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Maps of Libya 
Figure 1: Map of Libya’s Regions
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Figure 2 : The Tribal Map of Libya 
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I. Introduction 
The Arab Spring affected almost everyone in North Africa and the Middle East. The massively publicized movements of the Arab Spring seemingly provided the masses with ways to speak up and present their life demands. With freedom sirens echoing in the streets of the Arab Spring countries, one country caught the international community's attention, paving the way towards an armed intervention. Before 2011, Libya was rarely mentioned in news outlets except to highlight that a totalitarian dictator ruled it at odds with western perceptions and liberal ideologies. Libya nonetheless garnered attention in 2011 when civilians protested for human rights in the streets of Benghazi, similar to other Arab Spring protests in different countries. 
This research paper attempts to understand how widespread protests organized in the name of democracy failed miserably in achieving a legitimate sovereign government after Qaddafi's regime. Furthermore, it will look at how the demonstrations with fundamental democratic principles played a part in setting Libya in motion towards its current status  as a failed state on the international level. The paper will examine the unfolding of the Arab Spring and how the lack of clearly articulated internal coalition in opposition to the Qaddafi regime contributed to the movements, sparked by Arab Spring, in Libya. There are multiple layers which this research paper will explore, including the different ways the uprising was presented and covered internationally. Because the essence of this paper is to examine the failure of the Arab Spring, I use Jeff Goodwin and Theda Skocpol's theoretical framework in Explaining Revolutions in the Contemporary Third World as the main theoretical focus (Goodwin & Skocpol, 1989). The reason for choosing Goodwin and Skocpol is because they provide a comprehensive understanding of revolution, explaining why some revolutions are more prone to fail than others as a result of coalition and regime types.
Consequently, Goodwin and Skocpol's revolution analysis speak to Libya's multi-layered governing periods that carry economic, social, and political change. Looking at Libya historically and currently using Goodwin and Skocpol will provide a more precise portrayal of why Libya's Arab Spring met its failing fate in 2011. Hence, this paper will explore Why the Libyan Political Transition Failure Led to the Descent Into Civil War. I will argue that Libya failed to establish a sovereign state after the Arab Spring because there were no standing coalitions that backed Libya during the protests. The absence of coalitions opened Libya into a devastating period that resulted in international intervention and later a chaotic transition with no existing coalition instead, a state with increased divisions. 
The first section explores Libya's historical context, examining the colonial period, the Monarchy's relationship with the United States and England, Qaddafi's coup and establishment of his visionary government, as well as Libya's difficult relationships with international states. Providing an overview of Libya's history will provide a critical idea of the transition it went through. Moreover, it will provide a glimpse of the travesties Libyans endured and assist in establishing a clear timeline to the events of the Arab Spring. 
The second section discusses the unfolding of the Arab Spring in Libya. It looks at how the movement found its way to the outskirts of Benghazi, where civilians took the streets to protest the arrest of a prominent Libyan lawyer who went out against Qaddafi's rule. It also examines the international intervention efforts that resulted in NATO operations against Qaddafi and his regime. 
The third section explores Goodwin and Skocpol's article in relation to Libya. Although their framework focuses on revolution in a classic sense, it provides useful conceptual tools for thinking about uprisings such as those associated with the coup against the Libyan monarch by Qaddafi, and the Arab Spring uprisings. 
II. Libya’s Geography and Population: Overview 

Libya is located in the center of the coast of North Africa on the Mediterranean. It borders Egypt from the east, Sudan, Chad, Niger from the south, and Algeria and Tunisia from the west. Moreover, it has an area of 679,358 square miles (1,759,530 million square kilometers). It is the fourth largest country in Africa and the 16th largest country on Earth (Oyeniyi, 2017, pg. 2). The geography of Libya lies across 16 full degrees of longitude (9 °- 25 °) and more than 14 full degrees of latitude (18°, 45°, and 33°). "Between 93 and 95 percent of Libya's total landmass is either semidesert or in the heart of the Sahara Desert itself" (Oyeniyi, 2017, pg. 3). 
Libya can be divided into three major regions: Tripolitania in the northwest, Cyrenaica in the east, and Fezzan in the south. Each region has its specific historical conditions that have played a part in the construction of Libya today. Starting with Tripolitania, it is recognized as one of the most critical regions in Libya. Libya's capital Tripoli has a population of 1.1 million people and is located on the northwest coast by the Mediterranean Sea and near the desert. Tripoli is one of Libya’s main cities: its political, social, and economic hub. Tripolitania as a political region has been the seat of  national sovereignty  during colonial period, the monarchy, the Qaddafi regime, and, today, the Government of National Unity. Libya's second-largest region in Cyrenaica. It main city, Benghazi, " previously had joint-capital status alongside Tripoli, and […] remains an important center of government and commerce. It is home to Libya's parliament and national library, as well as major companies and organizations" (World Population Review, 2022). Benghazi has a population of 700,000 residents who dwell in vast landscapes concentrating "on the coast and the Jabal al Akdar' Green Mountain' "(Passon & Braun, 2020, pg. 25). Contemporary, Benghazi is where the protests and demonstrations against Qaddafi's regime first began.
Benghazi, and its broader region, has suffered tremendously from the Arab Spring and drew international attention and intervention. In addition, Benghazi was also the focus of intense  international press interest because of the attack on the American embassy in 2012. As a result of the attack, the United States ordered a raid to capture the individuals believed to be responsible (American Journal of International Law, 2014). Fezzan is the third Libyan region, which "can be described as the one, which does belong neither to Tripolitania nor to the Cyrenaica" (Passon & Braun, 2020, pg. 25). Fezzan is characterized by "rocky, gravel or sandy desert areas" (Passon & Braun, 2020, pg. 26). This region also houses many of Libya's historical artifacts and the imprints of the previous Berber civilization (Passon & Braun, 2020, pg. 27). Though it cannot be explored in detail here, the three regions showcase Libya’s diversity and key historical division of its colonial past. 
III. Libya’s Historical Context

European colonialism took the world by storm, forcing its power, ideology, religions, and civilization across most world regions. In 1884, European imperialism was endorsed in the Berlin Conference that led European leaders to establish territorial marks and borders in Africa, as a sign of ownership in what is known as the “the scramble for Africa” (Stone, 1987, pg. 58). Italy was one among the colonial empires that took a massive interest in Africa and trained its power on Libya, Somalia, Ethiopia, and Eritrea. Afraid of losing out to the mighty European colonial empires such as the British and the French, Italy felt threatened, fearing for its Mediterranean borders. Consequently, Italy became determined to secure a “breathing space” to take control and safeguard its power (St John, 2014, 45).
 Italy’s colonial capacity in the 19th century was restricted due to internal political struggles that left it financially incapable of colonizing extensive territories. During a period where Africa had been marked by colonial hunger, John Bruce indicates that Libya was among the last unoccupied territories in the region. This sparked Italian foreign policy to project a colonial future in the region (St John, 2014, pg.171). Giuseppe Mazzini, an ideologue of the Risorgimento, claimed that “North Africa must belong to Italy” as a result of its strategic location. Libya overlooks the Mediterranean Sea, potentially providing Italy with a strategic position from which to control the sea from both sides (St John, 2014, pg.171).
 Even though the plans for conquering Libya were clear, Italy delayed its plan of action until 1900 when the Italian Prime Minister Francesco Crispi drew attention to “the strategic importance of Libya” and warned of the threatening possibility that another power might occupy it (Wright, 2010, pg. 104). Italy justified its invasion of Libya by asserting it had been forced to act quickly to respond to French expansion in the region (Wright, 2010, pg. 104).  The Italian occupation is one of the most brutal experiences in Libyan history. On October first, 1911, Italy arrived in Libya to claim its land and expel the Turkish empire, which had occupied Libya since the 16th century.  
Italy was unprepared for the significant opposition that they would face from the Turks and the Libyans. Italy's efforts to take Libya with the least trouble at home and abroad met with strong resistance and confrontation from the Turkish Empire. The latter engaged in a fierce battle to protect its presence in Libya. The policy of “peaceful penetration” and of securing Libya quickly and with few casualties, however, was soon realized to be a failure due to the difficulty of the negotiations with the Turkish Empire (Wright, 2010, pg. 113). Not only was the “peaceful penetration” a failure, it, also, caused Italy financial strains until the ceasefire between the two parties in 1912 was signed in the Treaty of Lausanne. 
Native Libyans had little knowledge of the treaty between the Turks and Italians; they were handed to the Italians as if they were cheap commodities, easily exchanged. Even though Turkey handed Libya to Italy on a silver platter, Italian colonial power was immediately confronted by Libyan resistance movements. Libyans gathered from all cities to form an alliance and fight against the Italians. It needs to be understood that Libyan resistance against Italy was extraordinary considering the little military experience they had and the lack of semi-automatic weapons at their disposal. According to Raza, Libyans had internalized the idea “Muslims ought not live under non-Muslim rule” which created a vast resistance among Libyans against the Italian occupation ( 2012, pg. 98). 
The year 1920 is considered one of the darkest years in Libyan history; it was infused with violence, brutality, and barbarism. The Italian conquest in Libya has been described as one of the “bloodiest colonial wars” (Yeaw, 2018, pg. 792). General Rodolfo Graziani formulated a policy that involved “constructing a four-meter- thick 300-kilometer fence along the Libyan- Egyptian borders” (Yeaw, 2018, pg. 792). This fence was built as a control mechanism to prevent Libyan resistance groups from accessing their supply routes into Egypt (Yeaw, 2018, pg. 792). 
