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	September 13, 2005
	FINAL OUTCOME DOCUMENT

Responsibility to protect populations from genocide, war crimes, ethnic cleansing and crimes against humanity

1. Each individual State has the responsibility to protect its populations from genocide, war crimes, ethnic cleansing and crimes against humanity. This responsibility entails the prevention of such crimes, including their incitement, through appropriate and necessary means.  We accept that responsibility and will act in accordance with it. The international community should, as appropriate, encourage and help States to exercise this responsibility and should support the United Nations to establish an early warning capability. 

2. The international community, through the United Nations, also has the responsibility to use appropriate diplomatic, humanitarian and other peaceful means, in accordance with Chapter VI and VIII of the Charter, to help protect populations from genocide, war crimes, ethnic cleansing and crimes against humanity. In this context, we are prepared to take collective action, in a timely and decisive manner, through the Security Council, in accordance with the UN Charter, including Chapter VII, on a case by case basis and in cooperation with relevant regional organizations as appropriate, should peaceful means be inadequate and national authorities manifestly failing to protect their populations from genocide, war crimes, ethnic cleansing and crimes against humanity. We stress the need for the General Assembly to continue consideration of the responsibility to protect populations from genocide, war crimes, ethnic cleansing, and crimes against humanity and its implications, bearing in mind the principles of the Charter of the United Nations and international law. We also intend to commit ourselves, as necessary and appropriate, to help states build capacity to protect their populations from genocide, war crimes, ethnic cleansing and crimes against humanity and to assist those which are under stress before crises and conflicts break out.

We fully support the mission of the UN Special Advisor for the Prevention of Genocide.

http://www.eyeontheun.org/assets/attachments/documents/ping_sept_13.pdf 
	
	

	September 12, 2005 12:30 p.m.
	DRAFT CIRCULATED BY GENERAL ASSEMBLY PRESIDENT

[Responsibility to protect populations from genocide, war crimes, ethnic cleansing and crimes against humanity]

[Responding to genocide, war crimes, and crimes against humanity]

127. Each individual State has the responsibility to protect its populations from genocide, war crimes, ethnic cleansing and crimes against humanity.  This responsibility entails the prevention of such crimes, including their incitement, through appropriate and necessary means.  We accept that responsibility and will act in accordance with it.  The international community should, as appropriate, encourage and help States to exercise this responsibility and should support the United Nations to establish an early warning capability.

238. The international community, through the United Nations, also has the responsibility to use appropriate diplomatic, humanitarian and other peaceful means, in accordance with Chapter VI and VIII of the Charter, to help protect populations from genocide, war crimes, ethnic cleansing and crimes against humanity.  In this context, we are prepared to take collective action, in a timely an decisive manner, through the Security Council, in accordance with the UN Charter, including Chapter VII, on a case by case basis and in cooperation with relevant regional organizations as appropriate, should peaceful means be inadequate and national authorities are manifestly failing to protect their populations, from genocide, war crimes, ethnic cleansing and crimes against humanity.  We stress the need for the General Assembly to continue consideration of the responsibility to protect populations from genocide, war crimes, ethnic cleansing, and crimes against humanity and its implications, bearing in mind the principles of the Charter of the United Nations and international law.  We also intend to commit ourselves, as necessary and appropriate, to help states build capacity to protect their populations from genocide, war crimes, ethnic cleansing and crimes against humanity and to assist those which are under stress before crises and conflicts break out.

130.  We fully support the mission of the UN Special Advisor for the Prevention of Genocide.

http://www.eyeontheun.org/assets/attachments/documents/ping_sept_12_1230_pm.pdf 
	
	

	September 12, 2005, 8:00 a.m.
	DRAFT CIRCULATED BY GENERAL ASSEMBLY PRESIDENT

 [Responsibility to protect populations from genocide, war crimes, ethnic cleansing and crimes against humanity]

[Responding to genocide, war crimes, and crimes against humanity]

127. Each individual State has the responsibility to protect its populations from genocide, war crimes, ethnic cleansing and crimes against humanity. This responsibility entails the prevention of such crimes, including their incitement, through appropriate and necessary means. We accept that responsibility and will act in accordance with it. The international community should, as appropriate, encourage and help

States to exercise this responsibility and should support the United Nations to establish an early warning capability.

128. The international community, through the United Nations, also has the responsibility to use

appropriate diplomatic, humanitarian and other peaceful means, in accordance with Chapter VI and VIII of the Charter, to help protect populations from genocide, war crimes, ethnic cleansing and crimes against humanity. In this context, we are prepared to take collective action, in a timely and decisive manner,

through the Security Council, in accordance with the UN Charter, including Chapter VII, on a case by

case basis and in cooperation with relevant regional organizations as appropriate, should peaceful means be inadequate and national authorities are manifestly failing to protect their populations from genocide, war crimes, ethnic cleansing and crimes against humanity. We stress the need for the General Assembly to continue consideration of the responsibility to protect populations from genocide, war crimes, ethnic

cleansing, and crimes against humanity and its implications, bearing in mind the principles of the Charter of the United Nations and international law. We also intend to commit ourselves, as necessary and appropriate, to help states build capacity to protect their populations from genocide, war crimes, ethnic cleansing and crimes against humanity and to assist those which are under stress before crises and conflicts break out.

130. We fully support the mission of the UN Special Advisor for the Prevention of Genocide.

http://www.eyeontheun.org/assets/attachments/documents/dod_12sept05_rev2.pdf 
	
	

	September 6, 2005
	DRAFT CIRCULATED BY GENERAL ASSEMBLY PRESIDENT

Responsibility to protect [civilian populations]

127. Each individual State has the responsibility to protect its populations from genocide, war crimes, ethnic cleansing and crimes against humanity. This responsibility to protect entails the prevention of such crimes, including their incitement, through appropriate and necessary means. We accept that responsibility and will act in accordance with it. The

international community should, as appropriate, encourage and help States to exercise this responsibility and should support the United Nations to establish an early warning capability.

128. The international community, through the United Nations, also has the responsibility to use appropriate diplomatic, humanitarian and other peaceful means, in accordance with [Chapter VI and VIII of] the Charter, to help protect civilian populations from genocide, war crimes, ethnic cleansing and crimes against humanity. In this context, [we are prepared to take collective action] [we recognize our shared responsibility to take collective action], in a timely and decisive manner, through the Security Council, under [Chapter VII of] the Charter on a case by case basis and in cooperation with relevant regional organizations as appropriate, should peaceful means be inadequate and [national authorities fail to protect their populations] [populations not be afforded protection].  We stress the need for the General Assembly to continue consideration of the responsibility to protect and its implications, bearing in mind the relevant provisions and principles of the Charter of the United Nations arid international law [and the principle of non-interference

in internal affairs of States]. [We note the importance of developing the capacity of States to exercise this responsibility and assist those which are under stress before

crises and conflicts break out.]

