). Hereby, Saleh deems the 

international community to be focusing on optimisation and self-protection, rather than actively 

responding to the humanitarian crisis in Syria. The political games displayed in this interview give 

rise to questioning the international community’s strategic behaviour, as lefties respond incorrectly 

to the crisis. Prioritising politics and ideologies over humanitarian assistance. 

A second interview represents the voice of Syrian Majd Lahham from the capitol of Syria, 

Damascus. Within this short interview by the Levant Report on February 13th 2014, Lahham is 

primary asked about the plight of Syria’s Christians; however, Lahham utters significant opinions 

towards US’s actions in Syria. Lahham argues that sanctions by US and other countries in the West 

have worsened the situation in Syria, as people are left starving in spite of the international 

community’s attempt to provide humanitarian assistance (Levant Report, 2014). This compliments 

HRW’s Hadeel al-Shalchi argument of the shortage of UN’s humanitarian assistance. Lahham 

stresses that he and others in Damascus do not believe in President Obama’s intentions. US is simply 

incapable of understanding the entity of the situation in Syria. Supplementing HRW’s Kristyan 

Benedict, in his argument of how the Russian and US focus is mainly on their complicity in preventing 

accountability, Lahham stresses, “The problem is not whether we have a democracy or not. This is a 

clash between Russia and the United States – and the battlefield is Syria” (Levant Report, 2014). 
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According to Lahham, US does not consider the interests of the Syrian people when agreeing on 

resolutions to solve the crisis. “We do believe that when Americans and the Russians reach any 

possible agreement about the investment of gas and oil in the Middle East region, and especially in 

the coastal area, everything will be solved” (Levant Report, 2014). 

Evident within Lahham’s interview is the belief in selfish actions by the international community, US 

and Russia, especially. Lahham frames the general issue of solving the humanitarian crisis to be the 

lack of interests in the Syrian civilians, as the general theme of the international community’s actions 

are placed in a pursuit for own interests. Lahham presents the international community’s behaviour 

as an equilibrium of strategic decisions, wherein US and Russia seek to cooperate on solving the 

crisis, but struggle to agree on the solution. According to Lahham, the Syrian crisis is only solved 

when US and Russia agree on a solution with material advantages for both. Thus, the responsibility 

towards the Syrian civilians is replaced with a quest for optimising individual political interests. The 

latter demonstrates a clear violation of R2P, as the international community is obliged to ensure 

protection of civilians, whilst disregarding own interests. 

Kassem Eid, a Syrian survivor of the 2013 sarin gas attack in Syria, elaborates on his experiences 

with the international community in an interview on April 5th 2017. This interview was only days 

after the chemical attack in Syria (BBC, 2017). The attack in Syria in April 2017 is closely connected 

with the attack in 2013, as civilians and states within the international community accuse the Assad 

regime of both attacks (Barnard & Gordon, 2017). Within this interview, Eid argues that his most 

painful memory with the gas attack in 2013 is not the attack itself, but it “[…] was watching President 

Obama failing to fulfil his promise about [crossing] the red line” (Street, 2017). This 2013 ‘red line’ 

was Obama’s attempt to condemn the Assad regime in utilising chemical weapons. If chemical 

weapons were used, then the international community had a justified reason for a military intervention 

in Syria (Appendix I, p. 7). However, according to Eid, US did not take a decisive action after 

thousands of people died after the Syrian regime used chemical weapons in 2013. Eid stresses, 

“[Obama] broke his promise […]. And he made a lot of people give up on any kind of help from the 

international community” (Street, 2017). With encouraging manners, Eid underlines that, the 

international community must help the civilians and must not “[…] make the same mistake President 

Obama did” (Street, 2017). 

Kassem Eid estimates that US fails in protecting the Syrian population from chemical attacks, in spite 

of Obama’s ‘red line’. As US was incapable of upholding this promise, Eid frames this failure as 
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having played a major role in the Syrian crisis’s worsening. An appeal to the international community 

to do more and to take a decisive action in the Syrian Civil War, implying that the international needs 

to face its responsibility and improve the humanitarian assistance. Eid compliments Yassin Al-Haj 

Saleh’s statement of US’s lack of attention. However, Eid seeks to emphasise the underlying aspects 

of US’s failure, by stressing how Obama broke his promise with the ‘red line’. Hereby, US fails to 

follow the responsibility to react, as use of chemical weapons demands an immediate respond. 

According to Eid, US’s behaviour shows how US is not responding to previous and current chemical 

attacks by the Syrian regime. Seemingly, something that is in their best interest to do. This illustrates 

the third movements within game theory, prisoner’s dilemma, where US are choosing between the 

‘corrupt’ and ‘upstanding’ exercise. In this regard, US have chosen the ‘corrupt’ exercise, by seeking 

the best possible solution by drawing the ‘red line’, but not upholding this responsibility due to 

attending own interests at first. What prisoner’s dilemma refers to as corruptive manners. 

 

 

7.1.4. Summary 

The aforementioned investigation and analysis of statements from Amnesty International, Human 

Rights Watch and voices from Syrian civilians show a number of shared opinions and thoughts, 

regarding the international community’s responsibility towards the Syrian civilians in agreement with 

R2P. The universal characteristic found in all of the statements displays a strong dissatisfaction with 

the international community’s actions, as Russia and US have shown a greater interest in pursuing 

individual goals. The international community must cooperate in agreement with R2P to solve the 

crisis in Syria. Regardless of the many actions made in Syria, the crisis continues and the international 

community has not fulfilled its obligation. Furthermore, both Amnesty International and HRW stress 

how the primary responsibility lies in the hands of the UN and UNSC. 
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7.2. The Civic Society 

The previous part of the analysis demonstrated various opinions towards actions by UN, US and 

Russia. Therefore, in order to conduct a proper analysis, it is significant to include the voices from 

the three investigated/accused member states, as they portray their actions differently. The following 

analysis defines the voices from relevant actors within the international community, commenting on 

their responsibility towards the Syrian population. These actors are UN, US and Russia. 