After noticing the ineffectiveness of the various strategies to limit the mobility of Libyans, the Italian army incarcerated them in concentration camps, nurturing fear among them, using poison gas, bombing, and strafing, and through confiscating and slaughtering livestock (Ballinger, 2016, pg. 819). All of these Italian atrocities spoke to the underlying colonial greed. However, the execution of Omar al-Mukhtar came to be seen as a significant defeat for Libya, by which point Italy controlled Cyrenaica and Tripolitania, Libya’s two largest regions.  
The pain Libyans faced at the hands of the Italians is incomprehensible: hundreds of thousands of lost lives, which can arguably be considered a form of ethnic cleansing. According to Michael Mann, in his book The Dark Side of Democracy, which explores ethnic cleansing, "during 1928-1932 the pacification of Libya killed almost a quarter of the 225,000 people in Cyrenaica" (Mann, 2005, 309). There were women, children, and elderly who were tortured, poisoned, or killed because of their family ties. The Italians dealt with the resistance and the rebels by executing them by gunfire, public hanging, or one of the worst ways to die, forcing them to jump from planes. In the words taken from Italian General Graziani's orders "we must continue with the work of destruction" (Mann, 2005, 309). 
	Although Italy’s rule in Libya was extremely painful to civilians, World War II brought a considerable ease. Fascist Italy joined forces with Nazi Germany in June 1940. Because of this, Libyans sought to make a deal with Great Britain to guarantee national independence. Britain was eager to defeat Italy, especially since General Graziani had attempted to take over the Suez Canal, which resulted in a battle between the two colonial powers. “Tripoli fell to the British Eight Army on January 23, 1943, and the conquest of Libya completed by February” (Wright, 1982, pg. 45). Negotiations between the British and Sanussi Amirati took place in Egypt, where they agreed on a proclamation and on the formation of a Libyan government under the name ’Sanusi”. The Libyan government was empowered to form political, military, and financial accords with the British government to push forward Libyan independence. 
	In the midst of these new developments, many Libyans were eager to push the agenda of independence forward; the pressure led Britain to delay any confirmation on the subject as they were not ready to commit to any choices until World War II ended. Nevertheless, Anthony Eden, the British Prime Minister, declared in the House of Commons that “his majesty’s government is determined that at the end of the war, the Sunussi of Cyrenaica will in no circumstances again fall under Italian domination” (Wright, 1984, pg. 47). 
	Great Britain played a crucial role in the development of Libya and its potential liberation. Nonetheless, Italy still managed to retain its power over Tripolitania along with other Western colonial powers, such as Britain and France, holding on to their control over the rest of the Libyan regions. St Johns indicates that the British government established a military administration to administer Cyrenaica and Tripolitania; a French military base was also established in Fezzan in January of 1943 (St John, 2008, pg. 85). The level of British maneuvering is inconceivable without incentives; in fact, imperial Britain was intent on exploring how it would benefit from Libya’s geographic location. This was an obvious source of despair for Libyans engaged in negotiations They were concerned because Prime Minister Eden’s speech conveyed little validation of the Libyan desire for independence (St John, 2008, pg. 85).
	There were attempts to implement an agreement between President Roosevelt and Prime Minister Winston Churchill to secure British-American interest on Libyan Soil. Libya was put under an international Trusteeship that was discussed in the Quebec Conference in 1943. The Libyan case was addressed in various deliberations among foreign powers in 1945: “the proposal included a ten-year administration over a unified Libya after which time the territory would become independent” (St John, 2008, pg. 91). Italy then signed a treaty of peace in 1947 abdicating its colonial claims in Libya, Eritrea, and Somalia. With Italy’s exodus from Libya, the United States recognized the importance of Libya as a vital location for the control and surveillance of North Africa and the Middle East, especially considering Israeli-Egyptian relations and the concern over Soviet influence. 
	As a result, “the Department of State on August 28, 1947, recommended the United States secure a series of air base facilities in the region… in the West by the facility at Wheelus field outside of Tripoli” (St John, 2008, pg. 91).  The United Kingdom of Libya became an independent, and sovereign state in 1951 ruled and governed by King Idris I. Hence, Libya became one of the first states to achieve independence post World War II "and the first and only state created by the General Assembly of the United Nations" (St John, 2008, pg. 108). Even though Libya gained independence, the government formed under the Monarchy remained weak, financially unstable, and inexperienced with state and international politics. Libya's independence was an illusion; it was, in reality, a "loyal Anglo-American vassal state, administered by a king relying heavily on London and a set of British advisers" (Van Genugten, 2016, pg. 59). 
Subsequently, "the Idris regime mostly sought to balance the interests of the Western powers, upon whose support the Libyan economy depended, against the growing claims of Arab nationalism" (St John, 2008, pg. 112). Libya's relationship with the West, specifically with the United States and the United Kingdom, contributed to Libyan Arab nationalism. During the monarchical period, many treaties were signed between Libya, the United States, and the United Kingdom. For instance, Britain and Libya signed a bilateral treaty for 20 years in 1953 that entailed promising "each other not to adopt, concerning foreign policies, positions inconsistent with the spirit of the alliance or attitudes that could create difficulties for the other party" (Van Genugten, 2016, pg. 60). Under the treaty, Britain had complete access to Libyan air and ground space. They were approved to enable aircraft and ground vehicles to survey Libya's geography and geology. Britain agreed to provide Libya with military equipment and a defense system under the agreement in response. As reported by Van Genugten, these tactics were a sidetrack because "The British desire to influence developments in Libya was part of a larger strategic attempt to remain a player of significance in the Middle East region" (2016, pg. 60). Because the Libyan Monarchy was orchestrated by Western power, there was a rise of Libyan oppositional groups and pan- Arab movements. These movements demonstrated the weakness of the Monarchy and its reliance on a foreign power for assistance and legitimacy (St. John, 2008, pg. 119-120). What happened in Libya during the 50s and 60s raised concerns regarding where the country was heading. Primarily because of the Monarchy's ties with Western powers. 
On September 1st, 1969, a group of “free unionists’ officers” overthrew the Libyan Monarchy in what was called the ‘White Revolution’ because of its bloodless nature. After their coup, “the twelve-member central committee of the Free Unionists Officers constituted a revolutionarily Command Council (RCC) which exercised supreme executive and legislative authority throughout Libya” (St John, 2008, pg. 134). What once belonged to colonial power, became the property of Libyans. When Qaddafi became the head of the Libyan state, after the Coup's success, he drastically changed Libya’s internal structure and its external relations. Qaddafi made sure to disconnect all foreign communication, agreements and treaties that had been put in place during the previous administration. Furthermore, he was rigid in the way he conducted politics. Due to his upbringing as an Arab pan-nationalist, his views were increasingly radical, which contributed to structuring how he was viewed internationally. Although the 70s and 80s were considered the era of rising Arab nationalism. For example, to replace the old regime, Qaddafi expelled all foreign nationals from Libya, including Americans, British, and Italians. He was adamantly vocal about Western imperialism and its negative consequences for the Arab World (Vandewalle, 2008, pg.11). Many decisions, informed by the dominance of Islam in Libya, were made such as the closure of churches, American and British military bases, the banning of alcohol, the establishing of the Arabic language as an official language, and the expulsion of the majority of foreign nationals from Libya. After the 1969 revolution/coup, Libya was transformed from a kingdom into a republic. Qaddafi always thought of himself as a thinker, leader, and liberator. 
Libya under Qaddafi changed immensely. The focus was on elevating Libya’s standard of living. According to Vandewelle, “the per capita income at $2,168 in 1969 had improved dramatically from the subsistence level at the beginning of the monarchy, the increase was almost solely due to aid and, later, to hydro- carbon revenues” (2008, pg. 15-16). The increase in oil production managed to create a revolutionary path for a better life than the one that had previously shackled Libyans to western foreign control. Qaddafi was distrustful of democracy, thinking it was a mere mechanism for controlling people, and that it was just as bad as colonialism, fascism, and capitalism (Sawani, 2020, pg. 50-51). Of course, the West was not prepared for these unprecedented events, which took them by surprise, as did the strategic control Qaddafi and his fellow officers had over the country. Their patriotism and Arab Nationalism were met with intense opposition by Western countries because it put the latter’s interests in jeopardy. 
Following the Libyan revolution, Qaddafi laid the foundation that would define what Libya was and its image in the world. He established Libya as a pan-Arab state supporting the Arab struggle against imperialism and supporting neighboring countries against the Israeli occupation of Palestine. One important note to highlight is that Qaddafi was not predictable. He had a uniquely eccentric vision for Libya, wanting to create a unique country with a sophisticated political system. He was intent on changing Libya as a country and as a society, removing the shackles of colonialism and imperialism. However, not long after, he started to dream of Libya as his utopia in the making.
 	According to Qaddafi, the Cultural and Popular Revolution was to lead to a change in Libya’s political system: enacted “through popular committees that were to be formed by every village, town, college, factory, and school. The members of these communities were to be elected directly by the people and were to run everything from schools to companies to government offices” (Parageter, 2012, pg. 79). Qaddafi was keen to showcase this political structure as a replacement for the previous bureaucratic system, comprehensively changing the country to become his living vision (Parageter, 2012, pg. 79).  Qaddafi’s unique governing system, on paper, was a middling solution between capitalism and communism, in which he argued that “capitalism had transformed society into a circus that handed over the reins to individuals without any restraints, while ‘godless’ communism had turned humans into sheep because of its claim to solve economic problems by the total abolition of private property” (Parageter, 2012, pg. 80). In the terms proposed by Goodwin and Skocpol’s article Explaining Revolution in the Contemporary Third World, Libya, as I show below in detail, could be seen as a closed regime under Qaddafi (Goodwin & Skocpol, 1989, pg. 495). His government was established based on his personalistic vision of what Libya should become. To give shape to this vision, he composed a manual called “The Green Book”. According to the latter, Qaddafi had introduced a new governing system where the people would govern themselves without requiring a president, prime minister, or a king. He proclaimed himself an honorary leader of the country. According to the Foreign Policy Journal, Qaddafi divided the nation-state into small communities that had complete control over their governance (Van Genugten, 2016, pg. 80). Most of the funds that supported these political communities, however, came mainly from oil revenues that Qaddafi controlled. Electricity was accessible to all citizens as there were no electricity bills. Another advantage was that banks did not charge interests on loans, and most Libyan banks were state-owned (Opeyemi, 2016, pg. 07).  
