Why did the United Nations move away from the principle of non-inference in the internal affairs of states (UN Charter 1945) towards the principle of responsibility to protect?
The responsibility to protect is the most essential of all the responsibilities that sovereignty entails; if a state is unable to or will not defends its citizens from such harm, 'then coercive intervention for human protection purposes, including ultimately military intervention, by others in the international community may be warranted in extreme cases' (Evans, Sahnoun, p1) . There have been dramatic changes in international relations since the UN was created in 1945 that have had a serious effect on the responsibility of United Nations as a protector of the international system. The Cold War fought by the US and the USSR held back the performance of the UN Security Council, as the veto could be employed by any of the permanent five members (China, USSR, US, UK and France) each time the foremost security of the US or USSR were endangered. A new awareness of human rights along with issues associated with globalisation, such as terrorism and economic interdependence; have lead to a promotion towards the principle of responsibility to protect and a loosening over the importance of sovereignty as a reason not to interfere in a states own affairs.

The responsibility to protect changed the tone from what was previously described as the 'right to intervene.' It reflects an alteration in perception, the responsibility to protect suggests an assessment of any problems from the viewpoint of those desiring support, a duty to protect society from mass murder, women from systematic rape and children from hunger, instead of those who might be considering interference. Furthermore, the responsibility to protect recognizes that the main responsibility in this regard lies with the country in question, and that it is simply if the state is incapable or disinclined to execute this duty, then it becomes the obligation of the worldwide community to replace it. Normally, the state will 'seek to acquit its responsibility in full and active partnership with representatives of the international community. Thus the responsibility to protect is more of a linking concept that bridges the divide between intervention and sovereignty' (Evans and Sahnoun, p17); the suggestion of a right to intervene is inherently more antagonistic.

A vitally significant 'contextual dimension of the current debate on intervention for human protection purposes is the new opportunity and capacity for common action that have resulted from the end of the Cold War' (Evans and Sahnoun, p6). For arguably the first occasion since the UN was created, there was now a realistic chance of the UNSC undertaking the task designed for it in the UN Charter. 'Between '1945 to 1990, 193 substantive vetoes were invoked in the UNSC, compared to only 19 substantive vetoes from 1990 to 2007' (Baylis, Smith and Owens p319). An innovative type of peacekeeping materialised after the Cold War had finished. In these assignments it was more accepted that force might have to be used to attain humanitarian outcomes; as a result of an enhanced recognition that it may be necessary to interfere within a states jurisdiction. These developments revealed a mounting anxiety over the issue of fairness for individuals and circumstances inside states. However, previously the UN had assisted in encouraging the established understanding over the importance of worldwide order as a mean to allow justice for individuals; therefore, such a recent emphasise on individual rights was a momentous development. A problem with undertaking such new responsibilities was that it appeared to contradict the theory of non-intervention. 'At the founding of the UN, sovereignty was regarded as central to the system of states. States were equal members of international society and were equal with regards to international law.' Sovereignty, moreover, suggested that states acknowledged no higher authority, making the principle of responsibility to protect hard to achieve.

The complexity in loosening the concept of non-intervention must not be undervalued. This evolution can be explained due to a change in the international atmosphere. The Cold War conflict between the Communist and Capitalist blocks meant member states were unwilling to engage in the issue of sovereignty of states. Jean Kirkpatrick's infamous report, advising the toleration of abhorrent rulers in Latin America as a means to defeat communism (Kirkpatrick, Jeane, 1982), was a rational report of the existing circumstances. Furthermore 'the process of decolonization had privileged statehood over justice' (Baylis, Smith and Owens p321) and helped result in the absolute right to self-rule. The condition of individuals following independence was first dealt with by Beitz in his book 'Theory and International Relations' (Beitz 1979). This lead to further arguments being made that 'states were merely conditional entities in that their rights to exist should be dependent on a criterion of performance with regard to the interest of their citizens' (Walzer, 1977). These opinions allow for the adjustments in the ethical content of international relations.

The principle of the responsibility to protect evolved largely due to the failures of humanitarian intervention. Once the Cold War was over, it was appreciated that challenges to global stability and peace did not simply originate from violence among states. Instead, international peace was also endangered by 'civil conflict, humanitarian emergencies and violations of human rights' (Baylis, Smith and Owens p322). It was understood that internal conflicts had now replaced inter-state conflict and civilians now made up the vast majority of casualties, not members of the military. Humanitarian intervention has been contentious both when it took place, as well as when it has failed to materialise. The Rwanda genocide in 1994 set clear the extreme dangers of non-intervention. The UN Secretariat as well as permanent members of UNSC we aware that officials associated with the government of the time were preparing for genocide; UN military were nearby, although not in adequate amounts, at the beginning and 'credible strategies were available to prevent, or at least greatly mitigate, the slaughter which followed' (Evans and Sahnoun, p1). However, the UNSC declined to take the required response. That was a failure of global action and will at the uppermost point. Its upshots was not purely a humanitarian tragedy for Rwanda: in the 'aftermath, many African peoples concluded that, for all the rhetoric about the universality of human rights, some human lives end up mattering a great deal less' (Evans and Sahnoun, p1) to the UN than others.

One of the reason why there has been a move towards the responsibility to protect in the UN is due to changing concerns and anxieties of the 21st century; presenting entirely original sorts of problems from those that confronted the earth n at the UN's founding in 1945. This has lead to new prospects for action and new values of behaviour in domestic and worldwide relationships. Ever since the terrorist attacks on the 11th September 2001 in NY, it has 'become evident that the war against terrorism the world must now fight -one with no contested frontiers and a largely invisible enemy - is one like no other war before it'(Evans and Sahnoun, p3). The shocking events of 9/11 brought to the forefront the international reaction to terrorism and the means of tackling this issue often through intervention, as shown by wars such as Afghanistan and Iraq. The existing arguments over intervention for humanitarian reasons also 'take place in a historical, political and legal context of evolving international standards of conduct for states and individuals' (Evans and Sahnoun, p6). Human rights have now developed into a central part of international law; with some crucial milestones in this progression such as 'The Universal Declaration of Human Rights, the four Geneva Conventions and the 1948 Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide'(Evans, Sahnoun, p6). Although in some many cases improperly put into practice, these agreements have 'significantly changed expectations at all levels about what is and what is not acceptable conduct by states and other actors'(Evans and Sahnoun, p6).

Directly associated to this new consciousness of humanity and a new understanding for human affliction has been the consequence of globalization in increasing economic interdependence between states. Globalization resulted in closer links at all levels and an evident inclination in the direction of multilateral cooperation. It is apparent that the 'realities of globalization and growing interdependency have often been important factors in prompting states in promoting prevention, and also in calling for intervention in situations that seem to be spiralling out of control'(Evans and Sahnoun, p7). In conclusion, in an address to the 54th session of the UN General Assembly in September 1999, Secretary-General Kofi Annan demanded Member States start to find a solution to the conflict involving the values of non-interference concerning state-sovereignty and the 'responsibility to the international community to respond to massive human rights violations and ethnic cleansing' (Annan, Kofi, 1999). These conflicting responses still exist today with principles of state sovereignty still remaining the fundamental principle of world order. Nevertheless there has been a dramatic development towards a responsibility to protect; largely to due to the end of the Cold War, with a new emphasis on human rights, and a new understanding of human tragedies A 2004 report under Kofi Anna's guidance underlined the interrelated 'nature of security threats, and presented development, security and human right as mutely reinforcing' (Baylis, Smith and Owens, p3) and it is arguably for this reason which has seen the UN adopt the principle of the responsibility to protect.
