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UPR H is tory  & Human R ights  Commiss ion Reform  
The Universal Periodic Review (UPR) was set up in 2006 following the creation of the 
Human Rights Council. The Council was created in response to claims that the Commission 
it replaced had been too political.   Western states and members of the non-aligned 
movement shared this analysis.  

However, disagreement soon broke out about the new Council too.  Israel has been the 
object of numerous resolutions passed in the Council and in March 2012 announced it 
was suspending all cooperation with it.  This was in spite of the original plan, supported 
by the Americans, to make the new Council less hostile to Tel Aviv. 

Initially, the USA, which had been very critical of the old Commission on Human Rights, was sceptical about the 
new Council.  It boycotted it until the election of Barack Obama in 2009.  Since then, and with the support of the 
American Jewish Committee and UN Watch, it has been fully engaged in the work of the Council.  In some 
respects, indeed, the Council is seen by some in the US administration as a way of fighting multipolarity.  

Non-aligned states welcomed the reform but were afraid that the new Council would prove be a new tool in the 
hands of strong States acting against weak ones. Non-aligned states and large states like Russia and China have 
attacked the interventionist tendencies of the new Council.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Paragraph 1. Decides to establish 
the Human Rights Council, based in 
Geneva, in replacement of the 
Commission on Human Rights, as a 
subsidiary organ of the General 
Assembly; the Assembly shall review 
the status of the Council within five 
years; 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Paragraph 8. Decides that the membership in 
the Council shall be open to all States 
Members of the United Nations; when electing 
members of the Council, Member States shall 
take into account the contribution of 
candidates to the promotion and protection of 
human rights and their voluntary pledges and 
commitments made thereto; the General 
Assembly, by a two-thirds majority of the 
members present and voting, may suspend the 
rights of membership in the Council of a 
member of the Council that commits gross and 
systematic violations of human rights; 

Paragraph 10. Decides further that the 
Council shall meet regularly throughout 
the year and schedule no fewer than 
three sessions per year, including a 
main session, for a total duration of no 
less than ten weeks, and shall be able 
to hold special sessions, when needed, 
at the request of a member of the 
Council with the support of one third of 
the membership of the Council; 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Three mechanisms contained in the General Assembly Resolution 60/251, which instituted the Human Rights Council turned out to be 
decisive in the Libyan case: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The Universal Periodic Review (UPR) emerged out of the 2005 UN reform process. the UPR periodically 
examines the human rights performance of all 193 UN Member States. HRC Resolution 5/1 of 18 June 2007 

and HRC decision 6/102 of 27 September 2007 elaborated the UPR’s operation. HRC resolution 5/1 provides 
that the UPR should be a tool to question States regarding their Human Rights records. 

In 2009 in Cuba, the Non-Aligned Movement stated : "It (the HRC) should not be used as a tool to interfere in 
the internal affairs of States or to question their political, economic, and social systems, their sovereign rights, 
and their national, religious and cultural particularities. It must continue to be implemented in accordance with 

UNGA resolution 60/251, HRC resolution 5/1 and 5/2" 
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Respons ib i l i ty  to  Protect  or  R ight 
to  In ter fere in  L ibya? 

24 October 2005: The General Assembly votes to adopt the conclusions of 
the World Summit.  This document, which is 38 pages long, contains two 
sentences which can be interpreted as providing the legal basis for a 
"responsibility to protect" 

On 26 February and 17 March 2011, the UN Security Council votes two 
resolutions on Libya.  The first refers the situation in Libya to the 
International Criminal Court, even though Libya is not a signatory state to the 
Rome statute; the second authorizes states to use "all necessary measures", 
i.e. military force, to "protect civilians" and to impose a no-fly zone.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The Libyan case is a very good example of interference in the internal affairs of a sovereign state. 

An armed opposition movement was supported from abroad and quickly recognised as the legitimate government without 
reference to the sovereign process inside Libya. Claims made before the Human Rights Council about massacres of civilians, 

later shown to be based on no evidence, were used to justify the Security Council and General Assembly resolutions. 