 

 

7.2.1. United Nations 

Former UNSG Ban Ki-moon comments on the international community’s responsibility, in a meeting 

with UNSC September 21st 2016. With his speech, Ki-moon underlines the international community’s 

collective failure in ending the Syrian Civil War, a failure that “[…] should haunt the entire Security 

Council” (UN(4), 2016). Ki-moon stresses that he is certain that the international community can 

make a difference, since previous actions have proven successful. However, generally seen, the 

responds of the international community to the crisis are shameful, “[…] the Syrian tragedy shames 

us all” (UN(4), 2016) Ki-moon adds. According to Ki-moon, the international community “[… is] at 

a make-or-break moment” (UN(4), 2016). Complimenting Amnesty International’s Sherine Tadros, 

Ki-moon emphasises that, in order to solve the crisis in Syria and for the international community to 

modify its shameful reputation, a more decisive action by the member states is required. Ki-moon 

stresses, 

“I challenge everyone to use their influence now to restore a cessation of hostilities, enable 

humanitarian assistance everywhere it is needed and support the United Nations in charting a 

political path for the Syrians to negotiate a way out of the hell in which they are trapped.  You 

have now no higher responsibility in your service as members of the United Nations Security 

Council” (UN(4), 2016). 

UNSG Ban Ki-moon evaluates that the international community’s behaviour and actions in Syria 

fails in protecting the Syrians. Ki-moon frames the member states’ responds to the crisis as shameful, 

given how the crisis is still worsening. Even though Ki-moon argues that, some sanctions and 

resolutions have proven successful, the international community needs to agree on a more decisive 
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solution, in order to fulfil its responsibility towards the Syrian civilians in agreement with R2P. In 

this speech, behavioural game theory compliments the argument of the failure within the international 

community’s behaviour, as previous parts in the analyses demonstrate how the behaviour is affected 

by the pursuit of individual interests. Due to Ki-moon’s frame of the UN member states’ mistakes 

and the international community’s previous strategic decisions, it is possible to argue for an increased 

focus on equilibrium and optimisation, before responding to humanitarian crisis in Syria with R2P 

procedures. 

Shortly after UNSG Ki-moon’s speech, Under-Secretary-General for Humanitarian Affairs and 

Emergency Relief Coordinator Stephen O’Brien, from the United Nations Office for the Coordination 

of Humanitarian Affairs (UNOCHA), professes his concern with the development of the crisis 

November 30th 2016 to the UNSC. O’Brien argues how UNOCHA, several times, requested “[…] 

the Security Council and the international community [to] come together to ensure civilians and 

civilian infrastructure is protected in accordance with basic humanity and international obligations 

[…] (UNOCHA, 2016). In spite of UNOCHA’s call, O’Brien argues that UNSC and international 

community ignores these requests. O’Brien expresses a deep concern with the protection of reaching 

the Government-controlled areas, where civilians are “[…] facing arbitrary arrests and detention or 

worse” (UNOCHA, 2016). O’Brien fears for the protection of the civilians and reminds the 

international community about its responsibility to protect. In order for UNSC and the international 

community to comply with the core principles of R2P, O’Brien calls on all involved parties to adhere 

and respect the endorsed international humanitarian law. O’Brien “[… reminds] all parties to the 

conflict that civilians and those hors de combat [outside the fight] must be respected and protected at 

all times” (UNOCHA, 2016). 

In agreement with the previous statement by Ban Ki-Moon, Stephen O’Brien frames a shortage with 

the international community’s respond to the crisis, by the lack of attention to humanitarian requests. 

UNSC and the international community ignore several requests by UNOCHA for a humanitarian 

response to the Syrian crisis, demonstrating a clear violation of the core principles of R2P. Here the 

concept “[…] refers to the obligation of states toward their populations and toward all populations at 

risk of genocide and other mass atrocity crimes” (GlobalR2P(1), 2017). Therefore, when the 

international community is ignoring set requests, it is not fulfilling its role of protecting the civilians 

affected by a humanitarian crisis. Thus, O’Brien’s statement frames a deep concern with the political 

development in the Syrian Civil War.  



Page 57 in 84 
 

UN Special Envoy for Syria Staffan de Mistura expresses his opinion on one specific action made 

in Syria; the Astana ceasefire. The Astana ceasefire represents the Russian, Turkish and Iranian 

agreement to monitor and improve the fragile ceasefire in Syria, also referred to as UNSC Resolution 

2254 (UNOG, 2017). In a press remark from April 5th 2017, Mistura compliments the Astana 

ceasefire and the effort made by the three countries of the international community. Mistura thanks 

“[…] Iran, the Russian Federation and Turkey, for their determination to build on their achievements 

of last month [March 2017] when they assumed the responsibility of guarantors of a ceasefire regime 

in Syria” (UNOG, 2017). Mistura comments that UN stands ready to assist in strengthening the 

quality of the ceasefire, as a ceasefire can improve the international community’s fight against terror 

and grant unimpeded humanitarian access (UNOG, 2017). However, in spite of the complimentary 

comments to the Astana ceasefire, Mistura stresses the importance of cooperation among the UN 

member states.  

“We cannot allow another ceasefire to dissolve because of a lack of a political process.  Now is 

the time for the international community in all its dimensions to come together and support one 

integrated political negotiating process, as provided for in SCR 2254” (UNOG, 2017). 

Within this press remark, Staffan de Mistura welcomes the Astana ceasefire initiative by Russia, Iran 

and Turkey, framing the three countries as actively responding to the humanitarian crisis. A respond 

facilitating an improvement of the international community’s work in Syria. Furthermore, this 

initiative compliments R2P, as the concept values peaceful responses to solve a humanitarian crisis. 

