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Your Excellency, 

It was a pleasure to speak with you today and I would like to express my deepest gratitude for 
your steadfast commitment to the development of the Responsibility to Protect and your support 
for the Global Centre for the Responsibility to Protect. 

With regards to the Interactive Dialogue on R2P that will be held in the General Assembly on 

w~~~~~day s'h ~~ptember, as requested we have attached the -following documents which may 
_be ~_f ~s-~ _~_w_hen drafting your speech: - - - - --.. -

· Key Talking Points: A list of some key talking points you m_ight want tq include in V 
· ; l::· I~ 

your speech. ~-) ;· - - - - - · 
.I ' I 

"R2P and RWP After Libya and Syria": The keynote address bv Garetl} Evans at a · V 
, I U· ' [\ r.-, - "Q'? ' .•· I i..i ' . 0 ,~ - Lj C.' 'L : . 
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recent event the Global Centre for R2P co-hosted with the Brazilian government in Rio ~_­

de Janeiro. The speech explains our position on the Brazilian "Responsibility While 
Protecting" initiative very clearly. 

Summary of the SG Report on R2P: A one page summary of the Report of the v 
Secretary-General that we distributed to member states. 

We are thrilled that you will be able to introduce Gen. Romeo Dallaire at t]15. 2nd __ !!_llJl!Jl:ll ~L~Jh 

Ev~~ Ject~~~ -!9.-~- h.~li o_!l Tl!_~~d~~1 !_8 October, 2012: The lect1!nu m9 a 11riY~te t~c~ptiQn_w!ll 
take place in the auditorium __ at -~~~~~i~a~~a- ~_2use, located at 58 Park Avenue, 38th Street, New 
York. It will begin at 5:15pm and we will apprec_iate it if ~ou could speak for about 10 minutes, 
introducing the lecture as well as Gen. Dallaire. Ib_~__ls:cture will end ~t_a_gp__r9~i_rp_(!!_e_ly_ () :3_0_:6: 1_~. 

The Global Centre will then host a small private reception for a few Permanent Representatives _ 
_ il_nd_ S_Q!l!~ of our honored g!:J_~sts on the 2nd flo_or. We will send you some more information about 
the lecture as we get nearer to the date, and obviously co_!:!ld_ .P_~~vi~e some t_alking point~ _i.f you 
would like. 

We are also lookin_g_fo~Ard ___!Q_the Sec~ta~y-Q~~~ral' ~_poss_i~.k -~!!~!1-~~nc~ -~ th~~~~! 
Ministerial Roundtable for R2P. Please find attached an invitation sent to member states and the 

~- __ ., , - · -- - - ~----- .. - ~ --~-- ---------------~------

concept note for the Mi~isterial Roun<!_tabl~ . The Ministerial Roundtable will take place on: 
Friday, 28 September 2012, - ~ :}1__~m - -~.}_9~--~· 
Breakfast available at ~:00 _a.m. 
W Hotel New York 
541 Lexington A venue, Entrance between 49th and 50th Streets 
New York, N.Y. 10022 

I deeply appreciate your commitment that if the SG is unable to <l:~!end1 that you wilL co~~n hj~ 
place. Please do not hesitate to contact me should you require any additional information on this 
event. 
Again, it was a pleasure to meet you today and I look forward to working with your office around 
these and other issues. Please don't hesitate to contact me if I can ever be any assistance to you 
with regard to R2P. 

Simon 

Dr Simon Adams 
Executive Director 
Global Centre for the Responsibility to Protect 
Ralph Bunche Institute for International Studies 

365 Fifth Avenue, Suite 5203 
New York, NY 10016-4309 
USA 

TEL: +1212 817 1941 
CELL: +1917 680 5859 



Key Talking Points 
Inte ractive Dialogue on the Responsibility to Protect 

5'" September 2012 

1. Preventive and nmJ-cocrcive measures arc the most prclcrablc options to addressing mass atrocity crimes. 

31 August 2012 

2. Timely and decisive response is required when pre\·cntion has (;tiled and peaceful measures arc deemed inadequate. 
il. Pill;u· III aclion c;m help national govenuncnts to meet first pillar responsibilities. 
;f .. The Pillar li·;unework is not sequential and measures do not (;til exdusi,dy under one pillar. 
5. All pillars can be considered to be both prevention aliCI response. Prevention must not be seen as distincl li·om response; 
they arc mutually rcin(()JTing and clements or both should be intq,>Tated into any cfkcli\'C ruturc strategy. 
7. There must be consistency in application or the Hesponsibility to Protect. 
H. The intcmational commm1ity needs to speak with one voice; the success or coercive and non-cocrcin: measures requires 
political unity in the design, nmsistcncy awl operational application. 
D. Sovcrcig11ty as responsibility and prnention arc at the core or the Hcsponsibility to Protect. But sm-crcig11ty can not become 
an excuse f(>r inaction or indilkrcncc in the J;tcc or mass atrocities. 
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R2P and RWP After Libya and Syria 

Keynote Aaaress by Professor the Hon Gareth Evans, Co-Chair, Global Centre for the Responsibility to Protect, to 
GCR2f/FG~/Stantey Founaation Workshop, Responsibility While Protecting: What·s Next?, Rio ae Janeiro, 23 August 2012 

We have to acknowledge that the UN Security Council para lysis over Syria, and at least some ot the circumsta n~es 
which have brought that about, have regenerated some serious internationa l scepticism about the whole 
Responsibility to Protect (R2P) project . For example, I was asked this week by Chatham House to respond to the 
question 'Surely the Libya backlash is so powerful it has set your agenda back to 2001?'! Issues have been raised 
which do have to be addressed . The Brazilian 'Responsibility While Protecting' (RWP) proposal has made an important 
contribution to doing just that, and today's discussion - designed to help further refine and develop the RWP concept, 
especially in the context of next month's UNGA debate on R2P- could not be more timely. 