[129. We invite the permanent members of the Security Council to refrain from using the veto in cases of genocide, war crimes, ethnic cleansing and crimes against humanity.]

130. We fully support the mission of the UN Special Advisor for the Prevention of Genocide.

http://www.eyeontheun.org/assets/attachments/documents/draft_outcome_september_6.pdf 
	
	

	August 30, 2005
	
	
	United States

Dear Colleague:

I would like to express again my appreciation for the work that President Ping and his team have done to prepare the draft Outcome Document for next month's High-Level Event. We share a desire and commitment that the Outcome Document set forth measures that we can all support. To that end, we wish to state our principles relating to the section on "responsibility to protect" in the draft document. We believe there exists a widespread consensus in support of these principles which will enable us to reach agreement on an appropriate text.

The international community has a particular interest and role to play in cases involving genocide, ethnic cleansing, crimes against humanity and other large-scale atrocities in which national authorities are unwilling or unable to protect their citizens. The risk in such cases to international peace and security is clear, and the international community must be prepared to use diplomatic, humanitarian, and other peaceful measures to protect civilian populations against such atrocities.

In such cases, the role of the Security Council is critical. In carrying out that responsibility, the Council may, and is fully empowered to, take action under the Charter, including enforcement action, if so required. We reject the argument that the principle of non-intervention precludes the Security Council from taking such action. At the same time, we note that the Charter has never been interpreted as creating a legal obligation for Security Council members to support enforcement action in various cases involving

serious breaches of international peace. Accordingly, we believe just as strongly that a determination as to what particular measures to adopt in specific cases cannot be predetermined in the abstract but should remain a decision within the purview of the

Security Council. For its part, the United States stands ready to take collective action, in a timely and decisive manner, through the Security Council under Chapter VII of the UN Charter and, as appropriate, in co-operation with relevant regional organizations,

should peaceful means be inadequate and national authorities be unwilling or unable to protect their populations.

Our specific views on paragraph 118 are as follows:

Paragraph 118

With respect to the first sentence of paragraph 118, we agree that the host state has a responsibility to protect its populations from such atrocities, and we agree in a more general and moral sense that the international community has a responsibility to act when

the host state allows such atrocities. But the responsibility of the other countries in the international community is not of the same character as the responsibility of the host, and we thus want to avoid formulations that suggest that the other countries are inheriting the same responsibility that the host state has. The text should reflect this view. We also would add "other large-scale atrocities" to avoid legalistic debates about whether a particular situation constitutes, for example, genocide and to clarify that this document

does not cover all war crimes, but only those that are of sufficient scale to warrant such international attention. This is in keeping with the approach in the Geneva Conventions themselves, which distinguish between "grave breaches" of the Convention, and other violations.

With respect to the second sentence of paragraph 118, the U.S. would delete the reference to "incitement." Such a reference raises a problem for the United States because of our traditional approach under the First Amendment to our Constitution.

With respect to the fifth sentence of paragraph 118, we would make changes to make clear that the obligation/responsibility discussed in the text is not of a legal character and to mirror the changes we have proposed to the first sentence of this paragraph. We do not accept that either the United Nations as a whole, or the Security Council, or individual states, have an obligation to intervene under international law. We also believe that what the United Nations does in a particular situation should depend on the specific circumstances. Accordingly, we should avoid language that focuses on the obligation or responsibility of the international community and instead assert that we are prepared to take action. It also would be desirable to insert a reference to economic means, such as sanctions, which can often make an important contribution in dealing with these issues. We would modify the text accordingly.

With respect to the sixth sentence of paragraph 118, we should not preclude the possibility of action absent authorization by the Security Council. There may be cases that involve humanitarian catastrophes but for which there is also a legitimate basis for states to act in self-defense. The text should not foreclose this possibility.

A clear statement on this issue will bolster our common efforts to prevent such atrocities.  I look forward to a constructive dialogue with you and other delegations to achieve our mutual goal of a consensus text on this important issue.

United States Proposals: Responsibility to Protect
118. We agree that each individual state is responsible for the protection of its populations from genocide, war crimes, ethnic cleansing, and crimes against humanity and other large-scale atrocitieslies first and foremost with each individual State. We also agree that this responsibility to protect entails the prevention of such crimes, including their incitement. We accept this responsibility and agree to act in accordance with it. The international community should, as appropriate, encourage and help States to exercise this responsibility and support the efforts of the United Nations to establish an early warning

capability. The international community, through the United Nations, also has moral responsibilitythe obligation to use appropriate diplomatic, economic, humanitarian and other peaceful means, including under Chapters VI and VIII of the Charter to help

protect populations from such atrocitiesgenocide, war crimes, ethnic cleansing and crimes against humanity. In this context, we stand readyrecognize our shared responsibility to take collective action, in a timely and decisive manner, through the Security Council under Chapter VII of the UN Charter and, as appropriate, in co-operation with relevant regional organizations, should peaceful means be inadequate and national authorities be unwilling or unable to protect their populations.1 We stress the need to continue

consideration of the concept of the responsibility to protect within the sixtieth session of the General Assembly.

1 We underscore that national authorities have a responsibility to protect their populations

and, in cases involving genocide, ethnic cleansing, crimes against humanity and other large-scale atrocities in which national authorities are unwilling or unable to protect their citizens, the international community should be prepared to use diplomatic, humanitarian, and other methods to protect civilian populations, and if such methods appear insufficient the Security Council may out of necessity decide to take action under the Charter,

including enforcement action, if so required.
http://www.eyeontheun.org/assets/attachments/documents/bolton_responsibility_to_protect.pdf 

	August 17, 2005
	
	
	United States

Responsibility to Protect
118. [Deleted: We agree that the protection of populations from genocide, war crimes, ethnic cleansing and crimes against humanity lies first and foremost with each individual State.  We also agree that this responsibility to protect entails the prevention of such crimes, including their incitement.  We accept this responsibility and agree to act in accordance with it.  The international community should, as appropriate, encourage and help States to exercise this responsibility and support the efforts of the United Nations to establish an early-warning capability.  The international community, through the United Nations, also has the obligation to use diplomatic, humanitarian and other peaceful means, including under Chapters VI and VIII of the Charter to help protect populations from genocide, war crimes, ethnic cleansing and crimes against humanity.  In this context, we recognize our shared responsibility to take collective action, in a timely and decisive manner, through the Security Council under Chapter VII of the UN Charter and in co-operation with relevant regional organizations, should peaceful means be inadequate and national authorities be unwilling or unable to protect their populations.  We stress the need to continue consideration of the concept of the responsibility to protect within the sixtieth session of the General Assembly.]  We underscore that national authorities have a responsibility to protect their populations and, in cases involving genocide, ethnic cleansing.  Crimes against humanity and other large-scale atrocities in which national authorities are unwilling or unable to protect their citizens then the international community should be prepared to use diplomatic, humanitarian, and other methods to protect civilian populations and if such methods appear insufficient the Security Council may out of necessity decide to take action under the Charter, including enforcement action, if so required.  