When Mistura stresses this satisfaction with the Russian, Iranian and Turkish effort, he frames this 

initiative to fulfil the responsibility towards the Syrian civilians, as “The only way for peace to come 

to Syria is through a political solution brought about through intra-Syrian negotiations under the aegis 

the UN” (UNOG, 2017). However, in order for the rest of the international community to fulfil its 

role in the Syrian Civil War, the member states must reach a common political understanding, as lack 

of political process can dissolve the resolution. Thus, the member states need to set their individual 

political strategies and behaviour aside for the ceasefire to succeed. Moreover, this needs to be done 

in order to conform to the core principles of R2P. 
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7.2.2. United States 

Supplementing the statements from UN, former US Secretary of State John Kerry expresses his 

concern with the Syrian crisis, in a speech at a UNSC meeting September 21st 2016. Kerry emphasises 

how all parties involved in the Syrian conflict, including Russia, seek a united Syria, “[…] respecting 

the rights of all people, in which the people of Syria can choose their leadership” (Walker, 2016). 

However, Kerry states that the international community is “[…] proving woefully inadequate in [its] 

ability to be able to get to the table and have that conversation and make it happen” (Walker, 2016). 

Kerry urges every member of the international community to be focused on such consequences “[…] 

and not engage in world games that duck the responsibility or avoid the choices that [UNSC] has in 

front of it […]” (Walker, 2016). Furthermore, Kerry questions the Russian involvement in the Syrian 

crisis, as he accuses Russia of being in a ‘parallel universe’ (Walker, 2016). Kerry argues that “There 

are only two countries that have airplanes that are flying during the night or flying at all in that 

particular area – Russia and Syria” (Walker, 2016), after reported airstrikes targeting a medical 

facility in Syria. According to Kerry, these attacks obstruct the international community’s efforts to 

bring peace to Syria. He raises the question of whether “[…] Russia and the Assad regime can or will 

live up to the obligations that they agreed on […]” (Walker, 2016). 

John Kerry aims to call upon actions by the international community, by framing the inadequate 

ability to end the crisis. However, the main goal with Kerry’s speech is the demonstration of Russia’s 

inability to uphold its obligations to protect the Syrian civilians. Kerry defines airstrikes to be by 

Russian forces, overruling Russian statements stressing their innocence (Walker, 2016). According 

to R2P, such airstrikes contradicts the core principles of the concept, as R2P only permits peaceful 

means to solve the crisis. Military interventions, comprising air strikes, are exclusively a last resort 

to solve a humanitarian crisis.  With referral to behavioural game theory, Kerry aims to reduce the 

faith in Russia by indirectly accusing Russia of ignoring the principles of R2P. By displaying such 

behaviour, it is notable to question US’s intention behind this message. It could be a strategic decision 

to patronise another member state, facilitating an opportunity to reduce the equilibrium within the 

international community, enabling a power enhancement for US. 

In relation to the crisis in Syria and the international community’s response, US Secretary of State 

Rex Tillerson utters his opinion April 6th 2017. Tillerson stresses his concern with the chemical attack 

in Syria in the beginning of April 2017 committed by the Syrian regime (Tillerson, 2017). Despite 

Tillerson’s utterance that the Assad regime carried out these chemical attacks, he emphasises a more 
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interesting point of view, by stressing the Russian responsibility in relation to UNSC Resolution 2118 

(Tillerson, 2017). The resolution enabled the destruction of all of Syria’s chemical weapons under 

the supervision of Russia (Appendix I, p. 7). According to Tillerson, “Russia would locate these 

weapons, they would secure the weapons, and they would destroy the weapons, and that they would 

act as the guarantor that the weapons would no longer be present in Syria” (Tillerson, 2017). 

However, Tillerson argues that the Russian Government has not meet its responsibility to remove 

chemical weapons from the Assad regime. “Clearly, Russia has failed in its responsibility to deliver 

on that commitment from 2013, so either Russia has been complicit or Russia has been simply 

incompetent in its ability to deliver on its end of that agreement” (Tillerson, 2017). Tillerson 

contradicts UN’s Staffan de Mistura’s belief, as Mistura commended Russia’s role and responses in 

the crisis. Nevertheless, Tillerson recognises that the international community has failed in 

responding to these attacks by the Syrian regime, demanding decisive actions from the international 

community. Tillerson underlines, in order for not ‘normalising’ the use of chemical weapons, the 

international community must take action, “[…] to make clear that the use of chemical weapons 

continues to be a violation of international norms” (Tillerson, 2017). 

The overall frame within Tillerson’s statements relies on the Russian obligation to remove all 

chemical weapons. Tillerson directly frames and accuses the Russian Government, by stressing the 

failure of upholding the promised responsibility towards the other UN member states and the Syrian 

civilians. It is evident that Tillerson mainly focuses on the Russian responsibility, to demonstrate a 

lack of trust in the Russian sanctions. Tillerson indicates that Russia fails in complying with R2P, as 

Russia neglects the responsibility to protect. In regards to the chemical attack in Syria, Tillerson 

demonstrates a critical view on the responses by the international community; since the Assad regime 

was able to, once again, carry out such violent attacks on civilians. Hence, the international 

community fails its responsibility to react. 

President of US, Donald Trump, comments on the chemical attacks in Syria in brief statement 

April 7th 2017, shortly after ordering a missile strike on an airbase in Syria. Trump states that “There 

can be no dispute that Syria used banned chemical weapons, violated its obligations under the 

Chemical Weapons Convention and ignored the urging of the UN Security Council” (Backwith, 

2017). A clear violation of Resolution 2118. Within Trump’s statement, he calls for all ‘civilised’ 

nations to join, in order to end the crisis in Syria, especially after the chemical weapons use. However, 

Trump questions the previous actions by the international community in Syria. He states, “Years of 

previous attempts at changing Assad’s behaviour have all failed and failed very dramatically” 
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(Backwith, 2017). According to Trump’s statement, none of the previous sanctions and resolutions 

have bettered the situation in Syria, as “[…] the refugee crisis continues to deepen and the region 

continuous to destabilise, threatening the United States and its allies” (Backwith, 2017). Furthermore, 

Trump emphasises the importance of securing the national interests in US, therefore launching 

airstrikes in Syria to diminish the chances for endangering the civilians in US. Trump stresses, “It is 

in this vital national security interest of the United States to prevent and deter the spread and use of 

deadly chemical weapons” (Backwith, 2017). 