	No country can be run without a head of state, no matter what they are called. So, even though Qaddafi claimed not to rule Libya, that it was the people who ruled Libya, this was far from the truth. Qaddafi had immense power. Despite his own beliefs about himself, he was an authoritarian leader. One can say that Qaddafi had influence over the Libyan people, and many feared him and obeyed him, but some argue that most Libyans loved him and his bravery (Ayasreh et.al, 2019, pg. 190). 
	Significant developments occurred in infrastructure, education, and transportation all over the country since the time he took office, and all became attributed to him. Qaddafi’s “perfect” state was thoroughly laid out in his book The Green Book. All public sectors were centralized, with a special emphasis on education. He particularly fond of the power of  education as he understood it, stating that education is the type of “spiritual and psychological activity that enables the mind to open up and develop for the better” (Sobh, 1998, pg. 11). Education was essential for the state’s development due to the high illiteracy rate in the 1950s-1960s (Bensmer & Bakoush, 2009, pg. 493). Qaddafi encouraged students to seek international education with complete state sponsorship. According to International Consultant for Educations and Fairs, Libya initiated the program of students’ scholarship to allow Libyan scholars to receive quality education with the hope that returning students would educate the next generations and elevate Libya’s economy (International Consultant for Educational and Fairs, 2012).
	In addition, Libya as a developing country, has seen a notable change in gender equality. According to UNICEF, women have had the right to vote in elections since 1964, before Qaddafi came to power (UNICEF, 2011). Libyan women were able to practice law since 1981, which was uncommon in many Arab States in the Middle East.  They had been appointed judges, policewomen, and had even been part of the parliament (UNICEF, 2011). The Libyan government has given women many rights and privileges unlike many other states in the Middle East and North Africa. According to a report developed by the Human Rights Watch, published before the Arab Spring, “Libyan law protects a woman’s right to hold judicial positions, requires judicial divorce rather than allowing husbands to simply verbally repudiate their wives, and grants women presumptive custody of children upon divorce” (Human Rights Watch, 2006). Also, Libyan women were able to secure employment equal to men in wages and in at the different levels of courts that in other countries have only been granted to men (Human Rights Watch, 2006).
	Another aspect of Libya that is important to mention is that the relationship between Qaddafi and members of the RCC began to shift drastically after the 1969 coup. Qaddafi began to demonstrate his authoritative and leadership status in public more directly, which undermined the core purpose of the toppling of the Monarchy that was ostensibly oriented towards putting power in the hands of Libyan public. Due to this, there was an unsuccessful attempt to overthrow Qaddafi by Bashir Hawadi and Omar el-Muhayshi, two key members of the RCC. Furthermore, the conflicts between Qaddafi and the West that triggered economic and political sanctions, also distressed his relationship with the RCC and the rise of the opposition groups in Libya. According to Saskia Van Genugten, “different groups represented different views on Libya’s future, relied on different sponsors, and operated from various bases” (2016, pg. 111). This triggered the attempt by former members of the RCC including Major Abd al Munim al Huni, to arrange “a loose coordination mechanism aimed at uniting the opposition around the single goal of toppling Qaddafi” (Van Genugten, 2016, pg. 111), but was not ultimately successful. During the 70s and 80s, Qaddafi faced challenges internationally, through its confrontations with the West, and nationally resisting “Libyan dissidents both at home and aboard” (Van Genugten, 2016, pg. 111).  Qaddafi did his best to maintain his power in spite of these formidable challenges. Qaddafi initially earned a reputation as a radical on the world stage. His ideas, policies, laws, and speeches positioned him as an insurgent extremist (Bowman, 2011. However, Qaddafi started to shift his ideology to secure his power domestically and enhance his influence internationally.
	One of his main fears was that of being overthrown by his people, and he always felt particularly vulnerable to Libyans rising against his regime.  For example, in one instance of many, in 1984, two Libyan university students were hung in public due to their protests and demonstrations against the Qaddafi regime. The execution was publicly announced to 27,000 students to showcase his authority, instilling fear in anyone who thought of disobeying the status quo Qaddafi worked to uphold (Woodward, 1984). 
	As time progressed, Qaddafi became involved in multiple incidents that made international headlines, such as the 1986 U.S. bombing of Libya and the Lockerbie bombing. On April 15 of 1986, the United States ordered warplanes to attack Libya for its sponsorship of terrorism against Americans. The hour-long attack targeted military locations, as well as the residents of Qaddafi’s home “Bab Alazizia.” Libya in the later 1970s and early 1980s was very active, engaging with neighboring Arab countries against foreign presence in the Middle East and North Africa. The United States claimed Libya financed “Muslim and anti- U.S. and anti-British terrorist groups worldwide, from Palestinian guerrillas, and Philippine Muslim rebels to the Irish Republican Army and the Black Panthers” (Stork, 1986 pg. 6-7). The U.S. imposed sanctions against Libya due to the latter’s claim of the Gulf of Sidra in 1973. This led Qaddafi to order an attack on U.S. aircraft that flew over the gulf.
	The U.S. realized that Libya had ‘sponsored attacks’ which intensified the need for a counterattack. Operation El Dorado Canyon in response to Qaddafi’s action in the Gulf of Sidra was deemed successful by U.S. officials. Qaddafi’s adopted daughter was “killed in the attack on his residence” (Glass, 2019). Form this point onward, Qaddafi was branded as the “mad dog of the Middle East” by Reagan (Chomsky, Mandell, & Lockman, 1986, pg. 12). Another major incident involving Libya occurred in 1988 when two Libyan intelligence agents were suspected of bombing Pan Am Flight 103. The plane departed from London’s Heathrow Airport towards New York City. Midflight, the plane exploded over Lockerbie, Scotland, killing all 259 passengers and eleven Scottish civilians (Galloway, Mallett, 2011, pg. 99). After international investigations, it was concluded that the Libyan government was, in fact, responsible for the attack. In 2008, the victims of the Lockerbie bombing received compensation for the lost lives of a total of $1.5 billion. (Weaver, 2008). 
	Qaddafi faced the wrath of the international community that resulted in economic devastation and food scarcity since the country survived mainly on oil and gas revenues that were affected by international sanctions. In addition, Qaddafi sought new economic strategies that Libyans were expected to adopt. For instance, he introduced the mantra of “creating partners not wage workers” which was catastrophic because the majority of the public lacked sufficient experience in running businesses (Pargeter, 2012, pg. 99-100). Moreover, like any other closed regime, Qaddafi censored the flow of information to which his people had access, Pargeter indicated that “this censorship was the start of the overwhelming and suffocating isolation that came to characterize Libya” (Pargeter, 2012, pg. 100). 
	Libya was Qaddafi’s playing field from which he rattled world leaders regularly. Even with all the international buzz Libya attracted, in a meeting in 1999, Libya presented its vision for a “United States of Africa' with a single currency, and powerful army" (Struman & Baimu 2003, pg. 110). Had this vision been realized, all African states' debts and aid would be paid, African states would no longer rely on Western aid. Such a plan would have undermined the Western neocolonial system of state assistance and subsidies exploiting many African countries, he claimed.  After such a bold project proposal, Qaddafi was seen as an ominous world player. The latter status likely played a significant role in the West intervening in Libya. 
	In her study, The Rise of Libya as a Regional Player, Katheryn Sturman examines Libya’s role as state leader in Africa. She indicates that Libya promoted discussion on the advancement of the Organization of Africa Unity, and was considered powerful due to its economic wealth and regional political influence. Libya's economy was at the disposal of the Libyan government. Libya's Gross Domestic Product in 2009 was 63.03 billion USD, one of the highest in Africa. (World Bank). Libya exported natural resources such as oil and gas to the central-western countries, including Italy 28%, France 15%, Spain 10%, United Kingdom 4%, and United States 3% (US Energy Information Administration, 2011). In 2010, it was estimated that Libya "produced 1.8 million barrels per day of oil, 1.5 million were exported (US Energy Information Administration, 2011). The social, cultural, and political systems that had made possible this level of economic development were about to be destroyed with a speed and ferocity that few could have predicted as a consequence of the Arab Spring.
	One last dimension that needs to be touched upon in order to understand Libya’s sudden and tragic disintegration is the impact of tribalism. Tribalism is a significant part of the Libyan state's construction because of the diverse tribes that exist across the Libyan regions. The qabayal 'tribal' played a significant and crucial role in the pre-Qaddafi era. When Qaddafi seized power, he attempted to "diminish" their political prevalence and prominence during the first decade of (1969-1979). Cherstich indicates that Qaddafi was worried about Libya's internal "disunion," leading him to condemn “tribalism” as  being " incompatible with his notion of a unified stateless Jamahiriya based on direct political participation" (2014, pg. 408). Qaddafi presented Libya as one tribe without internal tribal divisions. Qaddafi drastically changed his opinions upon receiving international criticism and impositions of sanctions. In order to maintain Libya's internal stability, Qaddafi changed his perspective in the face of external pressure, so he rehabilitated the tribes and managed to use them as a tool to his grip on Libya.