[Deleted: 119. We invite the permanent members of the Security Council to refrain from using the veto in cases of genocide, war crimes, ethnic cleansing and crimes against humanity.

120. We support the implementation of the United Nations Action Plan to Prevent Genocide and the work of the Secretariat to this end.]

http://www.eyeontheun.org/assets/attachments/documents/us_amendments_to_outcome_doc.pdf 

	August 10, 2005
	DRAFT CIRCULATED BY GENERAL ASSEMBLY PRESIDENT

Responsibility to protect 

119.
We agree that the protection of populations from genocide, war crimes, ethnic cleansing and crimes against humanity lies first and foremost with each individual State. We also agree that this responsibility to protect entails the prevention of such crimes, including their incitement. We accept that responsibility and agree to act in accordance with it. The international community should, as appropriate, encourage and help States to exercise this responsibility and support the United Nations to establish an early warning capability. The international community, through the United Nations, also has the obligation to use diplomatic, humanitarian and other peaceful means, including under Chapters VI and VIII of the Charter, to help protect civilian populations from genocide, war crimes, ethnic cleansing and crimes against humanity. In this context, we recognize our shared responsibility to take collective action, in a timely and decisive manner, through the Security Council, under Chapter VII of the Charter, and in cooperation with relevant regional organizations, should peaceful means be inadequate and national authorities be unwilling or unable to protect their populations. We stress the need to continue at the sixtieth session of the General Assembly consideration of the concept of the responsibility to protect.

120.
We invite the permanent members of the Security Council to refrain from using the veto in cases of genocide, war crimes, ethnic cleansing and crimes against humanity.

121.
We support the implementation of the United Nations Action Plan to Prevent Genocide and the work of the Secretariat to that end. 

http://www.eyeontheun.org/assets/attachments/documents/august_10th_reform_document_ping.doc 
	
	

	August 5, 2005
	DRAFT CIRCULATED BY GENERAL ASSEMBLY PRESIDENT

Responsibility to Protect

118. We agree that the protection of populations from genocide, war crimes, ethnic cleansing and crimes against humanity lies first and foremost with each individual State.  We also agree that this responsibility to protect entails the prevention of such crimes, including their incitement. We accept this responsibility and agree to act in accordance with it. The international community should, as appropriate, encourage and help States to exercise this responsibility and support the efforts of the United Nations to establish an early-warning capability. The international community, through the United Nations, also has the obligation to use diplomatic, humanitarian and other peaceful means, including

under Chapters VI and VIII of the Charter to help protect populations from genocide, war crimes, ethnic cleansing and crimes against humanity. In this context, we recognize our shared responsibility to take collective action, in a timely and decisive manner, through

the Security Council under Chapter VII of the UN Charter and in co-operation with relevant regional organizations, should peaceful means be inadequate and national

authorities be unwilling or unable to protect their populations. We stress the need to continue consideration of the concept of the responsibility to protect within the sixtieth session of the General Assembly.

119. We invite the permanent members of the Security Council to refrain from using the veto in cases of genocide, war crimes, ethnic cleansing and crimes against humanity.

120. We support the implementation of the United Nations Action Plan to Prevent

Genocide and the work of the Secretariat to this end.

http://www.eyeontheun.org/assets/attachments/documents/third_ping_document_august_5_2005.pdf 
	
	

	August 1, 2005
	
	Non-Aligned Movement

Fourthly, NAM has noted the divergence of views in the discussions on the expression of "responsibility to protect". NAM is still studying carefully and

considering this expression and its implications on the basis of the principles of non-interference and non-intervention as well as the respect for territorial integrity and national sovereignty of States, bearing in mind the provisions of the Charter, international law and international humanitarian law. We hope to conclude our study and consideration of this expression soon.

http://www.eyeontheun.org/assets/attachments/documents/malaysia_human_rights_rule_of_law.pdf 
	Cuba

On the intended concepts of "responsibility to protect" and "human security", Cuba's position has not changed. In the present world's condition they would only facilitate interference, pressures and intervention in the internal affairs of our States by the big powers, in overt and constant threat to our peoples' right to 
self-determination.

Cuba reiterates its firm repudiation to the attempt of approval of these concepts, which only serve the interest of those who make millionaire profits with wars.

Lately, there has been a trend to designate the so-called "failed states", whose political instability could put the security of the rich and powerful at risk, and which would have to be applied the naive recipe of "responsibility to protect" and respect for "human security". These so-called "failed states" appear on a list recently published by a well known magazine on international politics, where 60 of us, including some that will be surprised for being included in such an exclusive group, appear as threats according to 12 arbitrarily manipulated indicators. Those interested in the list may come to the Cuban seat.

http://www.eyeontheun.org/assets/attachments/documents/cuba_8-1-05_on_hr_and_rule_of_law.doc 

	August 2005
	
	
	Cuba

Responsibility to Protect
118. We agree that the protection of populations from genocide, war crimes, ethnic cleansing and crimes against humanity lies first and foremost with each individual State.  We also agree that this responsibility to protect entails the prevention of such crimes, including their incitement.  We accept this responsibility and agree to act in accordance with it.  The international community should, as appropriate, encourage and help States to exercise this responsibility and support the efforts of the United Nations to establish an early warning capability.  The international community, through the United Nations also has the obligation to use diplomatic, humanitarian and other peaceful means including under Chapter VI and VIII of the Charter to help protect populations from genocide, war crimes, ethnic cleansing and crimes against humanity.  In this context we recognize our shared responsibility to take collective action, in a timely and decisive manner, through the Security Council under Chapter VII of the UN Charter and in cooperation with relevant other organizations, should peaceful means be inadequate and national authorities unwilling or unable to protect their populations.  We stress the need to continue consideration of the concept of the responsibility to protect within the sixtieth session of the General Assembly.

	July 28, 2005
	
	European Union

Responsibility to protect

· The EU believes that international agreement on the concept of the responsibility to protect is long overdue.

· We cannot stand by as genocide, war crimes, ethnic cleansing or other gross violations of international humanitarian law and human rights are committed.

· The primary responsibility for the protection of civilian populations lies first and foremost with each individual state. That flows from the Universal Declaration of Human Rights.

· However, where the state in question is unable or unwilling to do so, the principle of non-interference cannot be an absolute block on action. In such cases, the international community should help, and if necessary, should be able to take action where such help is refused, in order to protect the inherent rights of individuals.

· The Summit should therefore send a clear message that the international community has the responsibility to decide and to act case by case through a comprehensive range of measures, including collective action through the Security Council, and in extreme cases, and out of necessity, by use of force, authorised by the Security Council.

