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Civil War or Reconciliation 
1975: The Liberation Tigers of Tamil Eelam group is formed, 
demanding a separate state for minority ethnic Tamils in the 
island's north and east. 

1983: Civil war begins. 

February 2002: The Sri Lankan government signs a ceasefire 
with the Tamil Tigers 

December 2005: Rebels launch their first major attack since the 
2002 truce, killing a dozen Sri Lankan navy sailors. This attack 
follows the murder of the foreign minister Lakshman 
Kadirgamar, an ethnic Tamil who opposed a separate state for 
the minority. 

13 February 2009: Sri Lanka accuses Britain of meddling in its 
internal affairs after Gordon Brown appoints the former defense 
secretary Des Browne as a special envoy to the country. 

23 February 2009: Tamil Tiger rebels tell the UN and the 
international community they are willing to accept a ceasefire 
but reject calls to lay down arms and surrender. The Sri Lankan 
government rejects the offer. 

May 2009 After a 26 year long military campaign, 
the Sri Lankan military defeats the Tamil Tigers. 

Lesson Learnt Reconciliation Comission 

[1] 

His Excellency Mahinda Rajapaksa, the President of the 
Democratic Socialist Republic of Sri Lanka, acting under the 
powers vested in him under Section 2 of the Commission 
(LLRC), on 15 May 2010 has appointed the Lessons Learnt and 
Reconciliation Commission to give effect to the aspirations of the 
citizens of Sri Lanka.  The Commission is expected to focus on 
the causes of conflict, its effect on the people, and to promote 
national unity and reconciliation, so that all citizens of Sri Lanka, 
irrespective of ethnicity or religion could live in dignity and a 
sense of freedom. The Commission is also expected to identify 
mechanisms for restitution to the individuals  whose lives have 
been significantly impacted by the conflict. 

Due to the continuing public demand to give evidence before 
the Commission and the need to visit more districts and places 
the Commission requested for an extension of the Warrant. On 5 
November 2010, His Excellency the President of Sri Lanka 
extended the Warrant of the Commission till 15 May 2011. 
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The UN Secretary-General established a Panel of Experts to advise him on the 
issue of accountability with regard to alleged violations of international 

human rights and humanitarian law during the final stages of the conflict in Sri 
Lanka. Its members are:  Marzuki Darusman (Indonesia), Chair; Yasmin Sooka 

(South Africa); and Steven Ratner (United States). 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The High Commissioner for Human Rights, Navanetham Pillay, in her opening 
remarks at the 19th session of the UN Human Rights Council (UNHRC) on 

Friday, said the Lessons Learnt and Reconciliation Commission (LLRC) report 
“falls short” of the comprehensive accountability process recommended by 

the Secretary-General’s Panel of Experts. 
 

Ms. Tamara Kunanayakam, Permanent Representative of Sri Lanka to the 
United Nations stated, “A dangerous precedent is again to be established by 

way of a debate on the recommendations of a domestic process.  Sri Lanka 
condemns this as a retrogressive step that undermines the constitutional 

parameters of the Human Rights Council.” 
 

She also added that the Panel of Experts chosen by the UN Secretary-General 
is a private consultation to inform him about the situation, and had not been 
established to make recommendations to any U.N bodies. She also recalled 
the fact that the Universal Periodic Review is the appropriate mechanism for 

assessing this kind of matter regarding Sri Lanka. 

6/22/2010 

 

 

 

 

2/3/2012 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
In 2010, the National Endowment for Democracy spent $747,505 on 
its activities in Sri Lanka. 

                 Facts  

               Inside the Council  

 

[2] 

[3] 
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On 6 March 2012, the U.S Ambassador to the Human Rights Council, Eileen 
Dolanoe, chaired an informal Session.  On this occasion, the U.S resolution on 

reconciliation and accountability in Sri Lanka was presented. 

The draft resolution was also supported by the European Union as well as by 
more than 15 other countries.  It has three main points. 