	As a result, Qaddafi’s relationship with the tribes began to shift. Qaddafi changed his idea of national identity of creating a state with tribal inclusivity demonstrating “that national identity has had a deep and enduring impact of Libyan tribesmen” (Cherstich, 2014, pg. 411). 
Despite the fact that Qaddafi became willing change his perspective on tribes and their role in his new Libya, he remained strong-headed against Libya’s ethnic minority group, the Amazigh, i.e., the Berbers who represent eight to nine percent of Libya’s population (Schøtt, 2014, pg. 2). Under Qaddafi, they struggled to maintain autonomy and identity; they suffered repression and discrimination at the hand of the Qaddafi administration. According to Lane, Qaddafi prosecuted the Berbers because he viewed them as a threat to his personalist views “of Libya as a homogenous Arab society” (Lane, 2011). Moreover, Qaddafi banned the Amazigh from using their native language and its associations because Qaddafi indicated that Arabic is Libya’s leading and only official language (Lane, 2011). Because the state was found on the structure of tribes, Qaddafi realized that in order to maintain his grip on the country, he needed to obtain tribal trust. The relationships built were formed as a strategic avenue for preserving power and maintaining his status que. Tribes were a symbol of unity and structure in which Qaddafi understood exceptionally. He realized that Libyan tribes hold adequate power because of their population. On this basis, Qaddafi changed Libya from a state to a republic identifying it as a “state of the masses” “as concept- tualised (Jamahiriya), substituting the Joumhourya, which implied trying to oppose tribalism as a form of political organization” (Ben Lamma, 2017, pg. 30). 
IV. The Unfolding of the Arab Spring 

The Arab Spring is recognized as a series of uprisings in a number of the Arab countries against their respective governments. In Libya the Arab Spring eventuated in never-ending civil wars. Nonetheless, it is challenging to generalize the experiences of all these countries into a particular category as their struggles and reality are not the same. The cascade of movements crashed economies, stoked fear among governments, and filled the streets with people from all walks of life calling for freedom. According to Mnif and Kammoun, the "Arab spring has affected the stock market activity. In fact, after the revolution, and in almost all MENA ‘Middle East North Africa ‘countries considered in our sample, an important crisis begins, and the index has not recovered its initial level" (Mnif & Kammoun, 2015, pg. 277). 
The events that triggered the wider protests and demonstrations occurred in Tunisia. Mohamed Bouazizi set himself on fire because of the treatment he received from a police officer for working on the street without a permit (Fahim, 2011). Bouazizi's tragedy stirred significant regional and international outcry. Bouazizi's death drew attention to the dire living conditions of the general public in a number of Arab countries. According to Prashad, " economic poverty rates bedevil the region (in Egypt, half the population is under the $2/ day poverty level) (Prashad, 2012, pg. 15). This triggered massive protests starting in Tunisia and working their way across Arab countries. Demonstrations led by rebel groups and protestors demanded that outdated regimes, that had been in power for generations, be reformed. After months of vast protests and public clamor, the Tunisian and Egyptian uprisings overthrew their despots but in both cases "left the ruling regime intact" ( Dabashi, 2012, pg. 5).
Although various commentators indicate that the Arab Spring erupted because of the dire economic situations across the Arab regions, many Arab states' economies were growing on a steady basis. In the book The Arab Spring Five Years Later, author Hafez Ghanem argues that "Egypt's growth rates during 2000- 2010 were in the range of 4-6 percent and Jordan's in the range of 6-7 percent, while Morocco, Tunisia, and Yemen were growing at around 4.5 percent a year" (Ghanem, 2016, pg. 39). Ghanem specifies that the growth is alarming comparison with the United States because it was done on a short term; however, they were significantly below India and especially China (Ghanem, 2016, pg. 40). Nevertheless, even with adequate economic growth, Arabs remained dissatisfied with the social political arrangements of their authoritarian governments and societies. Ghanem posits that it was the government’s failure to respond to, change, and ameliorate youth's demand that caused political and social instability, leading to  "the collapse of nation-states and widespread civil strife" (Ghanem, 2016, pg. 43). 
Of course, the protests in the diverse countries were unique and responded to local problems. The Libyan Arab Spring was exceedingly different from that of Tunisia and Egypt. Stunned by Tunisia's political turmoil, Qaddafi watched the developments in neighboring country. On January 16, 2011, Qaddafi went on national television, extending his support to his friend and ally Ben Ali, in which he called the public to ignore the propaganda posted on the Internet (Prashad, 2012, pg. 92). Some scholars argue that economic or social troubles did not cause the protests in Libya; it was due to "the suppression of genuine democratic opportunities for the population" (Prashad, 2012, pg. 93). This seems to be pertinent in the case of Libya. A group of lawyers, including human rights lawyers Fathi Terbil Salwa and Salwa al-Dighaili, were arrested on February 17, 2011, for organizing a demonstration against the Qaddafi regime. Many Libyan citizens in Benghazi took to the streets to protest the arrest of the lawyers. The protests began to spread towards Tripoli, and Qaddafi ordered the police, and the interior minister Abdullah Senussi to reestablish order  and quash the demonstrations (Prashad, 2012, pg. 95). The demonstrations against the government spread to other Libyan cities. As the days passed, demonstrations escalated, moving from one city to another demanding political liberation. 
Historically, there has been a strong tension between Qaddafi and Benghazi because of his treatment of the "eastern part of the country" (Prashad, 2012, pg. 96). Because Benghazi initiated the first protests, Qaddafi felt they were the root problem.  He, therefore, went on the public record warning Benghazi residents that an attack on the city was imminent if protesting did not stop. This threat provoked the United Nations Security Council to work towards an emergency vote to establish a “no flying zone" over Libya and to sanction the Qaddafi regime. According to The New York Times article by Kirkpatrick and Fahim, in his public announcement to Benghazi, Qaddafi stated "we are coming tonight, you will come out from inside. Prepare yourself for tonight. We will find you in your closets" (Kirkpatrick & Fahim, 2011). Qaddafi's language was taken as a threat in the international community, urging international organizations to increase the speed of sanctions against Qaddafi and to encourage him to flee the country as Ben Ali had done. One of the most significant advocates for Qaddafi's removal was Hillary Clinton, who supported the rebels and encouraged them to push for democratic liberation. She stated that: "we want to support the opposition who are standing against the dictator[…] This is a man who has no conscience and will threaten anyone in his way" (Kirkpatrick & Fahim, 2011).
Moreover, she also added that Qaddafi did "terrible things… it is just in his nature. there are some creatures that are like that" (Kirkpatrick & Fahim, 2011). The spark for the Arab Spring in Libya was caused by the ongoing political tension between Qaddafi and Benghazi. The escalation of the protests from Benghazi to the Libyan state at large with enhanced international surveillance established the failure of the Arab Spring's purpose and turned it into an initiative for ousting Qaddafi from the political and public arena. 
 Considering Qaddafi's threats, the international community took the necessary measures to intervene in Libya under the Responsibility to Protect resolution.  France was the first country to interfere militarily in Libya in 2011, even before the United Nations agreed to use force in Libya (Smith, 2011). Although the relationship between Libya and France seemed good before 2011, with Qaddafi visiting France and the French president visiting Libya multiple times, President Sarkozy of France had every reason to take down Qaddafi because he funded his political campaign with millions of dollars. The French obsession with Qaddafi and Libya was apparent in the media, leading many commentators to refer to the rising conflict as "Sarkozy's War." In Camille Grand's article The French Experience: Sarkozy's War?, which draws on interviews with French military and government officials (Grand, 2015, pg. 183). Sarkozy and the British Prime Minister David Cameron's interest in Libya was seen as an "opportunity to make a point about the possible use of force by managing international crisis" (Grand, 2015, pg. 185). France stressed sanctions on Libya, which further led the European Union to pressure Qaddafi and the collapsing Libyan state. France and the United Kingdom then called the UN to approve sanctions and an "arms embargo" (Grand, 2015, pg. 186). 
Since all efforts to remove him were exhausted, a military intervention was seen as the only option to end what was assumed Qaddafi was going to undertake. The Libyan crisis was discussed with extensive concern amongst world leaders, which led them to invoke the "responsibility to protect:" a concept that had been developed in the previous decade to deal with atrocities happening in many parts of the world, including genocide, mass rapes, ethnic cleansing resulting in human violations perpetrated by political leaders or governments (Chorin 2013, pg. 366). Chorin posits that it is the responsibility of every "sovereign nation" to defend its population from crimes against humanity, including but not limited to genocide, war crimes, and ethnic cleansing. Correspondingly, it is within the jurisdiction of the international system to supervise states and use suitable diplomatic channels to protect the population at risk (Chorin, 2013, pg. 366). 
The UN applied the responsibility to protect in Libya by approving the NATO mission to protect civilians from the danger of the Libyan state. Specifically, Chorin argued that “the R2P rationale” played an essential role in moving the United States, the United Nations, and the North Atlantic treaty Organization to recognize the Libyan rebel forces and invoke a responsibility to protect via military action intervention. The Qaddafi regime “countered that responsibility to protect was, in effect an illegal violation of national sovereignty, whose motives were primarily commercial and strategic, not humanitarian." (Chorin, 2013, pg. 366). The pressure to intervene in Libya came after Libya’s ambassador to the UN, Abdurrahman Mohamed Shalgham, denounced Qaddafi and his regime, stating, “Moammar Qaddafi and his sons are telling the Libyans: ‘Either I rule you, or I kill you” (Chappell, 2011). 