· We should agree and endorse this concept in September.

http://www.eyeontheun.org/assets/attachments/documents/united_kingdom_statement_on_draft.pdf 
	

	July 22, 2005
	DRAFT CIRCULATED BY GENERAL ASSEMBLY PRESIDENT

Responsibility to protect 

113.
We agree that the responsibility to protect civilian populations lies first and foremost with each individual State, and we accept that responsibility and agree to act in accordance with it. The international community should, as appropriate, encourage and help States to exercise this responsibility. The international community, through the United Nations, also has the responsibility to use diplomatic, humanitarian and other peaceful means, including under Chapters VI and VIII of the Charter, to help protect civilian populations from genocide, war crimes, ethnic cleansing and crimes against humanity. In this context, we recognize our shared responsibility to take collective action, through the Security Council and, as appropriate, in cooperation with relevant regional arrangements, under Chapter VII of the Charter, should peaceful means prove insufficient and national authorities be unwilling or unable to protect their populations. We stress the need to continue at the sixtieth session of the General Assembly consideration of the concept of the responsibility to protect.

114.
We support the implementation of the United Nations Action Plan to Prevent Genocide and the work of the Secretariat to this end.

http://www.eyeontheun.org/assets/attachments/documents/pings_july_2005_draft_on_un_reform_to_ga.doc 
	
	

	July 1, 2005
	
	
	Malaysia

Responsibility to protect

21. We welcome attempts to draft language in the draft outcome document which seeks to take into account the major concerns of Member States. There is a whole range of questions – political, legal, moral and operational – constituting the debate on the concept of responsibility to protect. We agree with the NAM that there should be more discussions on this concept and

its implications on the principles on non-interference and non-intervention as well as respect for the territorial integrity and national sovereignty of States. This issue needs further consideration and discussion among Member States. We think that the idea of further consideration in the General Assembly is a good one. But to reflect a sense of urgency, we propose that this would be done during the 60th session.

http://www.eyeontheun.org/assets/attachments/documents/malaysia_generalstatement_1july05.pdf 

	Undated version in between 6/8/2005 and 7/22/2005 versions
	DRAFT CIRCULATED BY GENERAL ASSEMBLY PRESIDENT

Responsibility to protect [civilian populations]

98. We agree that the responsibility to protect civilian populations lies first and foremost with each individual State and we accept that responsibility and agree to act in accordance with it. The international community should, as appropriate, encourage and help States to exercise this responsibility. The international community, through the United Nations, also has the responsibility to use diplomatic, humanitarian and other peaceful means, including under Chapters VI and VIII of the Charter to help protect

civilian populations from genocide, war crimes, ethnic cleansing and crimes against humanity. We recognize our shared responsibility to take collective action, through the Security Council and, as appropriate, in cooperation with relevant regional arrangements, under Chapter VII of the Charter, should peaceful means appear insufficient.

99. We support the implementation of the United Nations Action Plan to Prevent Genocide and the work of the Secretariat to this end.

100. We stress the need to continue consideration within the sixtieth session of the General Assembly of the concept of the responsibility to protect.

http://www.eyeontheun.org/assets/attachments/documents/non-paper_un_reform_300.pdf 
	
	

	June 30, 2005
	
	
	Egypt

States are fully responsible for the protection of their own citizens. In doing so, states are free to receive assistance or support from regional and international organizations and arrangements, or from the international community as they see fit. In cases of violations to international law that could constitute a breach to international peace and security, the Security Council may interfere in accordance with its

mandate in the Charter. Apart from those two cases, we do not believe that this responsibility is to be shared at a wider perspective.

http://www.eyeontheun.org/assets/attachments/documents/egypt_generalstatement_30june05.pdf 

	June 22, 2005
	
	
	South Africa
The need for collective action against genocide, war crimes, ethnic cleansing and crimes against humanity is urgent.  The Africa Union is actively engaged in resolving African conflicts before they could reach such gruesome proportions. It would be important for the international community to commit to collective response to the protection of civilians bearing in mind that States retain the fundamental responsibility to protect their own citizens. For this reason, we believe that the language on the responsibility to protect civilians should be linked to exceptional circumstances related to genocide, war crimes, ethnic cleansing and crimes against humanity in order to allay concerns that the protection of civilians might be misused.  

http://www.eyeontheun.org/assets/attachments/documents/south_africa_6-22-05.doc 

	June 22, 2005
	
	
	United States
Responsibility to Protect

It is a given that national authorities must protect their own populations. In cases involving genocide, ethnic cleansing, crimes against humanity and other large-scale atrocities in which national authorities are unable or unwilling to protect their citizens,

the international community should be prepared to use diplomatic, humanitarian and other methods to protect civilian populations. If such methods appear insufficient, the

Security Council may, out of necessity, decide to take action under the Charter to restore international peace and security.

http://www.eyeontheun.org/assets/attachments/documents/us_6-22-2005_statement.pdf 

	June 21, 2005
	
	Non-Aligned Movement
(g) Responsibility to protect

i. "The Ministers reaffirmed the commitment of the Non-Aligned Movement to the United Nations Charter and underscored the need to preserve and promote its principles and purposes, including the principles of respect for the sovereignty, territorial integrity and non-interference in the internal affairs of States. In this regard, they reiterated the rejection by the Movement of the so-called "right" of humanitarian intervention, which has no basis either in the Charter or in international law, and requested the Co-ordinating Bureau in New York to continue to be seized with this issue as well as other related matters in accordance with the principled position of the Movement. They also observed similarities between the new expression "responsibility to protect" and "humanitarian intervention" and requested the Co-ordinating Bureau to carefully study and consider the expression "responsibility to protect" and its implications on the basis of the principles of non-interference and non-intervention as well as the respect for territorial integrity and national sovereignty of States, bearing in mind the provisions of the Charter of the United Nations, international law and international humanitarian law."

http://www.eyeontheun.org/assets/attachments/documents/nam_6-21-2005.doc 
	Cuba

Cuba supports and considers tremendously necessary the UN reform, but such cannot be pursued in a hurriedly and rashly way as the draft Document suggests. The reform shall reflect all Member States' common interests aiming at peace strengthening, social and economic development of the peoples, social justice, multilateralism-without being labeled, actual promotion and protection of all human rights and international cooperation pursuant to the UN Charter and International Law principles.

Contrary to the above mentioned, the draft document enshrines measures of institutional reforms promoting selectivity and country exclusion, to the detriment of UN Charter principles, under the argument of being us all in a qualitative different moment. By using this argument, a dangerous approach is attempted to be imposed in order to reinterpret the foundations of the institutional life, questioning and conditioning UN founding principles and objectives enshrined in its constitutive Charter.

Some concrete proposals included in the draft Document aim at disappearing the cornerstone of the UN system and the existing International Law, such as the sacred principle of sovereign equality among States, which is actually unacceptable. Cuba rejects the attempt to impose the acceptance of the so-called "responsibility to protect", which in the current world situation will only facilitate interference, pressure and intervention in the domestic affairs of our States by the superpowers and their allies, openly and permanently threatening the full enjoyment of the right to self determination of our peoples. The same happens with the term "human security", which enjoys no consensus and inexplicably appears in the draft Document.