 

 

 

 

 

NGOs and others invoke the responsibility to protect.  But what responsibility do these bodies, and the states which use military 
force, have for the consequences of their acts? 
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In May 2010, elections took place to the Human Rights Council (47 states, elected on the basis of 
regional quotas).  The NGOs Freedom House and U.N Watch campaigned against the election of Libya but 

Libya was elected.   UN Watch then started its campaign to get Libya expelled from the Council.  It 
achieved its goal on 1 March 2011, when the General Assembly voted to expel the country - the first time 

such a decision was taken.  The Universal Periodic Review of human rights in Libya, published on 4 
January 2011, was never taken into consideration when this decision was made.  

 

 

 

On 21 February 21, 2011 the Libyan League for Human Rights got 70 other NGOs to send letters to 
President Obama, the E.U. High Representative, Catherine Ashton, and the U.N. Secretary-General, Ban 

Ki-moon, demanding international action against Libya and invoking the “responsibility to protect” 
doctrine. Only 25 members of this coalition actually assert that they are human rights groups. The 

signatories included Francis Fukuyama, UN Watch, the National Endowment for Democracy, B’nai B’rith 
Human Rights Commission, the Cuban Democratic Directorate, and a set of organizations at odds with the 

governments of Nicaragua, Cuba, Sudan, Russia, Venezuela, and Libya. The letter urged the following: 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 

 
On 23 February 2011, Hungary, on behalf of the European Union, requested the convening of a special 
session of the Council on 25 February 2011 to address the situation of human rights in the Libyan Arab 
Jamahiriya. As required in Resolution 60/251, the request was supported by more than one third of the 

membership of the Council with 23 states. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2010-2012 

 

 

 

 

21/02/2012 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
23/02/2011 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Facts Ins ide the Counc i l 

 We urge you to convene an emergency Special Session of the UN Human Rights Council, whose members have a duty, under UNGA 
Resolution 60/251, to address situations of gross and systematic violations of violations of human rights. The session should: 

 
-Call for the General Assembly to suspend Libya’s Council membership,  pursuant to Article 8 of Resolution 60/251, which applies to 

member states that commit gross and systematic violations of human rights. [1]  
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25/02/2011 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

13/03/2011 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The 15th Special Session took place on 25 February 2011 and hosted NGOs to hear their 
remarks and claims: 

 

One of the main statements of the Session was that of Sliman Bouchuiguir, Secretary General of 
the Libyan League for Human Rights (LLHR). LLHR is a member organization of the International 
Federation for Human Rights (FIDH), which is based in France and which has ties to the National 

Endowment for Democracy (NED). FIDH is active in many places in Africa in cooperation with NED. 
Both the FIDH and LLHR also released a joint communiqué on 21 February 2011 in which they 
called on the international community to “mobilize” over Libya.  They called for involvement by 

the International Criminal Court while claimed that 400 to 600 people had died since 15 February 
2011. This of course was approximately 5,500 short of their later claim that 6,000 people had 

been massacred in Benghazi. The joint letter also promoted the false view that 80% of Gaddafi's 
military force was composed of foreign mercenaries, something which over half a year of fighting 
was to show to be untrue. All these allegations were repeated in Bouchuiguir’s statement to the 
15th Special Session on 25 February, as was as the call to seize the Security Council, the ICC and 

to expel the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya from the Council. 

In July 2011, Bouchuiguir recognized that those allegations were undocumented.  He said they 
had come from the Transitional National Council. He also added that at least 3 members of the 

TNC were also members of the Libyan League for Human Rights. [2] 

Resolution S-15/1 was adopted without a vote.  It called for Libya to be expelled from the Council 
by referring the case to the General Assembly. 

 

 

The FIDH, has received direct funding, in the form of grants, from the National Endowment for Democracy for its 
programmes in Africa. In 2010, a NED grant of $140,186 (U.S.) was one of the latest amounts given to the FIDH for its 
work in Africa. [3] 

 
Recalling its resolution 60/251 of 15 March 2006, in particular paragraph 8, which states 

that the General Assembly may suspend the rights of membership in the Human Rights 
Council of a member of the Council that commits gross and systematic violations of human 
rights, the General Assembly decided to suspend the right of membership in the Human 

Rights Council of the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya with more than two third of the required votes to 
act. States such as Nicaragua and Russia were very concerned by this vote and expressed 

their fear regarding the procedure. 
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L ibya’s  UPR:  UN Watch’s  F ight  

A member of the Council since its election in May 2010, Libya had been under the Universal 
Periodic Review process since November 2010. The Human Rights Council has been monitoring 
the situation of Human Rights inside Libya until the process launched by U.N Watch, the 
National Endowment for Democracy and the FIDH led to Libya's expulsion. 