Claudiu Bolcu argues that although humanitarian interventions do not necessarily end in military actions, the notion of interference and what revolves around the subject “include military intervention, and for most people, such interventions constitute the hard case, worthy of moral, legal, and political justification” (Bolcu, 2013, pg. 108). Bolcu goes further describing “military action as a state or group of states within the borders of another state without its permission and with the immediate aim of preventing or ending massive violations of human rights or widespread human suffering” (Bolcu, 2013, pg. 108). Bolcu argues that the NATO intervention in Libya was moral and legal due to the supposed atrocities Qaddafi had inflicted on his citizens. It was presumed  he killed between 1,000 and 10,000 civilians and had revealed his intention to rout the rebels who were rising against him in Benghazi (Bolcu, 2013, pg. 119). With operations ongoing on the ground in Libya, a NATO press briefing stated that “we should be in no doubt about the situation on the ground in Libya. Colonel Gaddafi’s forces are continuing to target the civilian population as we speak… NATO is protecting those civilians” (Wester, 2020, pg. 219).
The NATO operation “focused on destroying the heavy military equipment posing the biggest threat to civilians” (Wester, 2020, 219). Daalder and Stavridis argued, at the time, that not only did the NATO intervention in Libya succeed but also the agreement on intervention “remains an essential source of stability” (Daalder & Stavirdis, 2012, pg. 2). NATO’s rapid response controlled the situation quickly by intervening at the right time and neutralizing Qaddafi.  Moreover, it was argued that NATO saved thousands of lives from “almost certain destruction” (Daalder & Stavirdis, 2012, 3). After NATO completed its mission, Libya was left in a transitional stage economically, politically, and socially. Libya fell into a civil war that remains present today. Due to the lack of a governing authority and a capacity to enforce the rule of law, Libya became divided into coalitions, each claiming legitimacy. For example, “the Dawn coalition, which controls Tripoli and much of western Libya, against the Dignity coalition, which controls parts of Cyrenaica in the east” (Serwer, 2015, pg. 2). Each coalition established parliaments and governments, as well as a military presence to secure their authoritative control. According to Serwer, the coalitions have created important divisions on the ground due to different views on how the state should function. The conflicts between the coalitions has made Libya a magnet for terrorist and jihadist groups. 
Libya’s descent into civil war was not only structured politically, but also culturally and as a result of traditional loyalties and divisions. Libya has an incredibly diverse population such as the Berber and Tuareg. According to the Minority Rights Group International, some of Libya’s ethnic tribes are ‘Imazighen’ also known as Berber which are estimated to be around “236,000 to 590,000 (4-10 percent)” and Turaeg ethnic tribe who are estimated at “17,000 to 700,000” of the Libyan population (Minority Rights Group International, 2018). Moreover, ever since Libya entered the post-Qaddafi era, tribes in Libya have often clashed with each other especially between those that supported Qaddafi and those who preferred the Arab Spring (Al-Shadeedi &Ezzeddine, 2019, pg. 9). 
Because Libya is little understood by international audiences, the Arab Spring in Libya was, as we shall see below, understood narrowly in terms of Qaddafi’s legitimacy. The Libyan tribes played a significant role in the success of the Arab Spring especially by looking at the “interests of prominent families as well as tribal and local loyalties.” The political mobilization of tribes created coalitions to protect their geographic territories. These coalitions serve specific purposes that are tied to tribal and family interests. (Lacher, 2011, pg. 140) On the one hand, some argue the rise of tribal authority contradicts the purpose of the Arab Spring in Libya because the young participants in the Arab spring did not expect Libya to fall into a  civil war and become a monopoly game negotiated amongst tribes and militias. Others argue that tribal involvement such as Zintan and Al-zawya  tribes in the Arab Spring was essential for overcoming Qaddafi’s regime and laying the path towards new social and political foundations (Lacher, 2011, pg. 144). The current state division in Libya demonstrates a hierarchy  based  on power accumulation based on militias presence and government personal affiliating to the tribes. Qaddafi’s regime had succeeded in keeping these tensions in check. Even though, tensions existed, they were controlled unlike the current case where the country is at the mercy of the coalitions and their militias. 
V. The Dilemma of Revolution: Goodwin and Skocpol’s Framework
The revolutionary eras Libya experienced shaped the path to how it functioned as an independent state and its relationship with other countries and the international community. The Gaddafi regime was created through a revolution, or uprising. It was equally ended through an uprising. Therefore, I believe that in order to understand the failure of the Arab Spring and the descent into civil war in Libya, it is crucial to examine the meaning of revolutions and their conditions of success and failure.
Consequently, theorizing the revolution, or social uprisings that lead to radical social transformations, is essential. Skocpol defines social revolution as the “rapid, basic transformation of a society’s state and class structure; they are accompanied and in part carried through by class-based revolts from below. Social revolutions are set apart from other sorts of conflicts and transformative processes above all by the combination of two coincidences: the coincidence of societal structure change with class upheaval; and the coincidence of political with social transformation… what is unique to social revolution is that basic changes in social structure and political structure occur together in a mutually reinforcing fashion. Furthermore, these changes occur through intense sociopolitical conflicts in which class struggle plays a key role” (Skocpol, 1979, pg. 4-5). The definition of Huntington is slightly different from that of Skocpol: “A revolution is a rapid, fundamental, and violent domestic change in the dominant value and myths of a society, in its political institutions, social structure, leadership, and government activity and policies. Revolutions are thus to be distinguished from insurrection, rebellions, revolts, coups, and wars of independence (Huntington, 1996, pg. 264). 
While Huntington’s definition provides an elemental explanation to revolution, Skocpol does a great job elevating Huntington’s description. Skocpol’s definition, which I will adopt, illustrates an advance in connecting social and political developments and in revealing the value of large-scale participation. To analyze the case of Libya accordingly, I plan to focus on Jeff Goodwin and Theda Skocpol’s article Explaining Revolutions in the Contemporary Third World as a framework that helps to explain why the Arab Spring did not lead towards a revolutionary transformation of Libyan society. In the article, Goodwin and Skocpol explore contemporary third world revolutions, why they do or do not happen, by focusing largely on the “political conditions” that motivate such revolutions to acquire a sufficient social base that can lead to a transition of power and a change in class structure (Goodwin & Skocpol, 1989, pg. 489). The authors begin by discussing myths about Third World revolutions. These include that it is poverty and “professional revolutionaries” that trigger revolutions. Another myth, is that social revolutions result from the manipulation of national events by imperialist superpowers that use revolutionary movements to for their own benefit (Goodwin & Skocpol, 1989, pg. 490). Goodwin and Skocpol debunk these myths arguing that many Third World countries are poor, but revolutions happen in a small number of countries. They question why revolutions would occur in China and Vietnam, but not Indonesia and India, for example. Goodwin and Skocpol critique this perspective by  stating that “the misery breeds revolts hypothesis does not explain very much” (Goodwin & Skocpol, 1989, pg. 490). They insist instead that revolutions erupt when the power of the existing regime is eroded through alliances, coalitions, or acts of struggle that can exist among social classes and ethnic groups. Goodwin and Skocpol state that revolutionary coalitions tend to bond and formulate ties around preexisting nationalist or religious discourses that constitute defiance against oppression and despotism. (Goodwin & Skocpol, 1989, pg. 494). 
Moreover, Goodwin & Skocpol look at regime types, arguing that some are more vulnerable than others to successful revolutionary coalitions. Closed regimes refer to “regimes governed by a small group, a party, a dictator, or the army that minimize popular input “Roskin et. al. 2010, pg. 108). Often time, they are ruled by a personalist authority, which refers to undemocratic government dominated by a single individual; they are distinguished by having a single leader who rules far more according to personal preferences than by following the law or bureaucratic authority (Mintz, Close, & Croci, 2012, pg. 275). Goodwin and Skocpol refer to these regimes as neo-patrimonial regimes. This type of regime is likely to be governed by a narrow clique, providing a highly visible target for the opposition. In addition, its closed nature means that even moderate reformers are likely to side with rebel groups and become radicalized by them. Finally, because military and the state bureaucratic power is monopolized by the ruling clique, they are more likely to collapse when confronted by the broad coalitions contesting state power.
Directly ruled colonies represent another type of closed regime. These regimes occur "when a colony is governed directly by metropolitan officials, and indigenous elites are not allowed to share power nor readied to accept sovereignty after colonialism ends" (Goodwin & Skocpol, 1989, pg. 501). Because directly ruled colony regimes exclude so much of the population of the colonized country, they are particularly vulnerable to the formation of broad-based coalitions, and being overthrown by them because state institutions lack very little legitimacy. Examples of directly ruled colonies include the French colonies of Vietnam and Algeria and Portugal's former African colonies, Guinea-Bissau, Angola, and Mozambique (Goodwin & Skocpol, 1989, pg. 501). 
It is important to note that Goodwin and Skocpol argue that the problem is not necessarily authoritarian regimes as such. They do insist that democracies are less likely to experience revolutionary movements, claiming that “the ballot box is the coffin of class consciousness” (Goodwin & Skocpol, 1989, pg. 495). However, authoritarian regimes that are inclusive, that is to say have a large social base and have the ability to mobilize a large proportion of the population can obtain quite a degree of immunity against revolutionary upheavals. The co-option of key social groups and strategic largesse can be quite effective at defusing revolutionary coalitions or uprisings.
Overall, the thrust of Goodwin and Skocpol's article is to indicate that Third World revolutions are not caused by the mere existence of poverty, imperial machinations, or the existence of revolutionaries. Instead, successful revolutions depend on the class structure of a society that can be conducive, or not, to the formation of broad-based coalitions, and on the regime structure. In the latter case this means to what extent the regime is open or closed. Does it have the capacity to mobilize a large social base? Can a large proportion of the social base be incorporated in some way in the regime? Or, does it depend on narrow personalistic or clientelist relationships?