*** 

But before we plunge into the detail of where we are now, and where we go next, it's worth remind ing ourselves­
and the sceptics - where we have come from. Does anyone, anywhere, really want to go back to where we were a 
decade and more ago? It wasn't a good place: 

• Even after the horrors of the Holocaust and all the many developments in international human rights law and 
international humanitarian law that followed World War II, catastrophic mass atrocity crimes were a regu lar 
occurrence behind sovereign state walls, with men, women and children be ing murdered, tortured, raped, 
starved or forcibly expelled for no other reason than their race, eth nicity, religion, nationality, caste, class or 
ideology. 

• When it came to reacting to reacting to cases like Cambod ia, East Pakistan, and Uganda in the 1970s· and 
'80s, and Rwanda, Bosnia and Kosovo In the '90s, there were no commonly accepted principles at all as to how 
the international community should react . By the '90s there was at least a debate about the issues but the · 
appropriate policy response was a consensus-free zone. 

• The only debate was about 'humanitarian intervention': the so-called 'right to intervene' militarily. Hardly anyone 
talked about prevention or less extreme fo rms of engagement and intervention . The options were 'Send in the 
Marines' or do nothing. The globa l North often rallied to the ' right to intervene' cry, but the g loba l South was 
understandably deeply reluctant - after all its unhappy historical experience - to accept the idea that big 
powers had the right to throw their weight around in this way. And so we had all the division or inaction, or 
both, in the face of catastrophe that we can all remember. 

It was to find a way through this agon izing lack of consensus - this consensus -free zone - that the concept of the 
responsibility t:o protect was born: in itiated in the 2001. report of the International Commission on Intervention and 
State Sovereignty (ICISS): and then, after a long, complicated and often cantankerous diplomatic process, endorsed 
unanimously by the UN General Assembly sitting at head of state and government level at the 2005 World Summit. 

Does anyone really want to throw away what was ach ieved in 2005, and has been further ach ieved· since? In my 
judgement that has been three big things- at the conceptual level, the institutiona l level, and the political level - and 
again I think we should remind ourselves, and the scept ics , what those have been. 

Conceptually, the big breakthrough was to replace the imposs ibly divisive language of 'humanitarian Intervention' (HI) 
with the inherently non-confrontationallanguage of ' responsib ility to protect', and recast the content of the debate 
accordingly. 

There are crucial differences between R2P and the 'right of humanitarian intervention', and it is a fundamental mistake 
to ma intain, as some still do, that R2P Is no more than old humanitarian intervention wine in a new bottle : 

• First, R2P is primarily about prevention, whereas humanitarian intervention is on ly about reaction . 
• Second, RZP is a bout a whole continuum of react ive responses - from diplomatic persuasion, to pressure, to 

non-military measures like sanct ions and International Crimina l Court process, and only in extreme, exceptional 
and last resort cases military act ion, whereas humanitarian intervention is only about mil itary reaction . 

• And th ird, R2P is about a w ide range of actors, [1) starting very much with the sovereign state itself where the 
problem exists, and others in the international community ab le and willing to assist that state prevent mass 
atrocities, whereas humanitarian intervention focuses on ly on the role of those ab le and will ing to apply 
coercive military force. 

For supporters of R2P to continue to use 'human itarian Intervention' language, even just to describe the really sha rp 



end of the R2P response cont inuum, is to blur these critical distinctions between HI and R2P. 

Since 2005, t here has been a long period of int ernat ional discuss ion and argument about the mean ing, scope and 
limits of R2P, in a va riety of contexts, and w ithou.t going into deta il here, I t hink it is fair to say that as a resu lt o f those 
many debates - about Da rfu r, the Congo, Georgia, Myanmar, Sri Lanka, Kenya , Guinea and others as well- t here is a 
lot more understand ing of w hat R2P is and isn't about than there was at the outse t. 

I nst itutionally, we've come a long wa y, with the UN Joint Office of the Special Advisers on Genocide and the 
Responsibility up and runn ing and making its vo ice increas ingly heard (a trend which I hope will con t inue under t he 
Office 's new leadership); t he steady development o f other 'focal po ints' w ithin key governments and regiona l 
organ izations -officials w hose day job it Is to worry about early warning and effective response to new situations as 
they arise; the continuing effort t o professionalise mediation resources; the gradual consolidation of the new 
internationa l crimina l j ust ice system around the ICC, not associa ted wit h R2 P as such, but an important element in the 
R2P response toolbox; and the attention that is going into ensuring that militaries have the proper force 
configurations, doctrine, rules of engagement and t raining to ass ist with mass atrocity response operations should 
they be invited by a host government or mandated by the Security Council to do so . 

Polit ically, I t hink it is fa ir to say t hat - even taking into account the cont roversy about Libya and the paralysis on Syria 
which I will come to in a moment - the story since 2005 has been one of steady progress . When one looks closely at 
the cont ributions to the major debates in the UN General Assembly in 2009 and 2010 - and even in 2011 when 
anxiety about t he conduct of the Libyan inte rve ntion was alive and well - it is impossible t o deny t hat there is now a 
rema rkable degree of acceptance of t he basic principles of R2P, a steady increase in the number of instances in which 
those principles have been explicitly invoked, and now practica lly no voices at all cha llenging its foundations. 