The Report on Libya was to have been adopted on 18 March 2011.  Instead Libya was expelled 
on the basis of unproven claims by NGOs. Unlike those allegations, the UPR on Libya contained 
different views: 

 

 Braz i l  noted the Libyan Arab 
Jamahiriya’s economic and social 
progress and acknowledged the 

promotion of the rights of persons 
with disabilities, the free health care 
and the high enrolment in primary 

education. Brazil noted the successful 
cooperation with international 
organizations in areas such as 

migrant rights, judicial reform and the 
fight against corruption. 

 

 Malta fully recognized the difficulties 
faced by the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya 

and welcomed the action taken at the 
national, bilateral and regional levels 
to suppress the illegal activities that 

gave rise to migration. Malta 
welcomed the cooperation of the 
Libyan Arab Jamahiriya with the 
International Organization for 

Migration. 

 

 Tunis ia  welcomed [Libya’s] national 
report, as well as the efforts of the 
National Committee, such as the 

website created to gather 
contributions. Tunisia noted progress 
made by the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, 

such as the adoption of the Great 
Green Charter, which was very 
comprehensive and enshrined 

fundamental freedoms and rights as 
enshrined in international human 

rights instruments. 

 
U.N Watch ant ic ipated the UPR report  on L ibya and star ted to request  i ts  

cance l la t ion on 28 February 2011 by sending a le t ter  on behal f  o f  the Global  NGO 
Campaign to Remove L ibya f rom the Counc i l  created in September 2010.   U.N 

Watch was founded in 1993 by Morr is  Abram (1918-2000) when he was Honorary 
Pres ident  o f  the Amer ican Jewish Commit tee 

28.02.2011 
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On 3 March  2011, the House Foreign Affairs 

Committee opening statement was delivered by U.S 
Congressman Howard L. Berman.  He praised U.N 

Watch’s moves inside the Council : 

“Hillel Neuer of the U.N. Watch [is] one of the 
strongest and most informed critics of the Human 

Rights Council…” [4] 

 

 

 

 

  

October 2011 : Sliman Bouchuiguir is appointed the new Libyan ambassador  Switzerland. On 21 
November 2011, the UN General Assembly voted to end Libya’s suspension from the UN Human 

Rights Council. 

Despite the protest of UN Watch, the Council finally 
adopted UNHRC’s report praising the Libyan Arab 
Jamahiriya on 14 March 2012.  UN Watch immediately 

called “on the Council president to acknowledge that the Council’s review 
of the Qaddafi regime’s record was a fraud, withdraw the report, and 
schedule a new session in which Council members would tell the truth 
about the Qaddafi regime’s heinous crimes, which were committed over 
four decades yet ignored by the UN,” said Neuer. “Libya’s long-suffering 
victims deserve no less.” 

Suzanne Nossel, the new head of 
Amnesty USA, and previously the 
Obama Administration’s Deputy 
Assistant Secretary of State for 

International Organizations, where she was 
responsible for U.S.  Engagement at the U.N. 
Human Rights Council, described the Council’s 
report as “abhorrent” and called for a complete 
“redo.” Nevertheless the report was unanimously 
adopted. 

 

Thanks to Hillel Neuer, Chairman of UN Watch, on 1 
March 2011 the Human Rights Council cancelled the 

consideration of the UPR report praising Libya's human 
rights record, which had been scheduled for 18 March, 

and the report’s scheduled adoption by a council 
resolution the following week. The decision was 

welcomed by Eileen Chamberlain Donahoe, the U.S 
ambassador to the Human Rights Council. 

The 19 th Sess ion o f  the Counc i l  took p lace f rom 27 February 2012 to 23 March 2012.  
L ibya’s  UPR,  ignored unt i l  now,  was adopted on 14  March 2012.  U.N Watch cha l lenged th is  

dec is ion but  i t  went  ahead.  