1. It calls on the Government of Sri Lanka to implement the constructive 
recommendations in the LLRC report and take all necessary additional steps 

to fulfil its relevant legal obligations to initiate credible and independent 
actions to ensure justice, equity, accountability and reconciliation for all Sri 

Lankans; 

2. It requests that the Government of Sri Lanka present a comprehensive 
action plan, as expeditiously as possible, detailing the steps the Government 
has taken and will take to implement the LLRC recommendations and also to 

address alleged violations of international law; 

3. It encourages the Office of the High Commissioner for Human Rights to 
provide - and the Government of Sri Lanka to accept - advice and technical 
assistance on implementing those steps and requests the Office of the High 
Commissioner for Human Rights to present a report to the Council on the 

provision of such assistance at its twenty-second session. 

Sri Lanka questioned the necessity of this resolution and was supported by 
member states of the Shanghai Cooperation Organisation countries such as 
Russia and China, and by Non-Aligned countries such as Cuba, Zimbabwe, 
the Philippines, Algeria and others.  They emphasised that a reconciliation 

process of this kind has to be run by the country concerned. 

 

Amnesty International held a press conference to launch its own report 
exposing how hundreds of people remain in detention without trial in Sri 

Lanka despite the end of the country’s long conflict. Amnesty then gave a list 
of those countries, which, it claims, require attention during the general 

debate of the 19th session. 

 

 

6/3/2012 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3/13/2012 

 

3/21/2012 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
The Failed States Index, which is run by the Fund For Peace published 
its last 2011 released classifying Sri-Lanka to the 29th Rank. 

[4] 

On 21 March, the Human Rights Council voted in favour of the US-backed 
resolution. 
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Geopolitical Keys 
 

 

March 12, 2007, 
Colombo agreed to allow the 
Chinese to build a naval port 
on its territory, at 
Hambantota. An agreement on 
the construction of the port 
was finalized and signed by the 
Sri Lankan Port Authority with 
two Chinese companies, the 
China Harbor Engineering 
Company and the Sino Hydo 
Corporation.  

 

In 2009, Sri Lanka joined the 
SCO. The entry of Sri Lanka into 
the Eurasian organization was 
announced at the SCO 
conference in Yekaterinburg. Sri 
Lanka thanked the organization 
for its collective support against 
the Tamil Tigers. 

 

The SCO is The 
Shangai Cooperation 

Organization, a 
security body with 

real military 
dimensions that has 

been called “the 
NATO of the 

East” within some 
foreign policy circles. 
The SCO is evidence 

of the Russian and 
Chinese desire to 

counteract the 
dominance of 

NATO.  In 2009, the 
last chapter of the Sri 
Lankan civil war was 

an element in this 
process.   

The port of 
Hambanota is part of 
the so-called "strong 
of pearls", a series of 

Chinese naval 
facilities connecting 
China to the Middle 

East on a vital supply 
route for energy to 

Beijing 

The area claimed as the Tamil Homeland covers more than 
2/3 of the Sri-Lanka coast. This point is key to 
understanding the involvement of the European Union and 
of the United States in Sri-Lanka’s civil war. Sri Lanka is 
situated on a vital maritime corridor in the Indian Ocean 
that is important for trade, security, and energy supplies. 
Supporting the Tamil Tigers can appear as a way to contain 
the naval capacities of the SCO.  [5] 
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Legal points  
and Interference 

 

“We should always keep in mind that States bear the 
primary responsibility to promote and protect human rights 
on their territory. International institutes and mechanisms, 
including the Human Rights Council, have a 
complementary role to play in the process. ... The 
international community can be rightfully concerned with 
the human rights situation in a certain State, as stipulated 
in the Vienna Declaration. Nevertheless, it must not be 
used as a pretext to interfere in the internal affairs of 
States “ 

Charter of the United 
Nations 

7. Nothing contained in the present 
Charter shall authorize the United 
Nations to intervene in matters 
which are essentially within the 
domestic jurisdiction of any state or 
shall require the Members to submit 
such matters to settlement under the 
present Charter.  

 

 

Chapter 1. Article 2. 

1. The organization is based on the 
principle of the sovereign equality of 
all its members. 

“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. 