Secreta ry Genera l Ban Ki-Moon may have been gilding the lily a little in September las t year when he said tha t 'No 
government questions the principle ', bu t he wa s not exaggerating at all when he said that now 'Our debates are 
about how, not whether to implement the Responsibility to Protect.' 

*** 

But, and it's a very big 'but' indeed - to come now directly to the subj ect of today's discuss ion - we have to 
acknow ledge that a good deal of the debate about how to implement R2P in pract ice, a t least at the sharp end, when 
prevention has manifestly failed and vio lence is actually occurring -is still ve ry fie rce and very divisive. 

from the high point of consensus and cooperation we reached in the Security Council in February and March last year, 
w e have now plunged t o a very low point indeed. I and many others ha iled the Council resolut ions on Cote d'Ivo ire, 
a nd especially Libya , as the coming of age of R2P, a textbook example of the doct rine working as it was supposed to 
when prevention failed, sav ing lives Imminent ly at risk, and at fast decisively cutting across centu ries of state practice 
treating sovereignty a lmost as a license to kill. If the Council had acted as decis ive ly and robustly in the 1990s as it did 
In Libya , the lives of 8,000 others would have been sa ved In Srbrenica and 800,000 in Rw anda. 

But then, over Syria, despite a rapid ly climbing deat h toll and a situation - even before the present descent into fu ll 

scale civil wa r - manifestly worse than that which had prompted the military intervention in Libya, the Security Council 
found itself almost complete ly paralysed, barely able to ag ree even on a condemnation of the violence and a 
d iplomatic mission to address it, and tota lly unable to agree on any more robust response , even no n-milita ry 
measures like targeted sanctio ns, an arms embargo, or refe rence to the Internat ional Crimina l Court (ICC) which had 
been the first line of response in Libya. 

So why d id consensus fe ll away, and what can be done to re -establish it? 

Part of the reason for hesit at ion in Syria -and certa inly t he unwillingness of a nyone in the Council to begin to argue 
tor direct coercive military intervention - is that t he geopolitic..:; o f the Syrian cris is are ve ry different : complex internal 
secta rian diviSions with potentia lly explosive regional implicat ions, anxiety about the democratic credentials of many of 
those in opposition, no Arab League unanimity in favour of toug h action, a long Russian commitment t o the Assad 
regime, and a strong Syrian army meaning that any conce ivable intervention would be d ifficu lt and bloody. 

But there 's more to it than that. We t1a ve to explain why it is that it t ook unt il February this year tor t he Security 
Council t o even formally reso lve to condemn the violence, and w hy there has been no consensus whateve r even 
about non -military coercive measures. The t ruth of t he matter is tha t consensus has simply evapora ted in a welter of 
recriminat ion about how the NATO-led implementation of the Council's Libya mandate in UNSCR 1973 " to prot ect 
civilians and civilian populated areas under th rea t of attack" was actually carried out . We have to frankly recognize 
t ha t there has been some infect ion of the whole R2P concept by the percept ion, accurate or otherwise, that the 
civilian protection mandate granted by the Council, with no d issenting vo ices, was manifestly exceeded by that military 
operat ion. 

Leading the critica l charge ove r t he last yea r has not j ust been Russia - about whose motivations some cynicism is 
possible, because of its close economic and military co nnections w ith the Syrian governing regime - and China, which 
has always been highly sensitive on the sovereignty/intervent ion issue, but of course t he whole 'BRICS' group (Brazil, 
Russia , India, Ch ina and South Africa), a ll of w hom were sitting 011 the Security Council last year - in an Interest ing 
foretaste of the kind of Secu rit y Council membership more representat ive of curren t world power ba lances that many 
of us have been arguing for. 

I have not understood the BRICS complaints as being about the initia l milita ry res ponse- attacking from the a ir Libyan 
air force infrast ructure, and the ground forces advancing on Benghazi. Although there w ere some grumbles about the 
West ignoring a last-minute ceasefire offer from Gadda fi, t he more general vie w was that he had by his conduct and 
la nguage over preceding days demonst rated his tota l unreliability, and t hat a show of actual fo rce was necessary to 
stop an imminent massacre and demonstra te the int ernat ional community's resolve. Certainly I understa nd tha t 



neither Russia nor China, who did not veto the Libyan 'all necessary measures' resolution 1973, nor the other BRICS 
who abstained on this vote, were under any illusions about the nature of the action wh ich would follow in those first 
few days. 

The real complaints related to the days, weeks and months which came after the initial attacks, when it became 
rapidly apparent that the three permanent member states driving the intervention (the US, UK and France, or 'P3 ') 
would settle for nothing less than regime change, and do whatever it took to ach ieve that. 

Particular concerns have been that the interveners rej ected later ceasefire offers that may have been serious, and 
which certainly should at least have been explored; struck flee ing personnel that posed no immediate risk to civilians; 
struck locations that had no obvious military significance (like the compound in which Gaddafi relatives were killed); 
and, more generally, comprehensively supported the rebel side in what rap idly became a civil war, ignoring the very 
explicit arms embargo in the process. 

The P3 does have some strong answers to these criticisms. If civilians were to be protected house-to-house in areas 
like Tripoli under Gaddafi's direct control, they say, that could only be by overturn ing his whole reg ime. If one side was 
taken in a civil war, it w·as because one -sided regime killing sometimes leads (as now in Syria) to civilians acquiring 
arms to fight back and recruiting army defectors. Military operations cannot be micromanaged w ith a '1,000 mile 
screwdriver'. And a more limited 'monitor and swoop' concept of opera tions would have led to longer and messier 
conflict, po litically imposs ible to sustain in the US and Europe, and likely to have produced many more civilian 
casualties. 

