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Abstract Article Info 
British foreign policy at different times can be explained based on 
different theories of international relations. In the two periods of 
its military intervention in the Kosovo and Libya wars, the reasons 
and justifications of the Labour and Conservative governments 
rely on the theory of the English school of international relations 
and can be interpreted on this basis. However, the approaches 
adopted by Tony Blair and David Cameron, influenced by 
evolving international norms and geopolitical considerations, 
show continuity and differences in the country's foreign policy. 
Accordingly, the main question of the research is: What are the 
reasons for Britain's entry and intervention that led to its 
performance under NATO missions and reflected the differences 
in the foreign policy approaches of the two Labour (Tony Blair) 
and Conservative (David Cameron) parties in the Kosovo and 
Libya wars? This article is based on the answer to this question 
and the hypothesis that Britain, during the rule of both the Labour 
Party and the Conservative Party, justified its entry into the wars 
in Kosovo and Libya and advanced its national goals by using 
humanitarian reasons and taking advantage of the capacity of 
international organizations such as NATO and the Security 
Council. In order to reach the research question and hypothesis, 
the English school of international relations is used, and the data 
of this research, which is the result of analyzing the content of the 
speeches of the then British prime ministers using MAXQDA 
software and the Attridge-Stirling method, point to the fact that 
Britain in both wars was completely based on humanitarian 
reasons and based on the solidarity principle of the English 
school, but the Labour Party was more interested in global 
influence and, in contrast to the Conservative Party, sought to 
advance diplomacy. 
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Extended Abstract 
Background 
The British government’s decision to intervene militarily in the Kosovo 
War (1999) and the Libyan Civil War (2011) marked significant shifts 
in its foreign policy. These interventions were led by two different 
prime ministers from opposing political parties: Tony Blair from the 
Labour Party and David Cameron from the Conservative Party. The 
justification for involvement in both wars was primarily based on 
humanitarian concerns, strategic national interests, domestic political 
calculations, and the commitment to maintaining an active international 
presence through NATO. While Blair’s intervention in Kosovo was 
shaped by the lessons learned from Bosnia and Rwanda, Cameron’s 
approach in Libya was influenced by the establishment of the 
Responsibility to Protect (R2P) doctrine, recognized by the United 
Nations in 2005.  
 

Aim  
This study aims to comparatively analyze the fundamental principles 
and intervention strategies of the Labour and Conservative governments 
of the United Kingdom in the Kosovo and Libya wars via the English 
School of International Relations. By examining the speeches of Blair and 
Cameron using qualitative content analysis, this research seeks to explore 
the rationale for military interventions, the role of NATO, and the impact 
of international norms on British foreign policy.  
 

Methodology 
This study employs a comparative qualitative approach to analyze the 
UK’s interventions in Kosovo and Libya, focusing on the decision-
making processes of the Labour and Conservative governments. Using 
content analysis, the research examines key speeches, and policy 
statements made by Tony Blair and David Cameron to identify patterns 
in justification, strategic reasoning, and devotion to international 
norms. Then, in order to analyze the data, MAXQDA was used for 
extracting the patterns. In addition, the Attridge-Stirling method 
provided the network map which indicates that the devotion of the PMs 
toward norms. 
 

Discussion and Findings 
The UK’s intervention in Kosovo under Tony Blair was framed as a 
moral duty to prevent ethnic cleansing and genocide. Blair’s speeches 
emphasized humanitarian intervention and the doctrine of an 
"international community" that must act in cases of severe human rights 
violations. This approach aligned with the solidarist perspective of the 
English School, which argues that sovereignty should not serve as a 
barrier when human rights are at stake. Blair's advocacy for NATO-led 
interventions without UN approval set a precedent for later 
humanitarian missions. 
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In contrast, Cameron's intervention in Libya was legally sanctioned 
under UN Security Council Resolution 1973, which authorized "all 
necessary measures" to protect civilians. The Libyan intervention was 
framed within the R2P doctrine, suggesting an evolution in 
international norms toward humanitarian intervention. The case of 
Libya demonstrated both the possibilities and limitations of the R2P 
framework when used as a justification for military action. 

A comparative analysis of the two interventions reveals key 
differences in strategy and justification. While Blair relied on moral and 
ethical arguments to defend action without a UN mandate, Cameron 
sought legitimacy through multilateral institutions. The Kosovo 
intervention occurred at a time when the world was wrestling with the 
consequences of inaction in Bosnia and Rwanda, leading to stronger 
support for interventionist policies. In contrast, Libya’s intervention 
occurred in the context of the Arab Spring, where Western powers were 
eager to support democratic uprisings, but the lack of post-intervention 
planning created long-term security challenges. 
 
Conclusion 
The UK’s approach to military intervention in Kosovo and Libya, 
despite being under different leadership and political parties, 
demonstrated a continuity in its commitment to humanitarian 
intervention. Both Blair and Cameron justified their actions on ethical 
and humanitarian approaches, reflecting the solidarist perspective of the 
English School of International Relations. However, Blair’s 
intervention in Kosovo, was largely successful in achieving its 
humanitarian goals and was perceived as a necessary action to prevent 
ethnic cleansing. Cameron’s intervention in Libya, despite being legally 
sanctioned, faced long-term strategic failures due to the absence of a 
clear post-war plan. 

Overall, this research illustrates that while the UK’s justification for 
intervention remained based in humanitarian rhetoric, its execution 
varied significantly based on geopolitical contexts and lessons learned 
from previous conflicts. The evolution from Blair’s Kosovo strategy to 
Cameron’s Libya approach reflects broader shifts in international 
politics, particularly concerning the role of NATO, the UN, and the 
legitimacy of military interventions under international law. 
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