In his statement, Donald Trump suggests that the international community needs to do more to solve 

the crisis in Syria, framing the previous actions as deficient. Trump frames the main issue of the crisis 

as a lack of timely response from actors within the international community, with an underlying belief 

in inadequate actions by the previous US Government. Furthermore, within Trump’s statement 

regarding the protection of national security interest, he demonstrates certain aspects complimenting 

game theory. Game theory suggests that the basic assumptions of the theory underlie that actors 

pursue well-defined exogenous objectives, whilst taking their knowledge or expectations of other 

actors’ behaviour into account (Osborne & Rubinstein, 1994, p. 1). Trump displays the pursuit of 

national interests before assisting the civilians in the Syrian Civil War. A strategic decision conflicting 

with the core principles of R2P. This strategic behaviour further compliments aspects within 

behavioural game theory, as Trump’s statement indicates a prioritising of individual interests within 

a humanitarian crisis. Behavioural game theory suggests that his action to launch missile strikes is 

built on emotions towards the previous US Government, by exemplifying an immediate response to 

the chemical attacks in Syria. 

 

 

7.2.3. Russia 

Already in the first two years of the Syrian Civil War, Russian President Vladimir Putin stresses his 

concern with a US involvement. September 11th 2013, Putin spoke directly to the American people 

and political leaders, elaborating on his view of the development of the crisis and the ‘insufficient 

communication’ between the Russian and American societies (Putin, 2013). Within his speech, Putin 

stresses how a potential strike by US would potentially endanger spreading the Syrian conflict. Putin 
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argues that several countries and political and religious leaders all agree in condemning this potential 

strike, as it would worsen the crisis. Putin emphasises how 

“A strike would increase violence and unleash a new wave of terrorism. It could undermine 

multilateral efforts to resolve the Iranian nuclear problem and the Israeli-Palestinian conflict 

and further destabilize the Middle East and North Africa. It could throw the entire system of 

international law and order out of balance” (Putin, 2013).  

In addition to this, Putin stresses that many people do not experience US as a model for democracy, 

but merely as a brutal force professing that “[… you are] either with us or against us” (Putin, 2013). 

Putin is alarmed by this, stressing how military interventions seemingly have become a more common 

practice for US (Putin, 2013). Furthermore, Putin comments on the many allegations about Russia’s 

intentions in the Syrian crisis. Putin stresses that Russia is “[…] not protecting the Syrian government, 

but the international law” (Putin, 2013), which seeks to respect the single state’s sovereignty and 

protect civilians in a humanitarian crisis. 

The main purpose with Vladimir Putin’s speech demonstrates an early concern with US’s 

involvement in Syria. Putin aims to frame US’s reputation as untrustworthy, as he stresses how 

several relevant actors have expressed their worry with a spread of the humanitarian crisis, in the case 

of an American intervention. According to R2P, the international community must solely utilise 

military interventions in extreme cases. Thus, Putin’s allegation of an American ‘normalisation’ of 

military interventions contravenes R2P. By stressing how military interventions have become a 

‘commonplace’ for US and suggesting a dictatorial plan of action by US, Putin incites the question 

of democratic cooperation.  Hereto, Putin stresses following: “[…] we were also allies once, and 

defeated the Nazis together” (Putin, 2013). According to behavioural game theory, this exemplifies a 

strategic decision by Russia, as Russia creates a bad reputation for US, whilst complimenting own 

actions as respectful towards the international law. By doing so, Putin is able to illustrate the Russian 

behaviour as superior, while simultaneously emphasising an international concern with the US as a 

dictatorial actor.   

Similar to Vladimir Putin’s speech, Russian Foreign Minister Sergey Lavrov comments on the 

crisis in Syria and his concern with US, in an interview by Amanpour program on CNN International 

October 12th 2016. The interview primary revolves around ending the fighting in the Syrian town 

Aleppo and separating the moderates from the terror organisation Al-Nusra Front (Nusra) (Russian 

Embassy(1), 2016). Within this interview, Lavrov argues for “[…] total inability of the United States 
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and those who are also members of the coalition led by the Americans to separate the moderates from 

Nusra” (Russian Embassy(1), 2016). According to Lavrov, US made a promise of separating the 

Nusra moderates within two weeks. However, Lavrov argues that this never happened. To the 

question of whether or not he suggests that US has an interest in empowering the Islamic terrorists, 

Lavrov answers: 

“[…] al-Qaeda was born from the American support of mujahideens [a struggling person with 

a praiseworthy aim] in Afghanistan. By the way, Nusra is another manifestation of al-Qaeda, 

according to the American list, according to the analysts. And ISIL was born after the American 

invasion of Iraq […]” (Russian Embassy(1), 2016).  

Lavrov argues that he does not suspect US in encouraging terrorism, but their actions regarding 

separating the Nusra moderates is suspicious. Moreover, Lavrov underlines how previous US 

promises have disappointed, as “The violation of the [US-Russia] ceasefire happened by the 

American coalition, who attacked the Syrian government, which they were not supposed to and which 

they said would never plan” (Russian Embassy(1), 2016). According to Lavrov, the US disrespected 

a common ceasefire agreement. 

Sergey Lavrov aims to frame US as incapable of resolving vital aspects of the humanitarian crisis in 

Syria, as they do not follow their own promises of separating Nusra moderators and respecting a UN-

Russia endorsed ceasefire. However, the most striking comment Lavrov makes is his comparison of 

previous American intervention and the uprising of terrorist movements. Here, Lavrov indirectly 

frames US’s actions of provoking the current situation in Syria, in such a way that regional groups 

have risen. Central to Lavrov’s notion is the continuance in the disappointing US behaviour, a 

behaviour regardless of the humanitarian situation. In general, Lavrov’s interview frames the US 

actions as worsening the crisis. The unaccented frame within Lavrov’s interview is that US actions 

to protect the Syrian civilians have failed, since an increase in terrorist groups is detected after 

American interventions. Hence, an underlying allegation of US not complying with R2P. 