14.03.2012 14.03.2012 

03.03.2011 01.03.2011 
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Media Inter ference & NGO 
Communicat ion 

 

 Ashur Shamis is one of the founding members of the National Front for 
the Salvation of Libya, which in 1981 was created in Sudan. He had 
been wanted by Interpol and the Libyan police for years. Ahsur has 
been a director of the National Endowment for Democracy in the 

Libyan Human and Political Development Forum. He is Editor of the 
Akhbar webpage, which was registered under Akhbar Cultural Limited and tied to the NED. He has 
also participated in key conferences for regime change in Tripoli. This includes the conference in 

London held by Chatham House in 2011, which discussed NATO plans for the invasion of Tripoli. [6] 

 

 

Aly Abuzaakouk is also a member of the National Front for the Salvation 
of Libya and tied to the National Endowment for Democracy. He was one 

of the key participants and attendees at the roundtable held for the 
2011 Democracy Awards by the NED. Like Ashur, he was also wanted by 

Interpol and serves as a director at the Libyan Human and Political Development Forum. [7] He also 
appeared on the News Channel Al-Jazeera during the NATO operations against Libya. 

On 21 February 2011, the French International News 
Network, France 24, which is under the responsibility of the 

French Ministry of Foreign Affairs, broadcast a special News Show about the events in Libya. 
The News presenter spoke for the first time of Libyan’s army planes bombing civilians in 

Libya, an claim which was later refuted by the French ambassador to Tripoli in a hearing in 
the French parliament. At the same time, the allegations of “African mercenaries” were made. 
Genevieve Garrigos, head of Amnesty International in France, lent credence to these claims. 

 

[1] [1] 

 
But  in  an in terv iew in  Ju ly  2011,  
Genev iève  Garr igos  admi i ted  that  

th is  in format ion  “was jus t  a  
rumour  spread by  the  med ia” .  

[5]  

 The National Endowment 
for Democracy spent $ 
183,900 in 2010 for its 
three NGOS in Libya : 
Akhbar Libya Cultural 
Limited, Transparency 
Libya Limited, Libya 
Human and Political 
Development Forum. 

Those three NGOs were 
registered in London. 
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  Geopolitical Keys 
 

 

 

 

 

 

In 2002, the Pentagon started major 
operations aimed at controlling Africa 

militarily. This was in the form of the Pan-
Sahel Initiative, which was launched by the 
U.S. European Command (EUCOM) and U.S. 
Central Command (CENTCOM). Under the 
banner of this project, the U.S. military 

would train troops from Mali, Chad, 
Mauritania, and Niger. The plans to 

establish the Pan-Sahel Initiative, however, 
date back to 2001, when the initiative for 
Africa was launched following the tragic 
events of 11 September 2001 (9/11).  

On the basis of the Pan-Sahel Initiative, the 
Trans-Saharan Counterterrorism Initiative 
(TSCTI) was launched by the Pentagon in 
2005 under the command of CENTCOM. 
Mali, Chad, Mauritania, and Niger were 
joined by Algeria, Mauritania, Morocco, 

Senegal, Nigeria, and Tunisia in the ring of 
African military cooperation with the 
Pentagon. Later, the Trans-Saharan 

Counterterrorism Initiative was transferred 
to the command of AFRICOM on 1 October 
2008, when AFRICOM was activated. [8] 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The map used by Washington for 
combating terrorism under the Pan-
Sahel Initiative says a lot. The range 
or area of activity for the terrorists, 
within the borders of Algeria, Libya, 
Niger, Chad, Mali, and Mauritania 
according to Washington’s 
designation, is very similar to the 
boundaries or borders of 
the colonial territorial entity which 
France attempted to sustain in Africa 

in 1957. Paris had planned to prop up this African entity in the western central Sahara 
as a French department (province) directly tied to France, along with coastal Algeria. 

 Libya was the only State in North Africa not to cooperate with Africom.  
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Facts that are noted in this document 
brought the CSI to conclude that 
interference in the UPR mechanism was 
followed by the approval of undocumented 
claims provided by NGOS and by 
governmental agencies such as the 
National Endowment for Democracy.  The 
lack of investigation, and the non-
existence of any process to question the 
assertions of NGOS inside the Council, are 
one of the main causes for the events 
which cost the lives of thousands of 
Libyans who died during NATO’s 
operations in Libya. 