Cuba will firmly reject the attempt to endorse such doctrine, which only pleases the interests of those making a multimillionaire business out of war. We would like to reiterate, that if the inclusion of both concepts is promoted in the final version of the document to be adopted next September, our delegation will officially call for a vote on this issue at the plenary meeting where the document would be adopted in the High-Level Meeting.

http://www.eyeontheun.org/assets/attachments/documents/cuba_6-21-2005.doc 

	June 21, 2005
	
	European Union

28. The EU endorses the concept of the responsibility to protect. The United Nations come under harsh criticism each time the international community was

not able to prevent or to stop genocide, ethnic cleansing, war crimes or other massive and gross violations of human rights.

29. We agree that the responsibility to protect the civilian populations lies first and foremost with each individual state. However, if it fails to do so, the

international community has the responsibility to use diplomatic, humanitarian and other means, including sanctions and the use of force if need be, to help protect civilian populations from genocide, war crimes, ethnic cleansing and

crimes against humanity. We recognize our shared responsibility to take collective action through the Security Council.

http://www.eyeontheun.org/assets/attachments/documents/eu_generalstatement_21june05.pdf 
	Iran

Sixth, on Responsibility to Protect,
The notion of “responsibility to protect” that is incorporated in the draft outcome document is highly controversial and undefined. It is susceptible to wide range of subjective interpretations and subsequent misuse by vested interests on the global and regional levels. While we support the necessity of concerted action by the international community, in accordance with the UN Charter, in cases of heinous crimes of genocide, war crimes and crimes against humanity, my delegation would not be able to go along with the vague notion of "responsibility to protect".

http://www.eyeontheun.org/assets/attachments/documents/iran_6-21-2005.doc 

	June 21, 2005
	
	
	United Kingdom

Mr President, we believe that international agreement on the principle of the responsibility to Protect is long overdue. The international community cannot standby as genocide, war crimes or large-scale violations of human rights are committed, with the State in question unwilling or unable to take action. This is not about the West trying to find excuses to intervene in the affairs of sovereign states. This is about the responsibility of national governments primarily, but also when necessary the international community being more prepared to decide and act to protect

vulnerable people from extreme violence, massive human rights abuses, starvation and death. Most of the time this action will be diplomatic, humanitarian or legal - only in the most extreme cases would military action be required. We need an internationally agreed framework to provide a platform for such action so that we can, case by case, fulfil our responsibilities to the weak, the oppressed, and in extremis those facing the threat of genocide.

http://www.eyeontheun.org/assets/attachments/documents/uk_generalstatement_22june05.pdf 

	June 8, 2005
	DRAFT CIRCULATED BY GENERAL ASSEMBLY PRESIDENT

Responsibility to protect

72. We agree that the responsibility to protect civilian populations lies first and foremost with each individual State. The international community should, as necessary, encourage and help States to exercise this responsibility. The international community also has the responsibility to use diplomatic, humanitarian and other peaceful means under Chapters VI and VIII of the Charter to help protect civilian populations from genocide, war crimes, ethnic cleansing and crimes against humanity. If such peaceful means appear insufficient, we recognize our shared responsibility to take collective action, through the Security Council and, as appropriate, in cooperation with relevant regional organizations, under Chapter VII of the Charter.

73.
We support the implementation of the United Nations Action Plan to Prevent Genocide.

74.
We stress the need to continue consideration within the General Assembly of the concept of the responsibility to protect.

http://www.eyeontheun.org/assets/attachments/documents/pings_draft_document_of_high-level_plenary_meeting_of_ga_sep_2005.doc 
	
	

	June 7, 2005
	
	
	China

III. Rule of Law, Human Rights and Democracy

1. Responsibility to Protect

Each state shoulders the primary responsibility to protect its own population.  However, internal unrest in a country is often caused by complex factors. Prudence is called for in judging a government's ability and will to protect its citizens. No reckless intervention should be allowed.

When a massive humanitarian crisis occurs, it is the legitimate concern of the international community to ease and defuse the crisis. Any response to such a crisis should strictly conform to the UN Charter and the opinions of the country and the regional organization concerned should be respected. It falls on the Security Council to make the decision in the frame of UN in light of specific circumstances which should lead to a peaceful solution as far as possible. Wherever it involves enforcement actions, there should be more prudence in the consideration of each case.

http://www.eyeontheun.org/assets/attachments/documents/china_positionpaper_7june05.pdf 

	April 20, 2005
	
	
	Cuba

The so-called "responsibility to protect" has been debated for years and it has not found, in any of its variants, consensus in the United Nations, including human security which has been attempted to be used in order to sweeten its presentation.

When the illegal war against Iraq broke out, some of the most feverish advocators of the so-called "responsibility to protect" chose to remain silent, while others allied to the aggressor, resulting in the death of hundreds of thousands of Iraqi civilian casualties in this cruel assault. They neither blinked when everybody in the globe knew of the indescribable tortures carried out in prison facilities in Iraq, Afghanistan and the Naval Base in Guantánamo.

Not few advocators of the "responsibility to protect" deterred the analysis in the CHR of the humanitarian situation in Iraq after the conflict's outbreak; they opposed to the adoption of a draft resolution attempting to investigate the arbitrary detentions in the illegal US Naval Base in Guantánamo. Besides, within the framework of the substantive session of ECOSOC (2004), these advocators also voted against the adoption of a text calling not to torture prisoners in the name of the war on terror.

It would be suicidal to validate the so-called "right to intervention", used so many times nowadays, within the circumstances of a unipolar and neoliberal world characterized by the existence of an economic and military dictatorship exerted by the superpower, where only one society model is attempted to be imposed, there is a "nuclear Club", "preemptive wars" are promoted, double standards dominate the actions of the Security Council, some shape the contempt towards the General Assembly, the implementation of coercive unilateral measures proliferates and human rights are politically and selectively manipulated.

Cuba firmly rejects, even by means of a vote, the endorsement of such doctrine, which only serves the interests of those making a multimillionaire business out of war.

http://www.eyeontheun.org/assets/attachments/documents/cuba_freedom_to_l_ivein_dignity4-20-2005.doc 

	April 20, 2005
	
	
	Indonesia

My delegation acknowledges that the rule of law is a fundamental United Nations principle. Its implementation is important at both national and international levels. To this end, it is crucial to strengthen existing international norms and rules, and the implementation of treaties and conventions. 