And yet. These arguments all have force, but my understanding is that the P3 resisted debate on them at any stage in 
the Security Council itself, and other Council membe rs were never given sufficient information to enable them to be 

evaluated. Maybe not all the BRICS are to be believed when they say that, had better process been followed, more 
common ground could have been ach ieved. But they can be when they say they feel bruised by the P3's 
dlsmisslveness during the Libyan campaign - and that those bru ises w ill have to heal before any consensus can be 
expected on tough responses to such situations in the future. 

*** 
It is directly to address these concerns that Brazil has advanced its 'Responsibility While Protecting' idea . I have seen 
this as involving- when stripped down to its bare essentia ls - there core propositions : 

• R2P, as endorsed in 2005 and as refined since, remains a valuable normative advance, not least in its strong 
focus on prevention of, as well as reaction to mass atrocity crimes, and whatever the Issues Involved In some 
aspects of its practical implementation, the baby should not be thrown out with the bathwater: RWP Is designed 
to complement R2P, not replace it; 

• Before acting under Pillar III of R2P, and under Chapter VII of the UN Charter, to endorse any use of coercive 
military force, more formal and systematic attention needs to be paid by the Security Council to releva nt 
prudential criteria or guidelines; and 

• After such action has been taken, there should be enhanced UN Security Council procedures to monitor and 
assess the manner in wh ich such mandates are interpreted and implemented. 

In the form in wh ich RWP was originally floated by the Brazilian Pres ident in the UNGA general debate last September, 
and more particularly in the subseque11t 'Elements' note circu lated by Brazil in November (which still rema ins the only 
formal express ion of the .. co ncept) these basic proposit ions became a little lost sight of, with a Jot of immediate 
attention -- and criticism - focusing on two specific themes (wh ich I notice the Stanley program note for today's 
workshop continues to describe as 'major Issues' in the RWP proposal): 

• the proposition that the three R2P pillars were temporally seqvenUal in the ir operation, which suggests that 
Pillar Irl is only about more forceful measures and that the state's own responsibility ceases to be central once 
the wider international community becomes engaged; and 

• the proposition that there was a need to exhaust all peaceflJI means before considering the use of force, which 
could be read as Institutionalizing inaction, by requiring interminable waiting for lesser measures like sanctions 
to be tried and fail. 

But my understanding Is that, in the various forums In which RWP has been discussed this year the debate has moved 
on, with the view being accepted that : 

• as clearly spelt out in the latest SG's report, the three R2P pillars should not be viewed as sequential : rather all 
remain equally applicable, albeit w ith different emphases reflecting changing circumstances; and 

• on the ' last resort' question, it is not a matter of waiting for sanctions or whatever to fa il, but rather making a 
reasonable judgement based on all available evidence that no lesser measures could succeed in halting or 
avert ing the threat of atrocity crimes . 

So ret me focus my remaining remarks on what 1 wou ld regard as the two maj or substantive new elements in the RWP 
proposal, and the two big themes on which I th ink we should concentrate in our discuss ion today - viz. first, a set of 
criteria or guidelines to be fully debated and taken into account before the Security Council mandates any use of 
military force; and secondly, for some kind of enhanced monitoring and review processes wh ich wou ld enable such 
mandates to be seriously debated by all Council members during the ir implementa t ion phase . 

Criteria. One way of approaching the criteria issue, w hich I certa inly favour, would be not just to sing le out, as the 
November 2011 Brazilian Elements note does, two or three criteria, but to return directly and deliberately to the so­
far-unimp leme nted recommendations of my ICISS Commission and t he reports which fo llowed it, from the High Level 
Pane l on Th reats Challenqes and Chanqe, and from Secretary-Ge neral Kofl Annan himse lf, which are that the Security 



Council apply five specific prudential guiaelines whe never co ns idering any authorization of coercive military action (not 
just in R2P cases) under Chapter VII of the Charter : 

• First, seriousness of risk: is the harm occurring or be ing threatened of such a kind and sca le as to j ustify prima 
facie the use of force? 

• Second, primary purpose: is the use of force primarily intended to ha lt or ave rt the threat in question, whatever 
secondary motives might be in play for different states? 

• TI1 ird, last resort: has every non-military option been fu lly explored and the judgment reasonably made th at 
nothing less than military force could ha lt or avert the harm in question? 

• Fourth, proportionality: are the scale, duration, and intens ity of the proposed milita ry action the minimum 
necessary to meet the threa t'? 

• And fifth, balance of consequences : will those at risk ultimate ly be better or worse off, and t he scale of suffering 
greater or less? Will more good than harm be done? 

I t hink it's important to note at the outset that while the immed iately recognisable pedigree of U1ese criteria is to be 
found in Christian 'just wa r' theory go ing back to the early Middle Ages, these themes do resonate equally with other 
major world relig ious and intellectual traditions, including Islam, Juda ism, Buddh ism and Hinduism and Sikkism, and 
there is a whole body of literature describing this .[2] 

For all the un iversal values which such benchmarks clearly seem to embody, talk of adopting them as any kind of a 
bas is for Security Council decis ion making tends to generate an immediate backlas h, w ith states saying 'rigid criteria' 
wou ld be imposs ible to apply given all the variability and fluidity of real world s ituations, and that (a nd th is language is 
in the lates t SG's report) ' templates ' a re to be avoided. But these objections in my view greatly overstate the case , 
and sometimes simply conceal a preference for behaving in a completely ad hoc fash ion, in accordance w ith 
perceptions of immed iate national in terest involved rather than the real objective needs of t he situat ion on th e 
ground . 