Mr Valery Loshchinin, 

Permanent 
Representative of the 

Federation of Russia to 
the Human Rights 
Council in 2010 
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Reconciliation in Sri 
Lanka: Philosophy, 
Police and Process 
within Civil Society 

On 14 March 2012, the event, titled 
'Reconciliation in Sri Lanka: Philosophy, Police 
and Process within Civil Society', was held by 

the Council for Liberal Democracy in Sri 
Lanka.  Chaired by Prof Bruno Drweski, the 

session featured presentations by Prof Rajiva 
Wijesinha, Jeevan Thiagarajah (Consortium of 

Humanitarian Agencies) and Javed Yusuf 
(former Ambassador to Saudi Arabia and 

former member of the Human Rights 
Commission). 

Panelists  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The Council for Liberal Democracy in Sri 
Lanka, which recently released a draft on 
National Action Plan for Reconciliation, a 
document which has recommended sweeping 
reforms, held two side events where 
Presidential Reconciliation Advisor Rajiva 
Wijesinha, Consortium of Humanitarian 
Agencies Chairman Jeevan Thiyagarajah and 
former ambassador and former Human Rights 
Commission member Javed Yusuf, explained 
their views on reconciliation and urged the 
international community to give Sri Lanka time 
and space to implement the LLRC 
recommendations and measures aimed at 
reconciliation. 
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Recalling the U.N Charter, the 
CSI stated that it believes in 

the possibility of cooperation 
and reconciliation by a 

governmental and sovereign 
process. CSI also questioned 
some positions, such as that 

taken by Amnesty 
International, which seems to 
think that getting involved on 
one side in a national conflict 

can help the situation. 

This concept is often based on 
the simplistic assumption that 

one side needs support 
because of presumed human 

rights violations.  

The Centre for the Study of 
Interventionism recalled the 

last example of Libya, when 
Genevieve Garrigos, head of 
Amnesty International France, 

stated in front of millions of 
viewers that Mouamar 
Qaddafi had African 

mercenaries fighting for him:  
a few months later, she 

admitted that her claim had 
been made on the basis of 

"mere rumors". [6] 

  

 

Professor Rajiva Wijesinha 
stated that the National 

Endowment for Democracy is 
indeed often interfering in 

sovereign process but he also 
pointed the fact that this kind 

of process also has 
consequences on democracy. 

Only nationals can choose 
their destiny and act for 

reconciliation. He recalled this 
is a basic principle of 

sovereign democracy. He also 
made remarks about the status 

of some Tamil Tigers in the 
diaspora who are supported 

by Western States 
organizations. 

Amnesty International, who 
was represented by Peter 

Splinter, addressed a 
statement to the 14 March 
meeting accusing the Sri-

Lanka government of being 
involved in the harassment of 
Tamil Tigers, alleging that it 

is not interested in 
reconciliation. Amnesty's 
representative also asked 
who paid for the panellists' 

trip to Geneva, as if to 
impugn their impartiality:  it 

seems that AI does not 
understand the fact that the 
Sri Lankan government is 

involved in a reconciliation 
process and that this Side 

Event was intended to explain 
that process. Peter Splinter 

also complained about the Sri 
Lankan media 'vilifying' those 

who spoke against the Sri 
Lankan government. 

 

Centre for  the Study of  
Intervent ion ism Challenging 

Amnesty 
International 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3/13/2012 

 

 

 

 

 

CSI's Julien Teil has 
demonstrated that these 

"rumours" were later used to 
justify the murder of large 

numbers of black Libyans by 
the new regime. 

In the light of this, Amnesty 
International has no legitimacy 
to give anyone any advice on 
reconciliation. The CSI stated 

that the assertions of the NGOs 
have to be questioned. CSI's 

representative called a 
mechanism for NGO 

surveillance to be set up. 

 

 

In January 2012, Susan Nossel, former Deputy Assistant Secretay for International 
Organizations at the U.S Department of State is appointed as Executive Director of 
Amnesty International USA. 
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Good afternoon, my name is 
Julien Teil, I am Senior 
Associate of the Centre for the 
Study of Interventionism which 
is a think-tank based in Paris 
and devoted to studying the 
legal and factual aspects of 
interventionism, both political 
and military. 

 We are today discussing the 
concept of failed states, 
especially as the term is applied 
to Sri Lanka.  I think it is fairly 
obvious to everyone that this 
classification of Sri Lanka is 
absurd but I would like to say a 
few words about the general 
application of the concept. 