In response to President Trump’s airstrikes against Syrian regime forces, after the chemical gas 

attack on the Syrian civilians, the Russian Foreign Ministry announced its view April 7th 2017. Within 

this statement, the Russian Foreign Ministry expresses its concern with the ‘irresponsible’ behaviour, 

as “[…] US opted for a show of force, for military action against a country fighting international 

terrorism without taking the trouble to get the facts straight” (Russian Embassy(2), 2017). The 

Russian Foreign Ministry argues that it is not the first time the international community has 
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experienced such ‘irresponsible’ behaviour from US, behaviour resulting in threatening international 

security. According to Russia, the recent US’s airstrikes demonstrate a clear violation of the 

international law, as US acts without consent from UNSC (Russian Embassy(2), 2017). In agreement 

with Sergey Lavrov, the Russian Foreign Ministry argues; “The US refuses to believe the evidence 

provided by certified documents confirming the use of chemical weapons by terrorists in Aleppo. In 

doing so, the US is abetting international terrorism and making it stronger” (Russian Embassy(2), 

2017). The Russian Foreign Ministry calls upon UNSC to arrange an emergency meeting to discuss 

US’s response to the chemical attacks. Furthermore, the Russian Foreign Ministry emphasises that 

the recent US military response is merely “[…] an attempt to divert attention from the situation in 

Mosul, where the campaign carried out among others by US-led coalition has resulted in hundreds of 

civilian casualties and an escalating humanitarian disaster” (Russian Embassy(2), 2017). 

The Russian Foreign Ministry echoes significant opinions towards US’s response to the crisis in 

Syria. The US airstrikes are framed as an irresponsible act with no regard to international law and 

UNSC. However, it demonstrates a notable comment within its statement, as it accuses US of acting 

to divert attention from another situation, in which a US-led campaign resulted in a worsening of a 

humanitarian crisis. Thus indicating that US act on optimising individual defeat, by diverting attention 

away from previous failure and directing it towards an action of power. This compliments Lavrov’s 

argument of how American interventions increase the amount of terrorist organisations. The latter 

supports the theoretical aspect of prisoner’s dilemma, as the Russian Foreign Ministry frames the US 

behaviour ‘corrupt’, as it does not compliment the international law and the core principles of R2P. 

In this regard, US seeks to achieve the best possible outcome, by demonstrating an immediate 

response to the chemical attack in Syria, despite the accused use of corruptive manners, when trying 

to cover up previous mistakes. US attend to own personal interests by means of corruptive strategies 

before complying with the concept of R2P. The Russian Foreign Ministry demonstrates a deep 

concern with the US’s actions in Syria, as these actions do not comply with international law. 
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7.2.4. Summary 

In summary, the second part of the analysis shows a major critique with UN, US and Russian 

responses to the humanitarian crisis.  Critique that stems from various representatives from UN, US 

and Russia. Different actors within the UN, UNSG Ban Ki-moon and Stephen O’Brien, illustrates 

their concern with UN and the international community, as they argued for a lack of attention towards 

R2P procedures. Whereas US and Russia primarily focus on criticising each other’s responses to the 

crisis, suggesting other motivational factors for intervening, such as attending to own personal 

interests by pursuing individual goals. Overall, each of the analysed statements within this section 

portray a disbelief towards the commitment of the core principles of R2P. 
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8. Discussion 

The research’s identification of frames and game theoretical aspects, within the narratives of the 

international community’s responsibility towards the Syrian civilians, have so far demonstrated 

various opinions on the international community’s response to the crisis in Syria. The civil society 

demonstrates a strong dissatisfaction with the international community and its compliance with R2P. 

Amnesty International, HRW and selected Syrian civilians argue that the international community 

has not met its responsibility. Seemingly, the international community act based on optimising 

individual power relations and interests, whilst providing insufficient humanitarian assistance to the 

crisis-stricken Syrians. The civic society focuses more on criticising each other’s actions in Syria. US 

and Russia illustrate powerful frames of the other state’s incapability, contemporary with validating 

own actions. Whereas, UN argues for an overall concern with the international community’s lack of 

attention towards R2P and the protection of the Syrian civilians.  

To complete a thorough investigation of the international community’s responsibility to protect 

the Syrians in agreement with R2P, I seek to discuss why the ‘ideal’ R2P does not fit the ‘actual’ 

R2P. In other words, by discussing and comparing the analytical results with the fundamental 

principles of R2P, it is possible to define the international community’s ulterior motives for its actions 

and clarify its compliance with R2P. The ‘ideal’ R2P is the fundamental principles of the concept, 

described in section 6 ‘The Concept of ‘Responsibility to Protect’. This section demonstrates the 

endorsed core principles of the concept, to show what the international community agrees on. The 

analysis reveals frames of the ‘actual’ R2P, by examining the international community’s response 

and compliance with the concept. The analysis shows how the structures of the framed actions 

compliment the game theorist approach, wherein the actions are consistent with strategic decisions, 

behavioural relations and power equilibrium. Therefore, I posit that the ‘actual’ R2P and its use does 

not fit the ‘ideal’ R2P. This enables a discussion of what has gone wrong since the international 

community focuses more on establishing individual power relations, rather than fulfilling its role of 

protecting the Syrian civilians. By doing so, I seek to detect whether there are any visible patterns to 

explain this gap between the ‘ideal’ and ‘actual’ R2P. Thereafter, proposing suggestion to overcome 

this gap, so that the international community can meet its responsibility to protect in the future. In 

order to conduct this discussion, following compares and discusses the eight semi-conclusions 

reflecting the eight R2P cases displayed in section 6.1 and 6.2, wherein UN, US, Russia and scholarly 

thoughts express their opinions concerning the fundamental principles of R2P. 
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8.1. The ‘Ideal’ and the ‘Actual’ R2P 

In section 6.1, UN expresses its view on R2P in general. A view that displays UN’s support of the 

concept. UN highly endorses R2P and considers the concept a ‘milestone’ in transforming the 

international concern into a timely and decisive response. Yet, the analysed statement by Stephen 

O’Brien stresses how UNSC continuously ignores requests, to promote the core principles of R2P to 

protect the Syrian civilians. O’Brien argues that UNSC should come together, as he fears for the 

protection of the civilians, indicating that, in spite of UN’s endorsement of R2P, UN does not comply 

with the ‘ideal’ R2P. Furthermore, UNSG Ban Ki-moon argues for the concept’s progress and 

achievements, enabling R2P to provide a fundamental framework for the international community to 

base its actions on, when solving a humanitarian crisis. Ki-moon’s general opinion on the concept 

highlights the international community’s actions as having contributed to preventing mass atrocity 

crimes. However, Ki-moon contradicts his own belief, as he, in his analysed statement, stresses his 

discontent with the international community’s responsibility to protect in agreement with R2P. In the 

analysis, Ki-moon emphasises that the international community is facing a ‘make-or-break’ moment, 

demonstrating how UN’s previous confidence in the concept contradicts the analysed perspective. 