Non-interventionism is not an abstract 
dogma. It is a way to guarantee Peace, 
Democracy and Freedom.  

The Libyan case shows the reality behind 
the so-called Responsibility to Protect. 
This doctrine clearly failed to restore 
peace in a State where an opposition 
movement supported by foreign states 
and NGOs could have been encouraged to 
establish a dialogue with the authorities. 
Instead, those NGOs and media insisted 
that peace was not possible, and this in 
spite of the considerable efforts of by the 
African Union, chaired by Libya.  

Resolution 1970 and 1973 of the Security 
Council are the direct consequences of this 
lack of investigation.  Many international 
jurists have attacked these resolutions as 
clear violations of International Justice: 
from the No-Fly Zone to the Arrest 
warrants requested to the office of 
Prosecutor Luis Moreno-Ocampo and 
delivered in June 2011, the whole process 
makes it the embodiment of the negation 
of the United Nations basic principles, 
based on sovereignty and non-
intervention. 

NATO also failed to his mission, which was 
to protect civilians. By extension, so did 
the Human Rights Council, the General 
Assembly and the Security Council which 
acted in their name.  

The International Criminal Court also acted 
fraudulently.  

First, the Application Document provided 
by the Office of the Prosecutor of the ICC 
was based on the same allegations as 
those made by the NGOs. More than three 
quarters of the document was redacted 
(censored) or filled with Western media 
reports. 

The referral by the Security Council of the 
situation in Libya to the ICC was an 
exercise in hypocrisy.  Three out of the 5 
permanent members refuse the ICC's 
jurisdiction for themselves, as does Libya.  
The US has even signed bilateral treaties 
with a hundred states so that US citizens 
will never be transferred to The Hague. 

Responsibility to Protect is but an 
instrument of domination.  Intervention is 
always by strong states against weak 
ones.  Members of the Non-Aligned 
Movement and some great powers, by 
contrast, reject this doctrine and still 
believe in  sovereignty and non-
intervention. 

CSI calls for a process similar to the UPR 
to be set up to review NGOs.  Their right of 
access to state agencies and international 
bodies should be carefully scrutinised. The 
Human Rights Council should respect its 
own procedures, especially the UPR. 

UPR should be carried out in complete 
accordance with the UN Charter, i.e. states 
subject to it should be protected from 
interference from outside and the inside.  
UPR should be consultative, not coercive. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3/13/2012 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

International Peace and Sovereign Processes 

“As we insist, in the present very special circumstances, on the direct right of the Syrian people to affirm its right of self-determination 
before the international community, we assure that all calls based on the ground of “droit d’ingérence,” “devoir d’ingérence,” 

“humanitarian intervention” or “responsibility to protect” should not hinder the aspiration of the Syrian people to cause peaceful 
change by its own forces; or lead to dealing with the Syrian people as yet another sphere of influence in the game of nations” 

Political Vision of the opposition group Syrian Local Coordination Committees. 
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NGOS in charge of investigations in the 
country should be able to demonstrate 
independence regarding local embassies 
and state agencies. NGOS should also be 
held to account about their allegations. 
Allegations should be clearly documented.  

CSI encourages Permanent Missions in 
Geneva to take cognizance of this 
problem.  

This will not only protect weak states 
against strong; it will encourage respect 
for the UN Charter and encourage peace. 

Time is a great healer.  It is often 
essential for reconciliation. Russia’s 
recent position on  Syria is a step in the 
right direction:  it has allowed a breathing 
space and has caused the UN to a 
mediator in the person of Kofi Annan.  

However, the same NGOS are taking on 
Syria the same position they took on 
Libya: supporting one side in the conflict, 
calling for the recognition of non-
sovereign entities, providing 
undocumented allegations, calling for 
Responsibility to Protect and Military 
involvement, and for the end to dialogue.  
All this with the support of government 
agencies. 

How can such interference and lack of 
rigour bring peace to international 
relations? How can these ideas claim to 
be based on humanitarianism? 

The CSI recalls that the United Nations 
was created to ensure peace, following 
the tragic events of Second World War. Its 
Charter affirms the sovereign equality of 
nations precisely in order to regulate the 
international system and because states 
are the indispensable interlocutors in it. 
State territories are under the 
responsibility of state leaders; 
international bodies and NGOs, by 
contrast, never bear responsibility for the 
consequences of their acts.  