Although the term "failed state" 
is often used without any clear 
definition, the American NGO, 
the Fund for Peace, runs 
something called the "Failed 
States Index" which has gained 
some fame and 
authority.  Unfortunately this 
Index is a good example of 
abusive interventionism in the 
internal affairs of sovereign 
states. 

  

The Fund for Peace presents 
itself as an independent, 
nonpartisan, non-profit research 
and educational organization. 
But in reality this organization is 

in fact intertwined with US-
government funded 
organisations and has itself 
received funding from the US 
government: in Liberia, the Fund 
for Peace received a $ 40,000 
grant and in Nigeria a grant for 
$55,942 from the National 
Endowment for Democracy, 
funded as you know by the US 
Department of State.  The 
former Chairman of the Board of 
Trustees of the Fund for Peace, 
Richard N. Winfield, is now a 
trustee of Freedom House, 
which is in turn chaired, as you 
also know, by a former US 
Under-secretary for Defense 
and former US representative to 
Nato William 
Taft.  Richard Winfield also 
works for the Center for 
International Media Assistance, 
which is a direct initiative of the 
National Endowment for 
Democracy. 

So the concept of "failed states" 
is one example how state 
agencies or state-funded NGOs 
practice intervention in the 
internal affairs of other states.  I 
would like to draw your attention 
to the role of the National 
Endowment of Democracy. 

The National Endowment for 
Democracy presents itself as 
dedicated to strengthening 
democratic institutions around 
the world. But how can a 
government agency provide that 
kind of support to foreign states 
without practising interference in 
its internal 
affairs?  Unfortunately the 

 

NED's track record shows 
that it does practise precisely 
this kind of 
interventionism.  This 
becomes especially 
dangerous in view of the fact 
that NED's NGOs in Libya 
have been chaired by people 
who were at that time on 
Interpol's wanted list for 
terrorism.  

Non-interventionism is not an 
abstract dogma.  It is based 
on the elementary fact that 
states control territories and 
that the world is divided into 
different jurisdictions.  States 
bear responsibility for their 
decisions in a way no NGO 
or international organisation 
ever does.  It is therefore 
highly dangerous for 
international bodies or 
NGOs, especially ones which 
are front organisations for 
states, to de-stabilise a 
situation in a state.  It is the 
citizens of that state, and its 
government, which will bear 
the consequences of their 
acts, not the NGO or the 
international body itself.  This 
is an elementary principle of 
democratic accountability. 

Julien Teil 

Senior Associate  

Centre for the Study of 
Interventionism. 
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Making the Human Rights Council a success 
 

"The Human Rights Council 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." 

Final Document, Ministerial Meeting of the Non-Aligned Movement Coordinating Bureau, 30 April 2009. 

"Nothing contained in the 
present Charter shall 
authorize the United 
Nations to intervene in 
matters which are 
essentially within the 
domestic jurisdiction of any 
state or shall require the 
Members to submit such 
matters to settlement under 
the present Charter."  

 

The Human Rights Council was 
created in 2006.  It groups 47 
states which are elected by the 
General Assembly for terms of 3 
years on the basis of regional 
quotas.   It is committed by the 
terms of the General Assembly 
Resolution which established it 
to be guided by "the principles 
of universality, impartiality, 
objectivity and non-selectivity, 
constructive international 
dialogue and cooperation, with 
a view to enhancing the 
promotion and protection of all 
human rights, civil, political, 
economic, social and cultural 
rights, including the right to 
development." The Council has 
struggled to live up to this noble 
calling, for a simple and 
intractable constitutional 
reason.  The original Charter of 
the United Nations is founded 
firmly and explicitly on the 
principle of non-interference in 
the internal affairs of 
states.  Article 1 of the UN 
Charter says, 

The Human Rights Council's 
troubles flow from the fact that 
it was created to do something 
which is incompatible with the 
Charter.  Non-intervention is 
not an abstract dogma: it is a 
practical rule based on the fact 
that states control territories and 
that they alone are responsible 
for what happens on them.  The 
UN Charter is based on state 
sovereignty because the world 
has always been divided up into 
separate states and it would be 

madness to ignore this fact 
when trying to structure the 
international system.  