US also demonstrates a positive attitude towards the concept in section 6.1. US’s general opinion 

on R2P is that the concept is evolving towards bettering the crisis in Syria. However, in order to solve 

the crisis with the assistance of R2P, the international community must act responsibly and timely to 

any crisis. Here, US compliments the concept for evolving and improving, as the international 

community learns from previous mistakes. Mistakes like the implementation of R2P in Libya. The 

latter contradicts the analysed statement by John Kerry, as he stresses how the international 

community, especially Russia, is failing to protect the Syrian civilians, in agreement with R2P. Kerry 

argues that Russia is not acting responsible in the Syrian crisis, as he blames Russia for bombing a 

medical facility, obstructing the protection of civilians. Furthermore, the analysed statement by Rex 

Tillerson underlines how the international community fails in responding to the crisis in Syria. US’s 

general opinion towards the international community’s responsibility is that, the involved parties 

must respond effectively and ensure that such conflict does not happen again. However, the analysed 

US statements conclude differently. The international community is not able to fulfil its responsibility 

and to provide a timely response. Despite this contradicting behaviour, one analysed US statement 

compliments the general opinion on how UN member states must act responsible and timely to any 

threat. US President Donald Trump demonstrates a decisive response to the crisis in Syria, when he 
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initiates US airstrikes against the Syrian regime, after the chemical gas attack. Trump’s statement 

compliments US’s general opinion on R2P, as Trump demonstrates a timely and efficient response, 

to show that US grants protection to the civilians in a humanitarian crisis. Noteworthy in this regard 

is that, the US airstrikes can be discussed on its intention for either protecting the Syrian civilians or 

securing national interests and power equilibrium. 

Section 6.1 also presents the Russian support and faith in the concept, by stressing how R2P has 

an enormous potential for changing the process of the Syrian crisis. However, the Russian confidence 

in R2P shifted, as Russia warns against incorrect implementations of R2P. The general Russian 

opinion on R2P is that, the core of the concept is misunderstood and incorrectly implemented. For 

example, implementing the ‘Three Pillars’ of the concept with use of military force. The latter 

compliments the analysed statement by Russian President Vladimir Putin, as Putin argues how the 

actions by US are merely an act of brutal force and not an act to protect Syrian civilians. According 

to the general Russian opinion, the international community’s responsibility is to provide 

comprehensive assistance to the affected civilians and with respect to the Syrian sovereignty. Yet, the 

analysed statement by Sergey Lavrov argues that US’s actions contradict with the ‘ideal’ R2P, of 

providing comprehensive assistance in Syria. Lavrov stresses that, in spite of several US’s promises, 

US is incapable of upholding its promises and responsibility. In addition to this, Putin’s statement 

confirms this belief, as Putin suggests that US does not ‘get the facts straight’ before utilising military 

forces in the Syrian Civil War. The shift in Russia’s general opinion on R2P confirms the analysed 

Russian statements, as the statements show a sceptical point of view towards the actions made by the 

international community, whilst questioning the compliance with the ‘ideal’ R2P. 

The scholarly thoughts, in section 6.2, previously demonstrated a sceptical attitude towards R2P, 

as these studies argue how misinterpretations flourish around the concept, consequently complicating 

the general use and implementation of R2P. The overall argument with these five scholarly studies is 

that, the international community is not able to implement the concept fully. The general 

understanding of R2P is unclear, deeming the implementation of the concept to fail in Syria. 

Underlying structures of the scholarly studies estimate that, the international community fails in 

protecting the Syrian civilians. The scholarly views on the concept compliment the analysed 

statements in both sections of the analysis. As discovered in the analysis of the civil society, Sherine 

Tadros from Amnesty International argues that, the international community does not meet its 

responsibility to protect, failing to protect the Syrian civilians. The international community damages 

its reputation by its deviation from the core principles of the concept. Furthermore, the study by Alex 
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J. Bellamy advocates that the international community is unable to follow the ‘Three Pillars’ of R2P, 

which suggest international humanitarian assistance and timely and decisive response by the UN 

member states. Bellamy’s study confirms the analysed statement by Hadeel al-Shalchi, as al-Shalchi 

stresses her concern with the insufficient humanitarian assistance by the international community, 

emphasising how the member states do not conform to ‘Three Pillars’ of R2P. The conclusion of the 

scholarly views moreover compliment Ban Ki-moon’s statements, in which he underlines the 

international community’s ‘shameful’ behaviour. Ki-moon stresses the international community’s 

failure in taking a decisive action in Syria, which compliments Bellamy’s previous concern. 

 

 

8.2. The Gap 

The discussed semi-conclusions shows a gap between the ‘ideal’ and ‘actual’ R2P. As presented in 

section 6, the ‘ideal’ R2P focuses on the collective international responsibility to protect civilians, 

whose state fails in doing so. Whereas the ‘actual’ R2P demonstrates conflictual behaviour in the 

utilisation of the concept. UN’s ‘ideal’ concept strictly emphasises that, the international community 

must only authorise military interventions as a last resort, if humanitarian interventions are 

unsuccessful. When considering the analysed statements it is possible to discuss that, based on the 

major critique the international community has received on its ‘insufficient’ humanitarian assistance, 

the international community has frequently sought to the last resort of military interventions. The 

international community’s justification for military interventions, such a US’s recent airstrikes in 

Syria, is a realisation of the member states’ failure to conform to the ‘ideal’ core principles of R2P. 