About  Us 

Ever since the end of the Cold War, the idea has gained ground 
that there is a right or a duty to intervene in the internal affairs 
of other states. This can be for humanitarian reasons or in the 
name of UN Security Council Resolutions. According to this new 

doctrine, international law should be enforced by means of 
military violence and international criminal law can be used to 

indict. 
 

These claims stand in contrast to the hitherto existing principle 
of non-interference in the internal affairs of other states, which is 
both an established principle of customary international law and 

also enunciated in the UN Charter. 

 
The purpose of this Project is to take a critical look at the 

arguments in favour of interventionism and to analyse the track 
record of actual interventions. 

2012  

Centre for the Study of Interventionism 
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Mrs. Rubiales de Chamorro (Nicaragua) 
(spoke in Spanish): As a country that has 
survived several military occupations and 
acts of aggression by a foreign Power, for 

which we have paid a high price in 
Nicaraguan lives, Nicaragua advocates and 

will continue to advocate for peace and 
reconciliation. Wherever and under all 

circumstances, dialogue and negotiation 
among brothers is the only viable way to 

resolve internal conflicts and guarantee the 
sovereignty and integrity of a nation and its 

territory. 

Nicaragua is extremely concerned about the 
loss of life among innocent civilians. In this 
case in particular, we profoundly regret the 

loss of life among the people of Libya, a 
country with which Nicaragua has enjoyed 
close links. We trust in the abilities and the 

wisdom of the Libyan people and its 
leadership, headed by Muammar Al-Qadhafi, 
to resolve their domestic problems and find 
a peaceful solution in a sovereign manner, 

without foreign interference, double 
standards or foreign military intervention of 

any type or under any justification. 

This is why we are deeply concerned by the 
ferocious media campaign being waged 

against Libya and its people. The news is 
contradictory, inflated and used at the whim 
of the great centres of power. It serves only 
to incite violence and seeks to justify foreign 
military aggression and intervention, which 
would only lead to more bloodshed, chaos 
and destabilization, opening the way once 
again to those who wish to appropriate the 

vast oil resources of the Libyan people. 

Nicaragua wishes to state for the record that 
it condemns all attempts by those Powers to 
divide Libya’s territory in order to acquire its 
natural resources. Nicaragua would also like 
to state on the record that implementing this 
measure to suspend Libya from the Human 

Rights Council will not only fail to resolve 
the domestic crisis being experienced by 

the Libyan people, but will also set a 
bad precedent. Suspending a country’s 
rights as a member of the Human Rights 
Council, precipitously and based upon 
the sort of information we have seen 

from media disseminated from the great 
power centres, creates a precedent for 
countries that use selectivity as their 

principal guide to foreign policy. Those 
countries, which turn a blind eye to their 

own massive human rights violations 
while claiming that the rest of us should 

ignore them as well, are the same 
countries that invade our peoples and 

set up secret prisons. Nicaragua rejects 
and condemns such a double standard 

in moral values. 

Human rights violations include those 
perpetrated against the Arab and 

Palestinian peoples; against Nicaragua, 
as noted in the decision of the 

International Court of Justice; and 
against the five Cuban heroes. 

Nicaragua calls for calm and negotiation, 
putting aside double standards, and the 
promotion of dialogue. We hold out the 
hope that the Libyan people will be able 
to achieve peace while fully exercising 

their national sovereignty. 

 

Mr. Karev (Russian Federation) (spoke 
in Russian): The Russian Federation 
firmly condemns the use of force against 
the peaceful protesters in Libya, which 
has led to great loss of life among the 
civilian population.  

We are convinced that a solution to the 
current problems in that country cannot 
and must not lie in the use of force. A 

!

dialogue is needed to prevent any further 
schism in Libya’s society and any 

interference in the country’s internal 
affairs and sovereignty. Settling the 

current crisis is the prerogative of the 
Libyan people themselves. 

The Russian delegation joined in the 
consensus adoption of resolution 
65/265 on the suspension of the 

membership rights of the Libyan Arab 
Jamahiriya in the Human Rights Council. 
However, we proceed from the premise 
that the decision in question does not 

establish a precedent, including in regard 
to the lack of a definition of practical 
procedural aspects in paragraph 8 of 

resolution 60/251.  