I would envisage the criteria I have listed being described simply as 'gu idelines' to wh ich 'the Security Councii shou ld 
have regard' in making decisions under Chapter VII authorising the coercive use of military force. If the Security 
Council were able to reach an informal understanding among its members to so act case by case, this would be almost 
as useful as embodying such gu idelines In a formal Security Council or General Assembly reso lution, and wou ld avo id 
what could poss ibly be a painful and protracted debate about abstractions. 

What would actually be achieved by the Security Council ' having regard' to these guide lines? Clearly they could not 
guarantee consensus in any particu lar case, but by requ ir ing systematic attention to all the re levant Issues - w hich 
simply does not happen at the moment - they would hopefully make the achievement of consensus much more likely. 
Would anyone really want to argue that any one of these guidelines are irre levant or w rong -headed, and should be 
ignored or overridden - that military force should be used although it wasn 't demonstrably nece ssary to halt or avert 
the harm in question, that disproportionate force should be used, or that military force should be used though it would 
do more harm than good? 

It is not a matter of satisfying a court of law about any of these gu ide lines --last resort, proport ionality, t he bala nce 
of consequences and so on. The courts in question are of rationa lity, pub lic opinion, and peer group understa nding -
and if a strong, cred ible and articu late case cannot be publ icly made and defended under all five of the head ings I 
have mentioned, then scepticism and cyn icism about the proposed use of force in any particu lar case is likely to be 
j ust ified. 

There is one further virtue In spelling out these gu ideline. It would make it abundantly clear from the outset just l1o w 
d iffere nt coe rcive mil itary action is to other response mechanisms, and how many hurdles shou ld have to be jumped 
before ever authoriz ing it: that it is someth ing that should not be contemplated as a rout ine escalat ion, but only In the 
most extreme and exceptional circumstances. 

If such criteria were able to be agreed, and applied with some rig ou r and consistency to new situa tions as they arise , 
it should be a lot eas ier to avoid the "slippery slide " arg ument which has contributed to the Security Council paralysis 
on Syria, ma king some countries unwilling to even foreshadow non-mil itary measures like targeted sanctions or ICC 
investigation because of their concern that military coercion wou ld be the inevitab le next step if lesser measures 
failed. 

Process. I will be much briefer about the issue of an appropriate process for mon itoring and review ing use of fo rce 
ma ndates once granted, although this is an issue which aga in tends to generate more heat than ligl1t. 

To the extent that an R2P issue arises in the context of a Protection of Civilians (POC) situation, as it occas iona lly w ill ­
as w ith Cote d'lvo ire last year, where what was involved was add ing extra dime nsions of fo rce authorisation to an 
already mandated UN mission - t hen the issue of monitoring and review ing the ma ndate in question is unlikely to be 
problematic: t he performance of the mission is already regularly scrutinised under existing Security Council procedures. 

The trickier situation Is when an explicit R2P mandate like t hat in Libya under UNSCR 1973 Is given , which leaves the 
responsibility to imp lement it to member states acting otherwise than through a specifica lly endorsed and DPKO­
organ ised mission . The member states in question will almost by definition be large and powerful, and may be un likely 
- as was the P3 with Libya- to welcome regula r close scrutiny of what they are doing . But they should be prepared 
to accept , at least informally, the obligation to report back to the Council at regu lar inte rva ls, describing fu lly how the 
mandate in question is being inte rpreted and applied , and the progress of the situation on the ground, allow ing fu ll 
debate In the process on whether the continuance of the mandate in its present form is justified, and whether its 
terms require modification in some way. 

Aga in it is not so much a matter of hold ing member states in some way lega lly to account: it 's a matter of recogn ising 
that un less the courts of rationa lity, pub lic opin ion and pee r group understand ing can be broad ly sat isfied , t he n 



destructive cyn icism and scepticism about these interventions is bound to grow. And the prospect of being able to 
repeat them in future, w ith the support and authority of the Security Council, which is what a rule ba sed international 
order requires, will be neg ligible . 

The initia l reaction to the Brazilian RWP proposa l by the P3 powers was d ismissive - ' these co untries would want all 
those delaying and spo iling options , wou ldn 't they'- but has begun to softe n, as it must. They have begun to realize, 
as they must, that if an un-vetoed majority vote is ever go ing to be secured aga in for t ough action in a hard mass 
atrocity case, even act ion fa lling cons iderably short of military act ion, the issues at the heart of the ba cklash that has 
accompan ied the implementat ion of the Libyan ma nda te, and th e concerns of the BRICS states in particu lar - vo icing 
as t hey do the co ncerns of a much w ider swathe of t he deve loping world -- simply have to be take n seriously . 

The comp letely effective implementation of R2P is going to be work in progress for some t ime yet. Re newed consensus 
on how to imp lement it In the hardest of cases in future is go ing to be ha rd to achieve, and w ill take time to achieve : it 
will certain ly come too late to be very helpful in solving the prese nt cris is in Syria . 

But I think it can be achieved, with the RWP proposa l, fu rther refined and deve loped, playing a critical role as a circuit­
breaker. I don't th ink there is any po licymaker in t he world who fa lls to understand that if the Security Council does 
not find a way of genuinely cooperating to resolve the se cases, working within the nuanced and multid imens ional 
framework of the R2P principle, the alternative is a return to the bad old days of Rwanda, Srebren ica and Kosovo . 