The ‘ideal’ and ‘actual’ use of R2P mainly confirms Russia’s previous concern with an incorrect 

implementation of the concept. Within section 6.1 Russia expresses is concern with R2P. Russia 

believes that the general understanding and implementation varies, because the UN member states 

have different interpretations of how to understand the core principles of the concept. Thus, the 

Russian concern with the concept proves correct, as the analysis and discussion together demonstrate 

how the ‘ideal’ R2P does not fit with the ‘actual’ R2P. The pattern detected within the discussed 

semi-conclusions reveals that the international community’s actions has, more or less, contradicted 

the ‘ideal’ use of R2P. The general opinion articulates that UN, US and Russia tend to ignore the 

consistent calls for humanitarian assistance. Instead of focusing on preventing mass atrocities and 
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crimes against humanity, whilst assisting the Syrian government to fulfil its responsibility to protect, 

the analysed actors place their focus elsewhere; individual power optimisation and political 

disagreements. 

Based on this discussion, I conclude that the ‘ideal’ R2P does not fit the ‘actual’ R2P, as UN, US 

and Russia prove unsuccessful in their responsibility to prevent, responsibility to react and 

responsibility to rebuild during the crisis in Syria. The ‘actual’ use illustrates how the international 

community focuses more on individual relations and the establishment of power in Syria. Rather than 

complying with the ‘ideal’ R2P, requiring the international community to act in agreement with global 

commitment of protecting civilians. The international community has not conformed to the three core 

responsibilities of R2P, thereby failing to protect the civilians in Syria. The various comprehensions 

and utilisations of the concept complicate the ‘ideal’ implementation of R2P. 

 

 

8.3. Reforming R2P 

I propose a reforming of R2P, in order for the international community to fulfil its role of protecting 

the Syrian civilians. I seek to outline a ‘new’ alternative to the concept, as the analysis and discussion 

demonstrate a gap between the ‘ideal’ and ‘actual’ R2P. In order for the international community to 

improve its reputation in Syria and to better the protection of the civilians in agreement with R2P, I 

recommend that the UN and its member states further explore the Brazilian normative evolution of 

R2P, with the proposal of ‘Responsibility while Protecting’ (RwP). Given how the international 

community sought to the use of military interventions, the Brazilian proposal of “RwP [articulates] 

the need for responsible means of protection, particularly when military force is used in the name of 

collective security and humanitarianism” (Tourinho, Stuenkel, & Brockmeier, 2015, p. 134). RwP 

seeks to improve the effectiveness of R2P, by carefully considering the methods and implementation 

of the ‘ideal’ concept. Even though the ‘ideal’ R2P argues how military interventions are a last resort, 

the international community utilised military forces in the Syrian Civil War. Facing the reality and 

the ‘actual’ use of R2P, RwP assists in the justification and reasoning of such military interventions. 

“RwP [assists in making] the political debate about the relative utility of military force for protections 

purposes more clear and nuanced” (Tourinho, Stuenkel, & Brockmeier, 2015, p. 135). 
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I do not consider the Brazilian proposal as a concept overruling the core principles of R2P. RwP 

functions as a “[…] contribution to organise the discussion about the use of force and collective 

security regarding R2P in a clearer way […]” (Tourinho, Stuenkel, & Brockmeier, 2015, p. 141). In 

order words, RwP serves as a ‘code of conduct’ for R2P, as it develops ‘guidelines’ and ‘parameters’ 

for optimising the ‘ideal’ and ‘actual’ R2P. Instead of questioning the merits of R2P, the Brazilian 

proposal of RwP seeks to question UNSC’s working methods (Tourinho, Stuenkel, & Brockmeier, 

2015, p. 141). As the general debate within the analysed statement shows a concern with military 

interventions in Syria, RwP clarifies the use of military force. RwP is not a concept ‘normalising’ 

military intervention. However, it functions as a tool for balancing the consequences of a military 

intervention, before utilising this last resort to assist a humanitarian crisis. The latter improves the 

focus on protecting the Syrian civilians in agreement with R2P, as RwP illustrates a framework for 

accounting for the purpose for military interventions if humanitarian interventions are deemed 

unsuccessful. 
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9. Conclusion 

Within this research, I sought to answer to what extent the international community fulfilled its role 

of protecting the Syrian civilians in agreement with UN’s concept of R2P, as statements regarding 

the international community’s actions from the civil society and civic society were analysed. I found 

that the framing of the civil society were prone to argue for a failure to protect, within the international 

community. Thus neglecting the international responsibility to protect civilians in a humanitarian 

crisis. The statements from Amnesty International, Human Rights Watch and Syrian civilians, 

demonstrated a strong dissatisfaction and critique with the international community’s respond to the 

crisis. Moreover, a lack of attention towards protecting the Syrian civilians. According to the analysed 

statements by the civil society, the theoretical consideration of game theory suggested that both US 

and Russia demonstrated conflictual behaviour when cooperating. Both states agreed on solving the 

crisis, but did not agree on the method. Furthermore, the US and Russian behaviour were consistent 

with game theory’s prisoner’s dilemma, as both displayed the use of corruptive manners to succeed, 

by overruling Obama’s ‘red line’ and the Russian continuous use of veto power. Behavioural game 

theory suggested how US and Russia based their actions on strategic decisions, to optimise individual 

power relations, rather than optimising the protection of civilians. 

Similar to the civil society, UN illustrated its distress with the international community’s work, as 

well as the lack of cooperation among the UN member states. UN suggested that by cooperating, the 

international community would able to implement R2P and protect the Syrian civilians. UN’s 

statements solely presented their frame of the international community’s actions. However, the 

analysed statements by US and Russia presented how their focuses were mainly on blaming the other 

parties for failing to protect, whilst glorifying own actions. For this, behavioural theory suggested 

that the US and Russian strategic behaviour illustrated a classical ‘blame game’, in which the actors 

focused on emphasising the others’ mistakes. US and Russia blamed and accused each other’s actions; 

they attempted to create a ‘bad’ reputation of the other party, whilst commending own actions. A 

game behaviour seeking to diminish the faith in the other party. In addition to the portrayed aspects 

of behavioural game theory, prisoner’s dilemma confirms corruptive actions. The actions by US and 

Russia merely displayed an interest for optimising individual games and interests, wherein political 

and national interests were attended first. 