Unfortunately, as is inevitable 
when any "human rights" 
body is created, the Council 
has indeed tended to ignore 
this basic truth and instead 
operate as an echo-chamber 
for various sectoral interests, 
politically motivated NGOs 
and powerful states in 
Western Europe and North 
America seeking justification 
for their new-found doctrine 
known as "responsibility to 
protect". 
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Almost identical claims have 
been made recently in the 18th 
and 19th sessions of the 
Council with relation to Syria, 
as the same Western powers 
crank up similar propaganda 
against that 
country.  Presentations have 
been made by interested 
NGOs alleging human rights 
abuses and crimes against 
humanity in Syria, using 
vocabulary which seems to 
have been copied from the 
interventions on Libya in 2011. 
The Western commentariat is 
already comparing the city of 
Homs to Srebrenica, in order 
to communicate the message 
being that the West must 
intervene in Syria to prevent a 
massacre.  

These calls for intervention 
comes in spite of the fact that 
important parts of the Syrian 
opposition have said they 
clearly oppose it.  On 5 
November 2011, the Local 
Coordination Committees of 
the opposition in Syria stated, 

 

The Council was hijacked by 
such interests last year.  On 25 
February 2011, the Council 
adopted a resolution "by 
consensus", i.e. without a vote, 
which recommended, inter alia, 
that Libya be expelled from the 
Council.  It did this on the basis 
of claims made by NGOs and 
other interested parties about 
human rights abuses in Libya 
which later turned out to be 
false.  One of the persons who 
made these claims later 
admitted they had been made 
without any evidence.  

The Council never investigated 
the claims but instead accepted 
them at face value. The very 
next day, the Security Council 
specifically invoked them to 
pass Resolution 1970 which 
referred Libya to the ICC on the 
basis that crimes against 
humanity were being 
committed there - the allegation 
made by the NGOs. The 
General Assembly did not 
investigate the claims either but 
nonetheless suspended Libya a 
week later, on 1 March 
2011.  Finally, the Security 
Council authorised "all 
necessary means", i.e. military 
force, to be deployed against 
Libya in Resolution 1973 on 17 
March 2011. The bombs started 
to fall on 19 March.  

In other words, the Human 
Rights Council acted as a vector 
for war propaganda.  The 
credence it lent to 
unsubstantiated claims led 
directly to the NATO 
attack.  According to the Libyan 
rebels themselves, 50,000 people 
were killed in the ensuing 
fighting over the next six 
months and, today, anarchy 
now reigns in Libya while 

Islamists run riot. The Human 
Rights Council's resolution also 
led directly to the first ever 
Security Council resolution to 
be based on the concept of 
"responsibility to protect".  The 
Council has therefore proved 
itself to be an instrument of 
interventionism as well as of 
great power politics. It did this 
even in spite of the fact that its 
very own Universal Periodic 
Review - the centre-piece of its 
monitoring mechanism - which 
had been conducted for Libya 
and which was published on 4 
January 2011, was ignored at the 
session in February 2011, again 
as the result of a campaign by 
politically motivated NGOs, 
because it was judged too 
favourable to that state.  The 
Council did not even respect its 
own procedures. 

 

"We affirm the right of the 
Syrian people to freely 

determine, without external 
interference, the form of its 

political governance... we assure 
that all calls based on ... “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."  
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Because powerful Western 
NGOs and states do not back 
this message, it is currently not 
being heard in the Human 
Rights Council. 

The only reason why these 
allegations have not had the 
same success as they did over 
Libya is that Russia and China 
oppose a repeat of the Libyan 
scenario.  In other words, it is 

the Security Council, not the 
Human Rights Council, which 
is holding the fort for non-
interventionism and the UN 
Charter.  The Human Rights 
Council has not shown itself 
robust enough to test 
inflammatory claims or to resist 
political pressure dressed up as 
concern for human rights.  It 
has not even been strong 
enough to apply its own 
procedures:  the Syrian Arab 
Republic's own Universal 
Periodic Review is also 
currently underway and 
should surely be respected 
(although the extreme 
predominance in that report, as 
in others, of the views of 
Western NGOs like Amnesty 
International, Human Rights 
Watch, Freedom House must 
also be questioned). To re-
establish its credibility, the 
Council must apply its own  

 

procedures and become a 
proper filtering mechanism 
against unreasonable or 
unfounded claims.  It must not 
allow itself to descend into a 
sort of political Eurovision song 
contest, in which votes are 
horse-traded on the basis of 
political alliance and with little 
reference to the merits or 
demerits of each case.  This is 
not what the General Assembly 
had in mind when it set up the 
Council. 