That means either total, disastrous, inaction in the face of mass atrocity crimes, or action being taken to stop them 
w ithout authorizat ion by the Security Council, in defiance of the UN Charter and every principle of a rule based 
internationa l order. After all that has been achieved over the last decade, that would be heartbreaking. And, 
congenital opt imist as I arn, I be lieve it won 't happen . 

[1] More specifica lly, R2P involves th ree distinct 'pillars ' of responsibility, as art icu lated in the SG's report of 2009. The 
primary respons ibility is that of the sovere ign state itself to its own people- one that is abso lute, unconditional, and 
continu ing- not to perpetrate or allow atrocity crimes on its territory (the so-called 'Pillar!'). The second respons ibility 
is t hat of others In the international community - including other states and intergovernmental organizations - to 
assist states to discharge that primary respons ibility, if they are w illing to be so assisted {'Pillar II') . The third 
respons ibility is that of others - if prevention ta ils, and a state is manifestly fa il ing to protect its own people -to then 
provide that protect ion by every means prescribed , and circumscribed, by the United Nations Charter ('Pilla r III ') . 

[2 ] Summarised in footnote 26 to page 140 of my book The Responsibiltty to Protect (Brookings, 2009) 
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Report of the UN Secretu"y-General on the Responsibility to Protect: 
Timely and Decisive Response 

Executive Summary 

The 2012 report of the UN Sccrctary-Gcncral 011 the Hcspousibility to Protcc! addresses the couccms stcmmiug from the 
iucrcascd applica!iou of H2P to situatious duriug the past two years aud the challcug-es ahead l{>r the cmcrgiug norm , 
particularly with rcg~ml to Pillar ~l. Following the recent experiences of Libya, C<ltc d'h·oire and Syria the report assesses the 
lessons leamcd and systematically covers the wide range of measures available to opcrationalizc H2P. \Vhile stressing the 
prclcrcucc f(>r Jn·c,·cn!i\·c measures ami nm1-cocrcivc tools, it emphasizes the importance of timely ami decisive action once 
JHTVcntion has bile<!. The report details the non-sequential nature of the Pillar li·;uncm>rk awl the intrinsic relationship 
bctwccn prC\Tn!ion and response. The UN Secrc!ary-Gcucral (UNSC) welcomes the 20 II Braziliau initiati,·c Rcc\pOJJSibiii~r 

rdlllc Pmtcc!JiJg (RH 1-1) iu the report and calls br greater accouutability iu H2P implementation. He stresses the need l{>r 
consistency iu applica!iou aud calls upon member stales to demonstrate more uuity and understanding of the dillcrcn! pillars 
to ensure greater legitimacy and credibility of future ac!ions. Similar to previous reports, the 2012 report highlights the role 
that partners cau play in assisting the { JN iu haltiug mass atrocity crimes while tuulcrliniug the importance of early waming 
mechanisms ami preventive actiou. 

Key Points 

l. Preventive and nou-cocrcivc measures arc the most pre !Crable options to addressing mass atrocity crimes. 
2. Timely ami decisive response is required when prc,·cntion has !;tiled and peaceful mc;t~urcs arc deemed inadequate. 
il. Pillar III actiou can help national governments to mcct first pillar responsibilities. 
1.. The Pillar li~uncwork is no! scqucutial and measures do not (;til exclusively under one pillar. 
5. All pill;u·s cau be cousidcrcd to be both prcveution <Uld rcspousc. Prcvcii!ion must uo! be seen as distinc! lium 

response; they arc mutually rciul(>rcing and clements of both should be iutegratcd into auy cllcc!ivc future strategy. 
G. There is a uccd l(>r greater management and oversight of H2P implementation. 
7. Member states most shmv ~-,•realer consistency in application. 
H. The international community needs to speak with one voice; the success of coercive and non-coCITIVC measures 

requires political unity iu the dcsiJ.,'ll, consistency <Uld opcratioual coonlina!ion in applicatiou. 

Chapter Summazy 

I. Genesis of the Hesponsibility to Protect 
~ The three pillars arc no! sequential; they arc of equal importance ami must be consist cut with the principles, purposes 

and provisions of the { JN Ch;u·tcr. 
~ Mass atrocity crimes li·cquently stem lium idcutity-rclated conllicts. Risks to populatious arc increased through the 

acceutuation of the inherent dilkrcuccs bctwccu uational, ethnic, racial and religious groups, iududiug through: 
discrimiuatiou, margiualizatiou, exclusiou, stigmatization, dc-humauizatioll awl dcuial or fuucl<uncntal humau rights. 

~ The most clkc!ivc l(mn or JHT\Tn!ion is the constructive management or diversity to promote: good govcmancc, 
equality, indusivity, res peel l(:>r hum au rights/ li·cedoms awl observ;mcc or democratic values ami practices. 

II. The lmplcmeutatiou Stra!CJ.,'J' 
~ Iu the 2005 \Vorld Summit Outmmc Document, world leaders allowed l{>r a wide interpretation of the responsibility 

to protect and f{>r the UN Security Council (UNSC) to have an cx!cnsi,·c range of coercive and noiH'ocrcivc 
measures to usc. 

~ A measure c;u1 be deemed to he both preventive and response ami can (;til under dillcrcn! pillars, c .g. In Cuinea 
(2009) the usc of Commissions of Inquiry (Col) is an example or Pillar II (international assistance to prcVCllt li.uthcr 
crimes) and Pillar III (intcmational commtmity responding in a timely ami clccisi,·c manner). 

~ Peacekeeping is based upon the principle of consent, assists political transitions and 1rorks to build natioual 
protection capacity and is thcrcl{n·c an example of a Pillar II measure. 