Given this context, we have reservations concerning the concept of “responsibility to protect.” Indeed, we share the view that it is uncomfortably similar to the so-called concept of “humanitarian intervention,” which lacks basis in The Charter and in international law. While there are some moral justifications for the recommendation of the Secretary-General on this subject, some questions remain to be addressed, and we look forward to further information on the concept. 


http://www.eyeontheun.org/assets/attachments/documents/indonesia_dignity.doc 

	April 20, 2005
	
	
	Iran

2. Undoubtedly, the international community cannot and should not sit idly and neglect its high

responsibility when faced with heinous crimes of genocide, war crimes and crimes against humanity. Indeed, it cannot be right for the United Nations to stand by, when the international

community is faced with these crimes, and let them unfold to the end, with disastrous consequences for many thousands of innocent people. It is not, however, clear that introduction of a new concept rather than a more faithful implementation of the UN Charter, has the first-order priority in the quest to meet such threats. The Report of the Secretary General has suggested the vague and highly controversial concept of "responsibility to protect” which is

subject to a wide range of  Interpretations. The sensitivity of this issue has also been acknowledged by the Secretary General himself. The introduction of this concept, which has no basis in the Charter or in international law, may pave the ground for certain powers to pursue their political agenda under the pretext of humanitarian intervention and protection.

We believe that a delicate border should be drawn between the situations of acute crisis which needs immediate attention and response of the international community and the situations of less sensitive nature. Therefore, a case by case approach, on the basis of existing potentials of the

Charter and without introduction of new concepts, may be the most productive and suitable solution. The general demand of respect for sovereignty should also be respected in this regard.  We must demystify this concept and apply the same standards of modernization in its interpretation. In other words, sovereignty cannot be restricted, under the guise of conforming to the needs of 21st century, to allow intervention, while at the same time the same sovereignty is expanded to its 19th century parameters to relax the restrictions on the use of force.

http://www.eyeontheun.org/assets/attachments/documents/iran_4-20-2005.pdf 

	April 20, 2005
	
	
	Malaysia

Responsibility to Protect
4.
My delegation concurs with the Non Aligned Movement that there should be more discussions on the concept of responsibility to protect and its implications on the principles on non-interference and non-intervention as well as respect for the territorial integrity and national sovereignty of States.  The Secretary General in paragraph 135 of his report has proposed that the enforcement mechanism follows the criteria prescribed by the High Level Panel for the use of force.  In addition the Secretary General has also proposed that the Security Council adopt a resolution setting out these principles and expressing its intention to be guided by them when deciding whether to authorize or mandate the use of force.  We would have difficulty with this and would like to see further clarification.

http://www.eyeontheun.org/assets/attachments/documents/malaysia_4-20-05_freedom_to_live_in_dignity.pdf 

	April 19, 2005
	
	European Union

The EU endorses the concept of “Responsibility to protect”. Grave and massive violations of human rights and acts of genocide call for strong response and action on the part of the international community.

The EU endorses the Secretary-General’s important proposal concerning the “Responsibility to protect”. In our view, this proposal should be considered from a broad perspective. The basic principle of state sovereignty is and should remain undisputed. It should also be recognized that state sovereignty implies not only rights, but also responsibilities. One of these responsibilities is the responsibility of each state to protect its own citizens - that comes first. However, if a state is unable or unwilling to do so, and if a situation of genocide, war crimes and crimes against humanity or massive human rights violations occurs or threatens to occur, the international community will have a responsibility to help protect these civilians and thereby also help to maintain international peace and security; first and foremost through diplomatic, humanitarian and other measures, such as support to capacity building and other development activities. But if such measures would have no immediate effect or would come too late, enforcement measures through the Security Council or approved by the Security Council should be possible, if needed and as a measure of last resort.

The responsibility to protect encompasses a responsibility to prevent. In the Secretary-General’s words: “an ounce of prevention is worth significantly more than a pound of cure”.


http://www.eyeontheun.org/assets/attachments/documents/eu_freedom_to_live_in_dignity_4-19-2005.doc 
	China

I. Rule of law
1. On the responsibility to protect

The Chinese delegation is of the view that sovereign states remain at the very forefront in response to various security threats. The purposes and principles of the UN Charter should continue to be abided by, and the rights and obligations of sovereign states should continue to be respected. We believe that countries have the primary

responsibility to protect their nationals. When confronting large-scale humanitarian crisis, it is appropriate for the international community to respond by easing and checking the crisis and offer timely assistance. However,

we must not fail to see that disturbances of a country often have complicated causes, and judgment should be made cautiously on whether a country is able or willing to protect its nationals. Acts of interference should not be taken willfully. When it is decided to take necessary actions, it is essential for the international community to strictly abide by the UN Charter and the cardinal principles of equality of sovereignty and non-interference in other countries' internal affairs. The Security Council should act on the basis of realities, make clear evaluations and use, to the greatest extent, peaceful means within the UN framework. In adopting mandatory actions, it is even more important to act prudently on a case-by-case basis and avoid generalization.

2. On participation in treaty event and treaties relating to the protection of civilians Treaty event is a very good form of activities. It can serve to urge some countries to use this opportunity to go through the procedures of treaty accession. We wish to see continued treaty event in future.

http://www.eyeontheun.org/assets/attachments/documents/china_4-19-2005_dignity.pdf 

	April 19, 2005
	
	
	Egypt

Mr. Chairman,

The proposals under discussion in the field of Human Rights require careful consideration on our part since they entail a leap forward to develop new norms for intervention by the international community and the Security Council without clear parameters that would protect the interests of all states.

The “Responsibility to Protect” conflicts directly with such well established principles enshrined in the Charter particularly those related to the use of force, sovereignty, territorial integrity and non interference in the internal affairs of states.  Furthermore, attempts to apply such undefined concepts will confront us with many impediments that can hinder our common efforts.  It would allow the strong to judge the weak, as it will further deepen the suspicions among civilizations and cultures.  We believe that the responsibility to protect should be replaced by international responsibilities to develop, responsibilities to abolish weapons of mass destruction and by responsibilities to end occupation and settle the political and economic problems that are hindering out developmental and security efforts.

Furthermore, we consider that adhering to international treaties that the Secretary General is a depository, is essential provided that those treaties cover the interest of all states, particularly in the fields that constitute a threat to humanity such as the NPT.

http://www.eyeontheun.org/assets/attachments/documents/egypt_4-19-2005.pdf 

	April 19, 2005
	
	
	United Kingdom
Responsibility to Protect 

The United Kingdom strongly supports “the responsibility to protect” as a basis for collective action against genocide, ethnic cleansing, and crimes against humanity. Of course, responsibility must lie primarily with the individual State to protect its own population. But if national authorities are unwilling or unable to do so, the international community can and should act. Invoking the principle of non-interference in Article 2.7 of the Charter will offer nothing to the victims of atrocities in Darfur or another Rwanda situation. We have diplomatic and humanitarian tools at our disposal. And where necessary, the Security Council may and should decide on enforcement action to help protect civilian populations. If we do not shoulder this responsibility to protect, who will? Our societies – rightly – expect nothing less from us. 

http://www.eyeontheun.org/assets/attachments/documents/uk_on_freedom_to_live_in_dignity.doc 

	April 8, 2005
	
	
	Cuba

I should also remind that the proposal to assume the so-called "collective responsibility to protect" has been analyzed in this Organization during the latest years. However, far from gaining support, it keeps facing great rejection among an important group of Member States of this Organization. 