The situation with Sri Lanka 
shows that this is a real and 
present danger.  That island 
state is undergoing a long 
process of reconciliation and 
peace building following its 

defeat of the LTTE "Tamil 
Tigers" terrorist organisation in 
2009.  Yet it is under attack from 
powerful Western states, 
notably its former colonial 
master, the United Kingdom, 
and the United States.  The 
governments and media of 
these states have been attacking 
Sri Lanka, effectively taking the 
side of the Tamil Tiger 
separatist terrorist organisation 
which the Sri Lankan armed 
forces defeated.   

The former permanent 
representative of Sri Lanka to 
the UN in Geneva, Dr Dayan 
Jayatilleka, has written at 
length about his battle there 
(see his article "Battleground 
Geneva" from 2009) while the 
present Sri Lankan 
representative, speaking of the 
current battles taking place in 
the 19th session, has 
denounced the "politicisation" 
of the Council. The 
fundamental problem is that 
the very structure of the 
Council leads to a dialogue of 
the deaf between, on the one 
hand, states who actually 
govern territory and, on the 
other, NGOs and international 
bodies (like the UN itself) 
which do not. 

Of course governments must 
be held to account.  But so 
should those organisations 
whose acts can influence 
political events, such as the UN 
or NGOs.  Unlike governments, 
such bodies are structurally 
disconnected from the people 
over whom they wield 
power.  They never have to 
bear the consequences of their 
acts, whereas governments 
always do.  The activity of an 
NGO or an international body 
is simply incommensurable 
with the activity of a 
government, which always has 
to deal with different factions 
within itself and of course with 
its own people.  
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An anti-state ideology has taken 
grip of many minds, especially in 
the West, which has made them 
assume that states and political 
power are by definition bad while 
NGOs and international 
organisations are by definition 
good.  Nothing could be more 
absurd.  States and political power 
are a necessary and inevitable part 
of human life; they can be a force 
for good as much for evil.  States 
and political power, properly used, 
are the only guarantor of human 
rights, because only the state 
ensures law and order in the 
ordinary course of events.  NGOs 
and international bodies can never 
do this because they are not 
states.  The Council's work should 
bear this crucial point in mind in 
all its acts. 

 

Centre for the Study of 
Interventionism 

March 2012 

www.interventionism.info 

 

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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Appendices 

Statement by Norway 

Norway expects the 
Government of Sri Lanka to 

implement the 
recommendations of its 
domestic report, and to 

address alleged violations of 
international law without 

delay.  We support the draft 
resolution tabled regarding Sri 

Lanka. 

Statement by Denmark on 
behalf of the European Union 

The European Union reiterates 
that the protection of human 

rights, the respect of the rule of 
law and addressing the issue of 
accountability in Sri Lanka are, 

in addition to their intrinsic 
value, necessary steps towards 
national reconciliation.  It calls 
on the Government of Sri Lanka 
to engage constructively with 
the UN Secretary General and 

the Human Rights Council on the 
content of the report of the 

UNSG Panel of Experts as well 
as the implementation of the 

recommendations of the Lessons 
Learnt and Reconciliation 

Commission.  An inter-active 
dialogue in this respect would 

be highly welcome. 

Statement by United 
Kingdom 

We continue to support 
discussion of Sri Lanka at the 
Human Rights Council.  As its 
Lessons Learnt Reconciliation 
Commission made clear, Sri 

Lanka has significant ongoing 
human rights issues, including 
disappearances and threats to 
media freedom.  We urge the 
Sri Lankan government to take 
action to tackle human rights 

concerns and engage 
constructively with relevant 

special procedures. 