~ The concepts of Protection of Cinlia.JJS and R2P ha\·e separate and distincl prerequisites and ol~jectives. 
~ Hcsponsibility is an ally of sovcreig11!y: collective action by the intcmational community to prolcc! populations 1s 

Ullllecess;u·y when a stale fullills its prim;u·y obligations to protect its own population. 



~ 5 lc.ssons lc;m H:d lium cxpcricun:s: 
I. Each situation is distinct. 
2. Double standards ;ul(l selective application must be avoided. 
~l . There is increasing aw;u·e11ess of dillcreHces among the pillars. 
1\.. An clkclive ;ul(l integrated slralq ,>y will i11dude a mix of preventive and response clements . 
5. Partners assisting the UN arc crucial. 

III. Tools Available for lmplcmenlalion 
~ Chapter VI range of non-coercive responses which c;m be undertaken ,·ia the good ollices of { JN or partners: 

Negotiatio n Conciliation Hesorl lo regional agencies o r arr;mgemenls 
E11quiry Arbitration Other pearcf'ulmeans 
Mediation .J udirial selllcmenl 

~ Non-Coercive Measures 
Prnenli,·e Diplomacy 
Special Ellvoys/ Emillelll Persm1s 
Public Admcar y 
Measures lo tackle inrilemenl 

~ Coercive Measures 
Article I\. I 
Asscl li·eezes 
Trmd restrictions 
Credit/aiel suspension 
Heslrictio11 of o ther financial sen ·ires 
Article 12 
Establishing security zones 
Imposing no-fly zones 

IV. Partners Available l(>r lmplcmenlalio ll 
~ { !N org-;ms/ bodies with protectio11 mandates: 

Huma11 Rights Commillee 
Commillee ag<1i11sl Torture 
Commillee on the Eliminalio11 of 
Racial Disniminalio11 (CERD) 

Fact-linding Missions ;md Commissions of Inquiry 
Mm1ilori11g/() bserver Missions 
lnlemalional Criminal Court 

Luxury goocls ancl weapons embargoes 
Limiting diplomatic contact 
Ban fi·mn inlemalional spo rts 
Restriction of scientific cooperation 

Establishing a military presence on land and al 
sea li.>r proleclion/dclerrenre purposes. 

OHCHR 
t JNICEF 
l lNHCH 

~ Hegional Organizations: E{ l, A { J, ECO\V AS, LAS, NAT(), ( )SCE have recently ad eel lo protect p(>pulations. 
~ Humanilaria11 agencies: play a critical role in responding in a timely and derisi\'C manner. 
);- Civil Society: ran mobilize support li.>r R2P implementation on a national and intematiouallcYcl. 

V. 'Responsibility while Protecting' 
~ There is a need lo e11sure lhal R2P is operationalized i11 a responsible, sustainable ami clkclive manner. 
~ Elkctive implemenlatio11 requires accurate ;md well-inli.mned ;umlysis, ronsislelll reporting and avoidance of tLise 

alarms. 
};;- Assessme11ls ;u·e required at every stage of implcmenlalion in a prudent manner without political interfe rence. 
~ R\VP still stresses the need l(>r early idenlilicalion, eng<tgemenl ;md preveulive aclion. 
~ An early, flexible response sl"llq,>y requires dynamic assessment , l(Kusing on trends and de,-clopmenls. 
};;- Libya: The UNSC authorized l(m ·e alier it concluded that pearcf'ulmeasures had proved inaclequalc. T he Col li. nlllcl 

that NATO had "conclucted a highly precise campaign \rilh a demonstrable delerminalioHlo avoid casualt ies." 
};;- { J se of Force: 

• Prio r lo enl(>rcemelll measures, necessary lo assess the likely consequences of action and inaclion. 
• Assessment must he timely ancl should (;ICililale ancl never inhibit clkrti\·e responses. 
• Past experiences musl 11o t i11hihil aclion in the present. 

VI. Conclusion 
~ Prevention and decisi,·e early actio11 saves li,·es ami reduce the need l(>r more coercive action lo prolecl populations. 
~ The 201 2 lnl(mnal Interactive D ialogue is an opportunity lo discuss Pillar III experiences awl the relationship 

bcl\·\·een all pillars. 



Kingdom of the Netherlands 

Invitation 

Ministerial Meeting on the Responsibility to Protect 

Responsibility to Protect: 

Deepening our Commitment to Mass Atrocity Prevention 

Friday, 28 September 2012, 8:15 am - 9:30 a.m. 
Breakfast available at 8:00 a.m. 

W Hotel New York 
541 Lexington Avenue, Entrance between 491h and 501h Streets 

New York, N.Y. 10022 

The Minister for Foreign Affairs and International Cooperation of the Republica£ Botswana, H. E. Mr. 
Phandu T. C. Skelemani, Minister for External Relations of the Federative Republic of Brazil, H. E. Mr. 
Antonio de Aguiar Patriota, the Minister for Foreign Affairs of Denmark, H. E. Mr. Villy S0vndai, and 
the Minister for Foreign Affairs of the Kingdom of the Netherlands, H.E. Dr. U. Rosenthal, in 
association with the Global Centre for the Responsibility to Protect, cordially invite your Foreign 
Minister to a ministerial level breakfast meeting on: "Responsibility to Protect: Deepening our 
Commitment to Mass Atrocity Prevention." 