Hereafter, I conducted a discussion based on the results discovered in the presentation of the ‘ideal’ 

R2P and the analysis of the ‘actual’ R2P. The discussion’s foundation for comparing and discussing 
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the ‘ideal’ and ‘actual’ R2P, was to examine the gap between the two comprehensions of the concept. 

This was done in order to illustrate whether any visible patterns, in the international community’s 

behaviour, could clarify the lack of protection of the Syrian civilians. Here, I identified how the ‘ideal’ 

R2P did not fit the ‘actual’ R2P, as the international community demonstrated contradicting 

behaviour in correlation with the ‘ideal’ use of the concept. UN deemed R2P as a ‘milestone’ for 

advancing the international community’s response to any humanitarian crisis. However, UN 

discovered that the ‘actual’ use of the concept was disappointing. The international community did 

not fulfil its responsibility to protect, as the ‘actual’ R2P revealed shameful results. Similar to this, 

the general opinion in US, in the beginning stages of R2P, endorsed the concept’s use for its potential 

in ameliorating the humanitarian crisis in Syria. Yet, US’s demonstration of the ‘actual’ use of R2P 

merely suggested that, the international community failed in its responsibility to protect. Whilst 

accusing Russia for acting irresponsible by bombing medical facilities and not fulfilling its promise 

of removing chemical weapons. UN member states established dominant behaviour, which 

complicated the protection of the Syrian civilians in agreement with R2P.  

However, the Russian and the scholarly opinion from the beginning stressed a concern with the 

concept. They suspected that, the international community would apply different comprehensions of 

R2P, in order to account for acting based on individual interests. A consequence of this, the crisis 

worsened due to incorrect use of R2P. Russia even expressed its concern with US’s involvement in 

Syria, as US demonstrated brutal behaviour to maximise American security and power. Similar to 

Russia, the included studies deemed the R2P initiative to fail. The ‘ideal’ core principles of the 

concept were unclear, thus complicating the ‘actual’ use of R2P. Already from the beginning, Russia 

and the scholarly thoughts reckoned that the international community would fail to protect the Syrian 

civilians in agreement with R2P. The discussion exemplified how the ‘ideal’ R2P did not fit the 

‘actual’ R2P, as the international community did not conform to the three core responsibilities of 

R2P. The responsibility to prevent, the responsibility to react and the responsibility to rebuild.  

Resulting this, I proposed a ‘new’ alternative to R2P, by suggesting the reestablishment of Brazil’s 

proposal of RwP. By implementing RwP as a tool for articulating for the need responsible means of 

protecting the civilians, for example the initiating of military interventions, the international 

community would be able to consider the methods of the ‘ideal’ R2P. Thus facilitating a proper use 

of R2P and ensuring the protection of the civilians. RwP provides a tool for contributing to organising 

R2P, in order to optimise the use of the concept. An optimisation leading to bettering the international 

community’s protection of the Syrian civilians. 
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Furthermore, the theoretical considerations presented various explanations of the gap between the 

‘ideal’ and ‘actual’ R2P, as well as the international community’s behaviour to protect the Syrian 

civilians. As stated in the analysis, a battle of power is evident between US and Russia and the 

battlefield is Syria. This briefly sums up the results of the theory of framing, as framing has proven 

how US and Russia focused more on criticising the other’s actions and behaviour, instead of focusing 

on the Syrians need for humanitarian assistance. Additionally, the application of framing suggested 

that UN focused more on criticising the actions of the international community, rather than 

communicating a stable solution. The overall frame evident in the analysis, called for an immediate 

response from the international community. Hitherto, Amnesty International, HRW and the Syrian 

civilians framed their dissatisfaction with the international community’s actions. Complimenting 

these results, game theory revealed how US and Russia focused more on optimising individual power 

relations and creating mistrust in the other’s actions. For example, the analysis displayed how US 

remarked that, Russia could not live up to its promises and disregarded peaceful sanctions. Whereas 

US’s actions proved successful. Russia explained how the involvement of US in the Syrian crisis led 

to a rise of terror organisations, whilst Russia aimed to protect the civilians according to the 

international law. An attempt to create mistrust in other involved parties, demonstrated a quest for 

enhancing the faith in own actions. By questioning the other’s actions, whilst glorifying own 

behaviour, game theory suggested that US and Russia aspired to appear as the superior actor in the 

Syrian conflict. The behaviour stems from a pursuit for optimising personal interests, something that 

UN agreed on. 

Given the abovementioned, I conclude that the international community has not fulfilled its role 

of protecting the Syrian civilians. The international community has not conformed to the ‘ideal’ R2P. 

The analysis and discussion showed a gap between the ‘ideal’ and ‘actual’ R2P. UN, US and Russia 

acted based on individual political motives, neglecting the protection of the Syrian civilians. The lack 

of common conception of R2P played a major part in prolonging the Syrian Civil War, as the Syrian 

civilians have not yet received the needed humanitarian assistance. US and Russia have focused more 

on blaming each other for the ‘insufficient’ and ‘incompetent’ behaviour, instead of focusing on 

bettering the crisis. This ‘blame game’ has resulted in them not attending to the ‘ideal’ R2P, which 

has resulted in failing to protect the Syrian civilians. The concept of R2P has not failed as reckoned 

by the international concern. Moreover, the international community’s strategic behaviour caused the 

damage. Brazil’s previous suggestion of RwP would hereto render a framework to optimise the 

implementation of R2P. In order for the international community to fulfil its responsibility towards 
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the Syrian civilians is to realise the actual needs of the civilians – the need for humanitarian assistance. 

The ongoing fight for power optimisation and increasement of individual interests need to cease. The 

actors in the international community need to compromise on their individual interests and focus on 

protecting the Syrian civilians. I believe that it is safe to say that the international community has 

protected the Syrian civilians rhetorically, instead of practically protected them. 
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