Statement by Canada 

Canada remains deeply 
concerned that the 

underlying sources of 
conflict in Sri Lanka have 

been largely 
unaddressed.  A political 

solution, including 
reconciliation is 

needed.  The report of the 
LLRC is a potentially 

important contribution of 
the Government of Sri 

Lanka fully implements its 
recommendations and 

adopts an implementation 
road map with clear 

timelines.  The LLRC has yet 
to fully address 

accountability for events 
that took place in the final 

phase of the conflict, 
including the allegations 

and recommendations 
outlined by the UN 

Secretary-General’s Panel 
of Experts.  We urge the 

Government of Sri Lanka to 
establish a comprehensive 

and independent 
investigation into credible 
allegations of violations of 
international humanitarian 

law and human rights 
committed by both sides of 

the conflict.  We also 
continue to encourage the 

Government of Sri Lanka to 
engage meaningfully with 
the Human Rights Council. 

Statement of Belgium 

We recognize the Lessons 
Learnt Commission’s work in 
Sri Lanka. We however note 

some shortcomings relating to 
impunity. Sri Lankan 

authorities must work in close 
cooperation with the United 
Nations, particularly on the 

issue of impunity which 
should be done preferably 

before the next UPR 
scheduled for October 2012. 
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“I am exercising my right of 
reply to the comments made on 
Sri Lanka by the European 
Union, Norway, France, Canada, 
Belgium, UK, Ireland, and 
Australia, under Agenda Item 04 
General Debate. 
 
Regrettably, the countries 
referred to above, have felt it 
necessary to prejudge Sri 
Lanka's intention to implement 
the recommendations of its 
domestic mechanism, the LLRC, 
which is one of the many 
reconciliation processes that Sri 
Lanka is engaged in. My 
delegation has already briefed 
this Council in great detail on 
the steps taken to implement the 
recommendations, including in a 
time bound manner through the 
National Action Plan for the 
Protection and Promotion of 
Human Rights. 
 
I wish to reiterate Sri Lanka's 
position that the report of the 
United Nations Secretary 
General's Panel of Experts was 
the culmination of a private 
consultation and is not the 
product, or a request, of the 
Human Rights Council, the 
General Assembly or any other 
UN body.  

Its mandate did not extend to 
fact finding or investigation, and 
the assertions set out in the 
report remain unsubstantiated. 
Any action, such as the 
resolution tabled by the US at 
this Council that pre-judges the 
outcome of a functioning 
domestic mechanism put in 
place by a sovereign 
Government to cater to its 
domestic requirements, will 
undermine the well-enhenched 
rule of international law that 
domestic remedies must first be 
exhausted, and will amount to 
undue interference in an internal 
process. 

My delegation is gravely 
concerned that this precedent 
setting initiative, which seeks to 
address past issues, will if 
adopted, effectively transform 
this Council into a Tribunal 
modifying the powers entrusted 
to it by the General Assembly, 
politicising the institution and 
severely affecting its credibility 
and legitimacy. 

My delegation wishes to remind 
this Council of the Charter 
requirement, reflected in its 
Articles 55 and 56, that human 
rights shall be promoted 
through international 
cooperation. Any attempt to 
impose advice and technical 
cooperation from the Office of 
the High Commissioner and the 
Special Procedures mechanisms 
will be in violation of that 
requirement. In this regard, I 
wish to reiterate that the 
Universal Periodic Review 
mechanism is the appropriate 
and only forum to address the  

human rights situation of all 
countries in a cooperative, 
non-selective, and 
impartial manner, and in 
conformity with the 
principles upon which this 
Council was founded. 

Sri Lanka urges the Council 
not to initiate action in 
contravention of the 
purposes and principles of 
the United Nations Charter 
and the Declaration of 
Principles of International 
Law Concerning Friendly 
Relations and Co-operation 
among States in 
accordance with the 
Charter. 

In conclusion, I wish to, in 
this regard, thank the 
delegation of Japan which 
has in its statement 
recognized the will of the 
Government of Sri Lanka to 
implement the 
recommendations 6f the 
LLRC. My delegation would 
like to urge the proponents 
of the resolution to 
constructively engage with 
Sri Lanka, both bilaterally 
and multilaterally, in a 
spirit of cooperation, 
without resorting to action 
within the Council which is 
unnecessary and 
unwarranted, and would 
adversely impact the 
reconciliation process in 
Sri Lanka. 

I thank you Madam 

Sri Lanka`s Permanent 
Representative for the UN in Geneva 
Tamara Kunanayagam  
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