The Responsibility to Protect has come a long way since the World Summit in 2005. The commitment 
to protect populations from genocide, war crimes, crimes against humanity and etlmic cleansing has 
now become an operational reality. The advocacy of ministers from all regions of the world has been 
vital in shifting the debate on Responsibility to Protect. At this meeting of a cross-regional group of 
ministers we would like to share ideas and discuss how we can operationalize the preventive 
dimension of the Responsibility to Protect, and deepen our understanding of effective national and 
international responses to the threat of mass atrocities. 

The accompanying background note seeks to inform this discussion. 



We would appreciate the honour of the participation of your Foreign Minister in this important 
meeting of ministerial colleagues and would be grateful for your early response -preferably by 21 
September 2012. 

Please be advised that this event is by invitation only. For further information about the meeting and 
to RSVP please contact: Savita Pawnday at the Global Centre for the Responsibility to Protect via 
email at spawnday@gc.cuny.edu or telephone at +1212-817-2104. 
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Concept Note for Ministerial Roundtable Discussion 
Responsibility to Protect: Deepening our Commitment to Mass Atrocity Prevention 

28 September 2012, 8:15am-9:30am 
W Hotel, New York 

Introduction 
In 2005 at the United Nations World Summit, states unanimously committed to protect populations from 
genocide, war crimes, ethnic cleansing and crimes against humanity by adopting the Responsibility to 
Protect. The Responsibility to Protect affirms an individual state ' s primary responsibility to protect its 
population from these four crimes along with the collective international responsibility to take appropriate 
measures to help protect populations at risk. 

In recent years the international community has accepted the Responsibility to Protect both conceptually 
and in practice as demonstrated by three debates in the United Nations General Assembly and multiple 
UN Security Council resolutions. In Kenya and Guinea sustained engagement by regional and 
international actors using a range of measures, including meditation and targeted sanctions, limited the 
further commission of mass atrocity crimes. However, such success stories are far too rare. 

The UN Secretary-General Ban Ki-Moon has declared 2012 to be the year of prevention. Prevention is at 
the core of the Responsibility to Protect. The aim of this year's Ministerial Roundatble is to discuss how 
we can operationalize the preventive dimension of the Responsibility to Protect, and deepen our 
understanding of effective national and international responses to the threat of mass atrocities. 

Prevention of mass atrocities has a structural and long term character. It is grounded upon national 
policies that enhance good governance, security, human rights and promote socioeconomic development. 
The international community can support countries in the development or implementation of such 
policies. Prevention also has a short term operational component. National governments, regional 
organizations and/or the international community should take measures to respond to imminent threats of 
mass atrocities and avoid further escalation. 

Capacities, institutions and cooperation 
The structural and long-term component requires sustained capacity building, institutional development 
and adequate policies for managing diversity and reducing inequalities between people, regions, and 
genders. It includes ratification of international human rights treaties, an accountable security sector, 
conflict resolution mechanisms, promotion of good governance, creating a climate of tolerance and 
mutual respect. However, our understanding of the relationship between these long-term policies and the 
preventive aspects of the Responsibility to Protect remain underdeveloped. 

Central question: What national institutions and policies are required.for the long-term prevention of 
mass atrocities? 



Operational prevention of mass atrocities 
Preventing escalation and responding to imminent threats of mass atrocities involves measures that cross 
the spectrum from persuasive to intrusive, and from less coercive to more coercive. These measures could 
be implemented by national governments themselves, regional organizations and the international 
community at large, including the UN Security Council. 

The measures include: 
• Early warning, assessment and monitoring for mass atrocity crimes. 
• Mediation, preventive diplomacy, fact finding missions, human rights monitors, economic 

incentives, political mediation, legal arbitration, etc. 
• Commissions of inquiry, targeted sanctions, arms embargoes, referrals to the ICC, diplomatic 

isolation, etc. 

Central question: How can the international community make use of these measures in a timely and 
decisive manner to avoid crisis escalation and prevent mass atrocities? 

'Responsibility while Protecting' 
The 'Responsibility while Protecting,' initiative introduced by the President of Brazil during the UN 
General Debate in September 2011, states that ' prevention is always the best policy.' It also notes that an 
emphasis on preventive diplomacy reduces the risk of mmed conflict and the human costs associated with 
it. As the Secretary-General affirmed in his report on 'Timely and Decisive Response,' "'Responsibility 
while Protecting' calls for vigilance and sober judgment in identifying where threats of magnitude exist 
and are growing," it also presupposes knowledge, understanding and careful reflection. 

Central question: What tools should the international community utilize to foster prevention and avoid 
both inaction and precipitous coercive measures? 

Focal Points Initiative 
An important first step for member states could be the appointment of a high-level government official as 
a national Focal Point for the Responsibility to Protect. Launched at the Ministerial Roundtable in 20 I 0, 
Focal Points are responsible for the promotion of the Responsibility to Protect at the national level and 
will work to support international cooperation through a global network. Their appointment is an 
important step that governments can take to improve intra-governmental and inter-governmental eff011s to 
prevent mass atrocity crimes. 

Format of the discussion 
The discussion will begin with breakfast at Sam and the official meeting commences at 8.15am. It will be 
held under Chatham House rule. Participants are free to use the information received, but neither identity 
nor the affiliation of the speakers, nor of any other participant, may be revealed. Participation is limited to 
a small regionally-balanced group of ministers (+2). This invitation is transferable only to vice- minister 
or national equivalents. Civil servants may attend the meeting as observers only. Some observers from 
countries and regional organizations will also be invited. 

The meeting will be opened by short addresses from the co-hosts to be followed by a roundtable 
discussion. We would highly welcome your intervention during the discussion and would appreciate short 
comments of a maximum of three minutes. No translation facilities will be available at the meeting. 
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