When the illegal war against Iraq broke out, some of the most feverish advocators of the so-called "collective responsibility to protect" chose to remain silent, while others allied the aggressor, resulting in the death of hundreds of thousands of Iraqi civilian casualties in this cruel assault. 

They neither blinked when everybody in the globe knew of the indescribable tortures carried out in prison facilities in Iraq, Afghanistan and the Naval Base in Guantánamo. 

Not few advocators of the "responsibility to protect" deterred the analysis in the CHR of the humanitarian situation in Iraq after the conflict's outbreak; they opposed to the adoption of a draft resolution attempting to investigate the arbitrary detentions in the illegal US Naval Base in Guantánamo. Besides, within the framework of the substantive session of ECOSOC (2004), these advocators also voted against the adoption of a text calling not to torture prisoners in the name of the war on terror. 

It would be suicidal to validate the so-called "right to intervention", used so many times nowadays, within the circumstances of a unipolar and neoliberal world characterized by the existence of an economic and military dictatorship exerted by the superpower, where only one society model is attempted to be imposed, there is a "nuclear club", "preemptive wars" are promoted, double standards dominate the actions of the Security Council, some shape the contempt towards the General Assembly, the implementation of coercive unilateral measures proliferates and human rights are politically and selectively manipulated.


http://www.eyeontheun.org/assets/attachments/documents/cuba_4-8-2005.doc 

	April 7, 2005
	
	
	Indonesia

With reference to the “responsibility to protect,” it is our view that although there are some moral justifications for this recommendation, we feel that a number of political and legal questions remain to be addressed. 

http://www.eyeontheun.org/assets/attachments/documents/indonesia_general.doc 

	April 7, 2005
	
	
	Iran

6. The Report has also accepted the vague and highly controversial concept of "responsibility to protect", which has been subject to a wide range of interpretations. Clearly, the international community cannot and should not sit idly when faced with the heinous crimes of genocide, war crimes and crimes against humanity. However, as indicated in the Report of the High Level Panel, one of the main reasons for the failures of the United Nations in tackling such crimes in certain cases has clearly been the lack of will on the part of certain major powers, who prevented the UN from taking appropriate measures in those well known cases. Therefore, it is not clear that introduction of a new concept rather than a more faithful implementation of the UN Charter in this regard, has the first-order priority in the quest to meet such threats. There is the grave concern that the concept of "responsibility to protect" could be invoked by certain countries to pursue their own political agenda, and that through this idea some parts of the world may be transformed into a potential theatre for their intervention.

Reference should be made here to the general demand of respect for sovereignty. We must demystify this concept and apply the same standards of modernization in its interpretation. In other words, sovereignty cannot be restricted, under the guise of conforming to the needs of 21St century, to allow intervention, while at the same time the same sovereignty is expanded to its 19th century parameters to relax the restrictions on the use of force and allow pre-emption.

http://www.eyeontheun.org/assets/attachments/documents/iran_general_4-7-2005.pdf 

	April 6, 2005
	
	European Union

The violations of human rights and disrespect for the rule of law are among the main factors threatening peace and security as well as slowing down development processes. The EU endorses the concept of “Responsibility to protect.” The responsibility to provide security lies primarily with national states, but also with the international community whenever a national state fails to protect its citizens. Flagrant violations of human rights and acts of genocide call for strong response and action on the part of the international community.

http://www.eyeontheun.org/assets/attachments/documents/eu_general_in_larger_freedom.doc 
	China

We support the Secretary-General's proposition concerning collective action against security threats and challenges. It coincides with China's proposal for a new security concept that emphasizes "mutual trust, mutual benefit, equality and cooperation". The proposals in the report on a strategy against terrorism, peacekeeping and the fight against transnational organized

crime are on the whole sound and positive. Meanwhile, we take note that recent consultations in the General Assembly have shown that differences still remain on the issues of the defmition of terrorism, the criteria for the use of force, the concept of the "responsibility to protect" and the prevention of proliferation.  We believe further consultations are needed to seek consensus on those questions.

http://www.eyeontheun.org/assets/attachments/documents/china_4-6-2005.pdf 

	April 6, 2005
	
	
	Egypt

Fourth: The respect for human rights, democracy, and good governance cannot be imposed on states, but can only materialize through increasing national conviction of its importance to human development, according to social, cultural arid ethnic conditions and specificities of each state. I must emphasize that our individual countries have undertaken substantial strides in these fields. However, the theory of the "responsibility to protect"

advocated in the Report will become a threat to the principle of national sovereignty of states, and would usher into a new form for intervention in their internal affairs, particularly when the legal underpinnings of such theory remain unclear, in addition to its reliance on an incremental division of responsibilities between the State, the international community, and the Security Council.

http://www.eyeontheun.org/assets/attachments/documents/egypt_general_4-6-2005.pdf 

	April 6, 2005
	
	
	United Kingdom

Freedom to live in dignity addresses our continued focus on upholding and extending the rule of law, respect for human rights: economic and social as well as civil and political. We welcome the Secretary-General’s proposals for a higher profile and stronger institutional capacity for human rights. Let us agree on that now, and not let important but secondary details of organisation stand in the way of basic reforms that we all know are overdue. And in the world we are all trying to create, how could it ever be acceptable to allow genocide, war crimes or gross violations of international humanitarian law to proceed with impunity? The principle of the Responsibility to Protect must surely be part of the answer. 

http://www.eyeontheun.org/assets/attachments/documents/uk_4-6-2005.doc 

	March 21, 2005
	IN LARGER FREEDOM: SECRETARY-GENERAL REPORT
132. Accordingly, I believe that decisions should be made in 2005 to help strengthen the rule of law internationally and nationally, enhance the stature and structure of the human rights machinery of the United Nations and more directly support efforts to institute and deepen democracy in nations around the globe. We must also move towards embracing and acting on the “responsibility to protect” potential or actual victims of massive atrocities. The time has come for Governments to be held to account, both to their citizens and to each other, for respect of the dignity of the individual, to which they too often pay only lip service. We must move from an era of legislation to an era of implementation. Our declared principles and our common interests demand no less. 

…
134. Nowhere is the gap between rhetoric and reality — between declarations and deeds — so stark and so deadly as in the field of international humanitarian law. It cannot be right, when the international community is faced with genocide or massive human rights abuses, for the United Nations to stand by and let them unfold to the end, with disastrous consequences for many thousands of innocent people. I have drawn Member States’ attention to this issue over many years. On the occasion of the tenth anniversary of the Rwandan genocide, I presented a five-point action plan to prevent genocide. The plan underscored the need for action to prevent armed conflict, effective measures to protect civilians, judicial steps to fight impunity, early warning through a Special Adviser on the Prevention of Genocide, and swift and decisive action when genocide is happening or about to happen. Much more, however, needs to be done to prevent atrocities and to ensure that the international community acts promptly when faced with massive violations.