Their analysis provides an interesting perspective for framing the upheavals that Libya experienced both in 1969 in the Arab Spring in 2011. Three transitional factors highlight the dynamic of Libya's political journey to independence. As stated in the previous section, prior to the Qaddafi's coup in 1969, Libya was ruled by a monarchy established by American and British neocolonial powers to influence and steer the state in the directions they deemed beneficial to their neo-colonial goals. The clout of the United States and the United Kingdom was colossal because of their targeted agenda regarding Libya's geopolitical importance. Goodwin and Skocpol indicate that directly ruled colonies have various mechanisms to deepen their colonial rule. In contrast, they argue that indirect colonialism "does not attempt to preserve a traditional indigenous elite or to create a new one so that formal political power may one day be "safely" transferred to the colony without jeopardizing the colonizer's economic interests" (Goodwin & Skocpol, 1989, pg. 501). The Libyan monarchy was mainly dependent on American and British aid for survival in return for giving them access to Libya's infrastructure and resources. The relationship between the Libyan monarchy and the American/ British neo-colonization created significant animosity amongst Libyans against their government for the latter’s complicity in handing their country to foreign powers.
According to Goodwin and Skocpol, broad based coalitions need to be formed to mount a successful challenge to indirect rule regime. This is plausibly what happened in 1969, when Qaddafi and an organized coalition of soldiers “free officers” “seized control of Benghazi, Libya’s royal capital and announced that the pro-western desert kingdom ruled by Idris al-Senussi was no more” (Little, 2013, pg. 70). The organization of the uprising and coup was in the works for years. Many meetings and organizations took place before commencing the operation. The coalition Qaddafi organized later became essential to helping take Libya back from Western control. Based on Goodwin and Skocpol, Qaddafi’s coalition, organization, and indirect colonization played an essential role in creating a successful revolution in Libya. Although Libya after 1969 was internationally criticized for Qaddafi’s rule, he managed to establish a unified state with controlled territories and national sovereignty and transforming the social structure of Libyan society. In spite of the fact that Qaddafi mounted a successful revolutionary challenge in 1969 based on Goodwin and Skocpol’s definition of successful revolutions, his rule and the regime that it produced changed, shifting the conditions of his legitimacy. The personalization of Qaddafi’s regime and his movement towards establishing a narrow personalistic and neo-patrimonial regime made it more vulnerable to a revolutionary upheaval. As noted above, Qaddafi was quite aware of this, hence his constant fear of being overthrown by the Libyan people. His political practices were not oriented towards the building a stable inclusive regime and was instead focused on his very personal utopian conception of the future of Libya. After facing international rejections for his political and social claims, Qaddafi altered his governing strategy in Libya. He canceled the democratic elections promised to Libyans upon the success of his coup. As we saw above, Qaddafi’s personalized visions for Libya shadowed his judgments. He started to enforce his idea, visions, and personal knowledge in politics, economy, and social affairs, thus depriving these institutions of the independence and autonomy needed to build solid foundations. Qaddafi created a closed authoritarian regime. There were elements of central control that worked to keep him in power for a long time. However, this did not defuse the vulnerability of his regime.
Looking at Qaddafi’s rule, increasingly international and national conflicts were the product of his personal beliefs. For example, Qaddafi demonstrated his anti-Western views. He was adamant about abolishing Western presence from Libya and making sure to center himself as a pro-Arab nationalist (St. John, 2008, pg. 145). This served to cut him off from potential international allies and to create powerful enemies. Douglas Little indicates that the United States referred to the Qaddafi regime as “insecure, inexperienced, xenophobic, and spoiling for a fight” (Little, 2013, pg. 75). There were increased disagreements and retaliation regarding oil revenues, especially Wheelus Field, Libya’s largest oil reserves. Goodwin and Skocpol state that closed regimes like Qaddafi’s aims to remain secluded with political exclusions.
After 40 years in power, Qaddafi's reign began to  be subject to political shifts in different Libyan cities due to the rise of social movements across the Arab region (Kafala, 2011). Even though the Arab Spring worked as a social cause against long existing regimes, the social movements that emerged were unpredictable. After months of heightened tensions between the Qaddafi regime and protestors, Libya was finally free from Qaddafi with the support of the international community, thanks to  NATO.
Now, after eleven years post-Qaddafi, Libya is currently recognized as a failed state in the throes of  an endless civil war (Engel, 2014). There were multiple factors for the failure of the Arab Spring in Libya, including the failure to establish the types of coalitions that Goodwin and Skocpol indicate as a requirement for successful social revolutions. The movement of the Arab Spring across Libya was swift and not guided by a coalition. The movements were spontaneous without organization, provoking tribal and traditional divisions that remain present today and further destabilization from the international community. 
After the Arab Spring and the ousting of Qaddafi and his regime, Libya changed drastically. Qaddafi's regime used social and cultural institutions to his advantage to push forward personal thinking. Poljarevic argues that "the civil society and state administration remained politically and administratively disjoined and underdeveloped" (Poljarevic, 2018, pg. 78). After the Arab Spring, Libya became more isolated and fractured on the national level. For example, there were no standing institutions and no coalitions to help Libya through the transitioning process because all of the existing institutions were to tie to Gaddafi governing clique. In addition, “what seemed to begin as nonviolent protests similar to those staged in Tunisia and Egypt soon became an all-out secession or multiple separate secession from a failed state" (Poljarevic, 2018, pg. 79). In July 2012, Libya conducted elections to appoint a new post-Qaddafi regime using democratic means and international observation. The National Transitional Council was replaced by the Newly elected representative body, the General National Congress. The promised elections were a failure due to the rise of militia violence and that seeded chaos. Libya experienced unfortunate events resulting from change without a successful coalition in the wake of post-election. For example, "the attack of the American mission in Benghazi on September 11, 2012; the siege of multiple ministries from late April to May 9, which culminated in the political isolation law; the shutdowns at various oil terminals from August 2013 to July 2014; the seizure of Tripoli by rogue militias in August 2014; and the establishment of competing rival claimants to sovereignty (Pack & Cook, 2015, pg. 172). The elections of 2012 demonstrated the failure of various attempts to secure democratic transition and revolutionary success because of the absence of meticulous thought and the establishment of coalitions as well as the exitance of governing institutions that had been too closely tied to the figure of Gaddafi, before the Arab Spring.
The events in Libya were chaotic, with no organization in place. The opposition groups communicated mostly using social media platforms that played an essential part in what has been  categorized as ‘the social media revolution’ (Bebawi & Bossio, 2014, pg. 01). However, such coordination was not built on durable political and social organization. Libya that had been highly controlled and secured by a personalist regime, within days, became a state in transition without adequate experience for a future without Qaddafi and social and political structures that had made Libya governable. Libyans did not have sufficient capacity to form a secure transition because the movements were largely led by Libyan youth who were driven but at the same time, did not have the political, economic, and social capability to deal with Libya’s dysfunctional reality that resulted from the Arab Spring. The absence of a well-organized coalition meant that once the regime fell, chaos was likely to ensue. In this sense, it is clear that both Egypt and Tunisia had stronger governing institutions and potential governing coalitions able and willing to stabilize the situation of the departure of their authoritarian rulers.
Another major factor contributing to Libya's failure during the Arab Spring was internal divisions, more specifically tribal division, that had previously been held in check by Qaddafi’s authoritarian regime. Libya's social and state structure had been built on different tribal identities and relationships governed by Qaddafi's government. After the wave of the Arab Spring that resulted in changing of regimes, there were many supportive foreign states encouraging state stability and discouraging interstate conflicts and spontaneous uprisings for securing power. Hence, to analyze Libya's tribal division, understanding the term tribalism is important. According to Luis A Vivanco, tribalism should be understood as the manner in which "tribes responded to post-independence social change and political upheaval by organizing movements based around kinship structure, identity, and territorial claim" (Vivanco, 2014). This definition provides a lens into Libya's current situation and the over decade long  connection between tribalism and civil war. 
Absent Qaddafi, and other forms of institutionalized power structures, tribes have considerable influence and have been able to use their power to create personalistic governance structures suiting their political agenda and gains. This is due to tribal identities becoming stronger post-Qaddafi regime. Cherstich argues that Libya "is not failing to become a nation because of tribalism. Rather, tribalism is growing stronger because the state is traumatically absent" (Cherstich, 2014 pg. 408). Cherstich's statement draws our attention to how tribes have filled the power vacuum created by the overthrow of the Qaddafi regime. During the Qaddafi's era, his government created an assembly dedicated to tribal leaders where they worked together to solve major interstate conflicts with government supervision (Cherstich, 2014, pg. 409). 
As stated in the previous section, the current social political situation has divided Libya, causing multiple competing actors and governments to arise in different cities. This has contributed to the formation of fragile coalitions made of  different political, social, and economic views. Benghazi and the coalition in Tripoli have been rivals since Qaddafi’s ousting, claiming sovereign legitimacy based on their transitional constitution and international recognition (Serwer, 2015, pg. 2). Without cross-party and inter-regional consensus there is little possibility of a robust and lawful backbone that can uphold order in the nation. The national division is also visible in tribes across Libya: some of them are affiliated with Benghazi, some with Tripoli, and some tribes hold on to strong bonds with the previous Qaddafi regime. For instance, after the end of the Arab Spring, one of the first acts was the “unilateral proclamation of Cyrenaica’s autonomy in March 2012. An unelected assembly made up of the chiefs of the main eastern tribes (including the Warfalla tribe), the congress of the people of Cyrenaica, proclaimed the region’s autonomy and called for the federal state’s return. Stemming from a region that covers 50% of Libya and contains 70-80% of the country’s oil reserves but represents only 25% of the population, this initiative was rejected by the population of Tripolitania” (Djaziri, 2021). The provisional transitional governments and the majority of tribes cannot formally set aside their sectarian interests for the sake of the common good. Ongoing power plays ensue because competing tribes, governments, or coalitions are not willing to surrender their temporary command for the betterment of the Libyan state. 