It is also important that the resolution 
refers to the suspension of rights of 

membership in the Human Rights Council, 
and not to depriving a country of its 

membership in the major human rights 
body of the United Nations; and that, as 

noted in the statement of the African 
Union, Libya’s seat in the Human Rights 
Council is not vacant, and that there will 
be no additional elections to fill any such 

vacancy. 

 

.Ms. Zhang Dan (China) (spoke in 
Chinese): In view of the extremely 

exceptional situation now prevailing in 
Libya and the views and concerns 

expressed by Arab and African countries, 
the Chinese delegation joined the 

consensus on resolution 65/265. At the 
same time, the Chinese delegation hopes 
that the General Assembly’s suspension 

of Libya’s membership rights in the 
Human Rights Council will not become a 

precedent. 
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Ms. Rice (United States of America): For 
the first time ever, the General Assembly 
has suspended a member of the Human 
Rights Council. This is a harsh rebuke, 

but one that Libya’s leaders have 
brought down upon themselves. The 

United States continues to be appalled 
by the situation in Libya, and our 
thoughts and prayers are with the 

families of the Libyans who have been 
killed. 

The General Assembly has come together 
to speak with one voice to Libya’s 

unrepentant rulers. This unprecedented 
action sends another clear warning to 

Mr. Al-Qadhafi and those who still stand 
by him. They must stop the killing. When 
the only way a leader can cling to power 
is by grossly and systematically violating 
his own people’s human rights, he has 
lost any legitimacy to rule. He must go 

and he must go now. 

The protests in Libya are being driven by 
the people of Libya. This is about the 
universal human rights of the Libyan 
people and all people, and about a 
regime that has failed to meet its 
responsibility to protect its own 

population. The United States was 
pleased to be a co-sponsor of resolution 

65/265, along with partners from all 
regions of the world, which underscores 
the universality of this decision and the 
depth of our commitment to the human 

rights we all share. 

I must add that the United States utterly 
rejects the wilful and ugly distortion by 
the Venezuelan delegation of United 

States policy and posture. At a time when 

this Assembly is acting in unison in support 
of the Libyan people, it is shameful that one 

Member State, whose own reprehensible 
record speaks for itself, would manipulate 

this occasion to spread lies, foster fear and 
sow hate. 

The General Assembly today has, by 
contrast, acted in the noblest traditions of 
the United Nations and made it clear that 
Governments that turn their guns on their 
own people have no place on the Human 

Rights Council. Membership on the Human 
Rights Council should be earned through 

respect for human rights and not accorded 
to those who abuse them. We hope that we 

can work together to build on today’s united, 
bold and principled action to defend 

universal human rights across the United 
Nations system. We applaud the members of 
the General Assembly for taking this historic 

decision. 

 

 

 

Mr. Reuben (Israel): Israel fully supports 
resolution 65/265 and Libya’s suspension 

from membership in the Human Rights 
Council, which was long overdue. For years, 
we have been calling attention to the dire 
and alarming human rights situation in our 

region. The Libyan situation is a 
representative case in point. It is regrettable 
that such tragedies are addressed only when 
crises and murderous crimes unfold, such as 

in this case, despite the fact that such 
systematic and long-standing abhorrent 
human rights violations have been well 

documented throughout the years. 

Under its current notorious regime, Libya 
should never have been elected to sit as a 

!

member of the Human Rights Council. 
The international community’s response 

to this appalling human rights crisis 
should serve as a wake-up call as we 

also deliberate the future of the Council 
and its membership. 

 

 

 

 

Mr. Valero Briceño (Bolivarian Republic 
of Venezuela) (spoke in Spanish): We 
regret that we have to respond to the 

delegation of the United States, 
because the subject we are discussing 
is profoundly and universally human 
and thus not bilateral in nature. It is 

understandable that a Government with 
a long history of human rights violations 
in its own country and around the world 
should respond with false arguments to 

the self- evident references by the 
Venezuelan delegation to the 

interventionist policy of the United 
States. 

 Statements from: 

General Assembly 

Sixty-fifth session 

76th plenary meeting Tuesday, 1 March 
2011, 15 p.m. 

 New  York 
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