135. The International Commission on Intervention and State Sovereignty and more recently the High-level Panel on Threats, Challenges and Change, with its 16 members from all around the world, endorsed what they described as an “emerging norm that there is a collective responsibility to protect” (see A/59/565, para. 203). While I am well aware of the sensitivities involved in this issue, I strongly agree with this approach. I believe that we must embrace the responsibility to protect, and, when necessary, we must act on it. This responsibility lies, first and foremost, with each individual State, whose primary raison d’être and duty is to protect its population. But if national authorities are unable or unwilling to protect their citizens, then the responsibility shifts to the international community to use diplomatic, humanitarian and other methods to help protect the human rights and well-being of civilian populations. When such methods appear insufficient, the Security Council may out of necessity decide to take action under the Charter of the United Nations, including enforcement action, if so required. In this case, as in others, it should follow the principles set out in section III above.

………

7. I urge Heads of State and Government to recommit themselves to supporting the rule of law, human rights and democracy — principles at the heart of the Charter of the United Nations and the Universal Declaration of Human Rights. To this end, they should:

…
 (b) Embrace the “responsibility to protect” as a basis for collective action against genocide, ethnic cleansing and crimes against humanity, and agree to act on this responsibility, recognizing that this responsibility lies first and foremost with each individual State, whose duty it is to protect its population, but that if national authorities are unwilling or unable to protect their citizens, then the responsibility shifts to the international community to use diplomatic, humanitarian and other methods to help protect civilian populations, and that if such methods appear insufficient the Security Council may out of necessity decide to take action under the Charter, including enforcement action, if so required;

http://www.eyeontheun.org/assets/attachments/documents/in_larger_freedom.doc 
	
	

	December 1, 2004
	REPORT OF THE HIGH LEVEL PANEL

The case for collective security today rests on three basic pillars. Today’s threats recognize no national boundaries, are connected, and must be addressed at the global and regional as well as the national levels. No State, no matter how powerful, can by its own efforts alone make itself invulnerable to today’s threats. And it cannot be assumed that every State will always be able, or willing, to meet its responsibility to protect its own peoples and not to harm its neighbours. 

…
We address here the circumstances in which effective collective security may require the backing of military force, starting with the rules of international law that must govern any decision to go to war if anarchy is not to prevail. It is necessary to distinguish between situations in which a State claims to act in self-defence; situations in which a State is posing a threat to others outside its borders; and situations in which the threat is primarily internal and the issue is the responsibility to protect a State’s own people. In all cases, we believe that the Charter of the United Nations, properly understood and applied, is equal to the task: Article 51 needs neither extension nor restriction of its long-understood scope, and Chapter VII fully empowers the Security Council to deal with every kind of threat that States may confront. The task is not to find alternatives to the Security Council as a source of authority but to make it work better than it has

…
The case for collective security today rests on three basic pillars. Today’s threats recognize no national boundaries, are connected, and must be addressed at the global and regional as well as national levels. No State, no matter how powerful, can by its own efforts alone make itself invulnerable to today’s threats. And it cannot be assumed that every State will always be able, or willing, to meet its responsibility to protect its own peoples and not to harm its neighbours. 

…
36.
Collective security institutions have proved particularly poor at meeting the challenge posed by large-scale, gross human rights abuses and genocide. This is a normative challenge to the United Nations: the concept of State and international responsibility to protect civilians from the effects of war and human rights abuses has yet to truly overcome the tension between the competing claims of sovereign inviolability and the right to intervene. It is also an operational challenge: the challenge of stopping a Government from killing its own civilians requires considerable military deployment capacity.

…
3. Chapter VII of the Charter of the United Nations, internal threats and the responsibility to protect

199. The Charter of the United Nations is not as clear as it could be when it comes to saving lives within countries in situations of mass atrocity. It “reaffirm(s) faith in fundamental human rights” but does not do much to protect them, and Article 2.7 prohibits intervention “in matters which are essentially within the jurisdiction of any State”. There has been, as a result, a long-standing argument in the international community between those who insist on a “right to intervene” in man-made catastrophes and those who argue that the Security Council, for all its powers under Chapter VII to “maintain or restore international security”, is prohibited from authorizing any coercive action against sovereign States for whatever happens within their borders.

200.
Under the Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide (Genocide Convention), States have agreed that genocide, whether committed in time of peace or in time of war, is a crime under international law which they undertake to prevent and punish. Since then it has been understood that genocide anywhere is a threat to the security of all and should never be tolerated. The principle of non-intervention in internal affairs cannot be used to protect genocidal acts or other atrocities, such as large-scale violations of international humanitarian law or large-scale ethnic cleansing, which can properly be considered a threat to international security and as such provoke action by the Security Council.

201.
The successive humanitarian disasters in Somalia, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Rwanda, Kosovo and now Darfur, Sudan, have concentrated attention not on the immunities of sovereign Governments but their responsibilities, both to their own people and to the wider international community. There is a growing recognition that the issue is not the “right to intervene” of any State, but the “responsibility 
to protect” of every State when it comes to people suffering from avoidable catastrophe — mass murder and rape, ethnic cleansing by forcible expulsion and terror, and deliberate starvation and exposure to disease. And there is a growing acceptance that while sovereign Governments have the primary responsibility to protect their own citizens from such catastrophes, when they are unable or unwilling to do so that responsibility should be taken up by the wider international community — with it spanning a continuum involving prevention, response to violence, if necessary, and rebuilding shattered societies. The primary focus should be on assisting the cessation of violence through mediation and other tools and the protection of people through such measures as the dispatch of humanitarian, human rights and police missions. Force, if it needs to be used, should be deployed as a last resort. 

202. The Security Council so far has been neither very consistent nor very effective in dealing with these cases, very often acting too late, too hesitantly or not at all. But step by step, the Council and the wider international community have come to accept that, under Chapter VII and in pursuit of the emerging norm of a collective international responsibility to protect, it can always authorize military action to redress catastrophic internal wrongs if it is prepared to declare that the situation is a “threat to international peace and security”, not especially difficult when breaches of international law are involved. 

203.
We endorse the emerging norm that there is a collective international responsibility to protect, exercisable by the Security Council authorizing military intervention as a last resort, in the event of genocide and other large-scale killing, ethnic cleansing or serious violations of international humanitarian law which sovereign Governments have proved powerless or unwilling to prevent.

…
232.
Under international law, the primary responsibility to protect civilians from suffering in war lies with belligerents — State or non-State. International humanitarian law provides minimum protection and standards applicable to the most vulnerable in situations of armed conflict, including women, children and refugees, and must be respected. 

…
55.
The Panel endorses the emerging norm that there is a collective international responsibility to protect, exercisable by the Security Council authorizing military intervention as a last resort, in the event of genocide and other large-scale killing, ethnic cleansing or serious violations of humanitarian law which sovereign Governments have proved powerless or unwilling to prevent. (203)

http://www.eyeontheun.org/assets/attachments/documents/report_of_the_high_level_panel.doc 
	
	