On the international spectrum, the interference of the international community in Libya played a significant role in setting the current dysfunctionality that Libya is facing in movement. There was not a sufficient understanding of the social and political structures in Qaddafi’s Libya leading to a failure to understand the consequences of toppling his regime. The negative consequences are being experienced by the Libyan people but it has also had a negative impact on the European nations supportive of the NATO intervention, which can be illustrated with the problem of illegal immigration.
Libya is suffering from illegal migration but this immigration also affects many states internationally. Libya’s location is highly significant to the majority of the EU nations due to Libya’s capability to control migration flow. Understanding the unprecedented situation, the EU and Italy had specifically worked with the Qaddafi regime to manage migration in 2008. Both countries signed the Italy and Libya Friendship Agreement worth five billion dollars to apologize to Libya for the brutal colonial history Italy inflicted on Libya. There were multiple points included in the agreement, including migration control. It was agreed that both Italy and Libya would work together to protect the coastlines.
Moreover, the agreement also included measures to stop illegal migration and take the necessary steps and efforts to reduce human trafficking (Ronzitti, 2009, 130). One of the consequences that generated high levels of illegal migration to Europe is NATO’s intervention. Much of Libya’s borders have been left unguarded because of the absence of a singular coherent government. This neglect has resulted in a migration crisis, where immigrants from many African and Middle Eastern Countries find their way to Libya through unconventional means and use its ports as routes to Europe. Predella and Rad argue that Civil wars and NATO intervention increased refugees and immigrants leaving their countries and escaping to neighboring countries. The Arab Spring in the Middle East created endless problems for the masses. Millions of Syrians left their homes due to the continuous Syrian civil war. Denaro indicated that Libya hosted from 24,000 to 140,000 Syrian refugees on the condition to remain in Libya. Many Syrian Refugees took this opportunity to arrange their trip paying smugglers for a seat on boats heading to Italy. 23,945 Syrian refugees crossed Libya to Italy in what is known as one of the deadliest routes, “with more than 15,000 deaths recorded since 2014” (Rice-Oxley, Mahmood, 2014). Immigrants and refugees who cross the sea have no guarantee of surviving and reaching Italy’s coast. In 2018, it was recorded that 550 migrants have died or are missing (Jilani, 2018). 
Some scholars argue that NATO’s interference in Libya was a hasty operation with no solid ground justifying the intervention. In The Ethics of Humanitarian Intervention in Libya, James Pattison evaluates the justification for the intervention in Libya in two ways: “First, whether the situation was sufficiently serious at the time the intervention was launched, and second, what was the predominant purposes of the intervention” (Pattison, 2011, pg. 271). To approve an intervention, circumstances of actual humanitarian violation needed to be documented, such as a “large-scale loss of life.” This could be measures with or without genocidal intentions or “large scale of ethnic cleansing” which could be carried out by mass killing, displacement, aggravated assault, rape, or terror (Pattison, 2011, pg. 272). Analyzing these circumstances, Pattison indicates that, in theory, they are likely applicable to Libya. In his infamous “No Mercy,” Qaddafi said that people should head to Benghazi and cleanse the city. Pattison demonstrates that, although this could be grounds for intervention, “the situation in Libya did not seem to be serious enough to provide just cause for regime change- or more precisely, forcible regime changes by an external party in support of rebel movement” (Pattison, 2011, pg. 273). Adian Hehir, adds to Pattison’s argument, indicating that responsibility to protect is “predicated on idealistic understanding of the disposition of Western states and a mistaken belief in the permanence of liberal hegemony” (Hehir, 2013, pg. 53). The intervention in Libya was ill conceived; the responsibility to protect in Libya extended only until the downfall of Qaddafi, at which point the responsibility to protect the Libyan population vanished. 
On a different note, Heinz and Steele compared the responsibility to protect agenda that was enforced in Bosnia and Libya. Their findings indicate that Libya was alone with no allies. Even the Arab League moved along with the decision to intervene. Heinz & Steele argue that the intervention was not really founded on the responsibility to protect. Instead, it was possible by “a permissive normative environment that has been around since the 1990s, and a generation of foreign policy practitioners who viewed Libya through the lenses of the experiences of the 1990s, a generation which attempted to frame it nevertheless in what they considered to be the new approach to the protection of endangered citizens. (Heinz & Steele, 2012, 152-153). In other words, the hegemony of the liberal ideology of the responsibility to protect, which is enforced when aligned with neocolonial interest. In this sense it was likely the caricature of the Arab Spring in Libya as a conflict between a dictator and his people, made it possible to envision regime change in Libya, with the many disastrous consequences that can be seen today.
The international efforts to employ NATO in Libya came into effect: from March to October of 2011, 9600 NATO raids took place, and 5900 target points were obliterated. The use of NATO led Libya to a situation of devastation in which most of the state's infrastructure was destroyed and wrecked. Resolution 1973 was a crucial component of the responsibility to protect. The Security Council decided on a no-fly zone over Libya based on chapter VII of the UN charter. In addition, the council approved any needed and necessary measures to care for and protect Libyans from the attacks of Qaddafi's regimes. (Terry, 2015, pg.165). 
Terry argues, four years later, that the NATO intervention did not align with resolution 1973, consequently resulting in violations of international law (Terry, 2015, 163). NATO's course of operations devastated Libya's infrastructure, including residential homes, health institutions, social and educational institutions (Ahmed, 2015). During a televised interview with Hillary Clinton, she argued that Obama's administration was looking at a "potential disaster" unfolding in which the regime was massacring the Libyan population. She claimed that the American efforts of supporting the UN and European Union "did not cost one single American life… and saved a lot of Libyan Lives" (PBS NewsHour, 2016). NATO oversaw human fatalities from children, the elderly, women, and men (Terry, 2015, pg. 163). The period that came after NATO, left the country in a deplorable state. Due to the absence of coalitions able to step into the power vacuum for which NATO forces had sufficient responsibility, anarchy took hold, leading to civil war roaming among tribes seeking leadership. This is not to mention, the rise of armed militia groups enforcing terror on the masses. 
In addition, the international media played an essential role in representing and framing the uprisings in North Africa and the Middle East. The representation of what happened in Libya simplified the situation drastically: Libya was understood primarily through the prism of the figure, perhaps even caricature, of Qaddafi as a tyrant and a dictator, with no place in a future democratic country. This narrative prevented people from around the world from developing an understanding of the complexities of the Libyan context. 
In Filtering Revolution: Reporting Bias in International Newspapers Coverage of the Libyan Civil War. Matthew A Baum and Yuri Zhukov analyze data on media coverage of Libya. They argue that covering conflicts in the news relies on looking at how active the topic is in the political context and where the news establishment is located because it affects the delivery of news and the angles in which the story is covered. To study the case of media coverage, Baum and Zhukov created a database where they analyzed "213,406 articles published by 2,252 newspapers in 113 countries between 18 December 2010 and 23 October 2011", these dates refer to the rise of the first event in Tunisia and the day of which the previous Libyan leader died (Baum & Zhukov, 2015, pg. 388). They found that the Libya coverage during the Arab Spring and civil war was 72% higher in democratic than in nondemocratic countries (Baum & Zhukov, 2015, pg. 391). This of course is not surprising: nondemocratic countries are less likely to report on social movements contesting the power of their rulers. 
However, what is particularly relevant in the context of this research paper is that they found strong evidence for a consistent pro-challenger bias, and a correlated support for intervention, in the media representation originating in democratic countries. While media from democratic countries focused on the civilian victimization by government forces, “the tendency of media in democratic countries [was] to overlook rebel crimes, while emphasizing popular protests and government atrocities” (Baum& Mzkukov, 2015, p. 397). This was the case “despite the watchful eye of the international community,” (Baum& Zhukov, 2015, p.397). Indeed, they conclude “to the extent democratic pro-challenger biases result in systematically greater international support for intervening in civil conflicts, such coverage could raise the pressure on the leaders to do so, potentially altering the outcomes of such conflicts (Baum & Zhukov, 2015, p.398). In other words, they make a clear connection between cultural hegemony and the legitimacy of responding with the military power, or military hegemony, associated with NATO forces.
Despite the patterns found by Baum and Zhukov, some of the Arab news media served the same narrative as western media. Alalawi argued that although Fox News and Aljazeera news represent two different mainstreams, their interests in covering Libya are interconnected in thought and practice. Both took a substantial interest in the movement of the Arab Spring in Libya. Alalawi indicates that coverage on Libya was constant on a span of 24 hours, reporting on the previous Libyan regime atrocities, the National Transnational Council formation, etc.
 Again, the same leniency was given to the rebels in the reporting’s of Aljazeera and Fox news. Moreover, Alalawi indicates that "this extensive coverage was considered the product of the influence on the network of the Qatari government position of clear support of the Libyan rebels" (Alalawai, 2015, pg. 2). Also, important to note is that Aljazeera is "sponsored" by the Qatari government to use certain rhetoric in Libya. Among all countries that engaged with the Arab Spring, the Libyan civil war and the Egyptian revolution were covered the most with an average of "700 to 500” minutes of broadcasting… in comparison to Bahrain, Syrian, and Yemeni revolutions averaging 34, 134, and 24 minutes" (Alalawi, 2015, pg. 3). 
In Covering Libya: A Framing Analysis of Al Jazeera and BBC Coverage of the 2011 Libyan Uprising and NATO Intervention, Sumaya Al Nahed looks at the effect of political context on the coverage of Libya. She notes that in both cases the news channels were funded by governments of the respective states in which they are located. In the case of Al Jazeera, it is funded by the Qatari Royal Family, BBCA is funded by the British television license fee. To measure the effect of political context, and its relationship to the interest of the British and Qatari government, she used frame analysis. She oriented her analysis around two questions: “(a) how were the Libyan Uprising and ensuing armed conflict defined and understood? (b) how were the intervention and foreign response defined and explained?” (Al Nahed, 2015, pg. 261-262).   This led her to identify two broad categories of frames: Revolution Frames; and Intervention Frames. In the context of Revolution Framing, she reports that all the news coverage indicated that the uprising in Libya’s was legitimate, portraying Qaddafi as a dictator without power, and framed his government as incompetent, threatening the lives of Libyans. In the Intervention Frames, she reports that the NATO intervention is presented as a legitimate humanitarian effort to end civilian suffering. The findings show that Al Jazeera and BBC news networks presented an extensive anti-Qaddafi and pro-interventionist agenda. The frames and their content were aligned with their government’s political interests, “it became clear that Al Jazeera was the channel most affected by its Qatari political context” (Al Nahed, 2015, pg. 265). Al Nahed’s research provides empirical evidence for the biased presentation in the television channels that coincides with what Baum and Zhukov found in their extensive analysis of newspaper coverage
 The media dominated the coverage with a narrow and assertive narrative. Looking at the findings from the articles provided, it is clear that media consistently presented the Qaddafi regime negatively and failed to understand the possibility for chaos and loss of life resulting from the activity of the rebel groups. There was massive international media coverage, and foreign governments’ pressuring and pushing for the removal of Qaddafi and his regime. This hegemonic presentation enabled Western and some non-Western governments to use their influence, to call for the liberation of decades of dictatorship, despotism, and domination. This enabled some governments to move forward with intrusive political plans to oust undesirable leaders such as Qaddafi. 
The Arab spring in Libya and the framing of the Libyan situation by the international media and NATO powers managed to create a division among Libyans as there were only two possible positions: for or against the regime. Even though Libya was flawed under the rule of Qaddafi authoritarian personalistic regime, it was once a country with a modicum of security and safety where now it is a failed state fractured by on ongoing civil war. 
The media presented a specific outlook in framing the situation in Libya as a result of what was published on social media. Many leaders denounced Qaddafi and asked for him to be removed from power, including Belgium, Canada, Denmark, France, Italy, the Netherlands, Norway, Spain, the United Kingdom, and the United States (Daalder& Stavridis, 2012, pg. 03). Of all countries that participated in the Arab Spring, Libya was the only country for whom a consensus was created around the need for intervention. This intervention was agreed because of the alleged indications that Qaddafi’s regime posed a serious threat to civilians. Even though threats have been established against the masses in Egypt with direct military intervention (Kirkpatrick & Stack, 2011), Syria with the government’s use of chemical weapons against its population (Brooks et al., 2018), Libya was the only state that faced international intervention with NATO’s aid. Of course, before coming to such an intensive and life-changing decision, world leaders pressured Qaddafi’s administration to hand over power by mandating sanctions against Libya, freezing its assets, and introducing a no-flight zone (Silverleib, 2011). 
VI. Conclusion 
By analyzing the changing socio-political history in Libya, this research paper has explored some explanatory factors to account for why Libya failed to establish a successful government after the Arab Spring and instead entered into a period of civil war for the past decade. Looking at scholarly arguments reviewed here, I argue that Libya's political transition failed in 2011 due to the absence of an influential coalition that could have filled the vacuum after Qaddafi was deposed. What made matters worse is that Qaddafi’s preexisting personalistic regime had not created independent state structures capable of outlasting him. The absence of these types of such structures is connected to Libya’s longer historical trajectory. This research paper has sought to draw attention to the different governing systems in Libya and how they have played a part in leading to the current dire situation.
In the 20th century, Libya experienced a vicious colonial rule. Italy colonized Libya in 1911, they subjected Libyans to multiple forms of torture. Yeaw stated that the Italian conquest in Libya was one of the "bloodiest colonial wars" (Yeaw, 2018, pg. 792). Italians incarcerated hundreds of thousands of Libyans, forcing them into concentration camps, where they experienced various punishments such as gas poisoning, strangling, and burning of livestock and housing (Ballinger, 2016, pg. 819). After many years of colonial abuse, Italy's colonial rule was met with a defeat due to WWII, this left Libya ill prepared to undertake its journey towards freedom and statehood. With Italy's exit, Britain and the United States found an opportunity to control Libya and make it a close target for their plans, while disregarding the needs of the Libyan people and their desire to build an independent state. Even though Britain and the United States did not directly  colonize Libya, they had substantial influence. Britain and Libya's high profile Sanusi Ammirati negotiated Libya's fate that eventuated in a proclamation forming a Libyan government under the name 'Senusi.' The indirect influence of Britain on Libya was essential to the mission of seeking geographic control on the Libyan coast. In 1951, with Britain's assistance, Libya became an independent state with a “ruling” monarchy that was weak, financially unstable, and inexperienced at state building and international politics. Because of a lack of political and economic experience, the Libyan monarchy relied heavily on Western states to support Libya's livelihood. Britain had access to Libyan air and ground space in exchange for resources. They had the approval from the king to survey the state's geography and establish military bases. 
The relationship between the monarchy and the West unsettled the potential development of Arab nationalism against Western imperialism in the Middle East and North Africa. The weakness of the monarchy and its reliance on western power led to a substantial change. In 1969, a group of Libyan military soldiers known as "free unionists' officers" overthrew Sanusi's monarchy regime. The movement was referred to as a 'White Revolution' because it succeeded in overthrowing the regime and transforming its class structure without fatalities.. Soon enough, Qaddafi took control of Libya, changing it from a monarchy to a “socialist” country. Qaddafi structured the state based on his personalist vision. He dismantled all the monarchy's western ties, and he expelled all foreign nationals calling them imperialists and colonialists. Even though the international community did not favor Qaddafi's coup and social revolution, he managed to introduce  political and economic changes that changed Libyans' lives because of his access to oil.
Qaddafi had mainly focused on the Arab case identifying Libya as a Pan Arab nation that stood alongside Egypt fighting for the Arab cause. He made many enemies, including the United States for his actions in the Gulf of Sidra, as a result of which President Reagan named  him  "mad dog of the Middle East." In addition, Qaddafi was also accused of terrorism in the context of the Lockerbie bombing in 1986. As a result, Libya became known as a terrorist country due to Qaddafi's actions with the West. Qaddafi's regarded Libya as a personal project in which he managed to change its political system and legal system and guided by his manifesto known as the" Green Book." The book sketches the notion of an ideal state and the roles of each citizen. Because of his strict views on the idea of a nation-state, those against his rule were considered traitors. As a result, many Libyans met their fate by execution. Qaddafi managed to stay in power for 40 years until 2011, when demonstration erupted in Tunisia and many other Arab countries. The world witnessed a mass change that let many Arab leaders escape imprisonment or death during that period. Although many states suffered tremendously from the pressures of a changing era, Libya's experienced higher international attention that ended with international intervention. NATO intervened in Libya to protect Libyan lives and hold Qaddafi accountable for his crimes against his people. The international community deemed the NATO operation successful when he died in combat in 2011. Libya’s transition, however, was not to be easy, mostly because of the lack state structures and unified anti-Qaddafi collation capable of stepping into the vacuum produced by Qaddafi’s fall. Moreover, Libya experienced increased tribal division post-Qaddafi that led to  a never-ending civil war that continues even today. 
To explore the reasons behind the Arab Spring failure, it was important to look into the concept of revolution and its associated social upheaves. Skocpol defines social revolution as the "rapid, basic transformation of a society's state and class structure; they are accompanied and in part carried through by class-based revolts from below. Social revolutions are set apart from other sorts of conflicts and transformative processes above all by combining two coincidences: the coincidence of societal structure change with class upheaval; and the coincidence of political with social transformation. What is unique to social revolution is that basic social structure and political structure change together mutually reinforcing. Furthermore, these changes occur through intense sociopolitical conflicts in which class struggle plays a key role" (Skocpol, 1979, pg. 4-5 To understand why some revolutions are more prone to fail than others, I looked at Jeff Goodwin and Theda Skocpol's article Explaining Revolutions in Contemporary Third World. They discuss conjunctures of specific regime types and coalition building in order to explain successful and unsuccessful.   By providing a conceptual account of the conditions for successful revolutionary movements, they provide some useful tools for understanding the success of  the Qaddafi coup in 1969. Goodwin and Skocpol argue that successful revolutionary transformations, depend on the existence of successful coalitions. 
The conditions of a successful coalition are the inclusion important parts of the population as well as the control of territories that have been excluded from the regime. The article also discusses the regimes at risk of revolutions, such as totalitarian regimes and regimes with indirect power influence. Many of the regimes Goodwin and Skocpol describe are useful for understanding Libya in the 20th and 21st century. Based on Goodwin and Skocpol’s framework, the Qaddafi regime is a personalistic totalitarian regime; it is organized on personalistic lines to tie the Libyan state closely to the person of Qaddafi and his ruling clique. Libya’s post-Arab Spring failure in large part is the product of this type of regime in which state structures and infrastructure had no independence from Qaddafi. Moreover, despite the exclusionary nature of his regime, for reasons that go beyond the scope of this paper, a successful broad based anti-
Qaddafi did not materialize before, during or after the Arab Spring to conclude, in order to tackle the dilemma of current political further research is needed to determine the ongoing causes for transitional failure in Libya. 
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