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Foreword

Letter from the Convenor of the R2P
Coalition

Over time, we the American people have been driven by our thirst for freedom, our
mission to right wrong and to serve man. We have known periods of darkness in the past.
But those difficult times triggered giant leaps towards a greater civilization for the benefit
of our fellow men. Our ancestors rose in the face of turmoil and overcame formidable
challenges. Their own consciences drove them to aspire to the best possible human
behavior and to ascertain the high moral ground. Two hundred years ago, on March 2nd,
1807, the American people took the first historical step that would eventually lead to the
abolition of slavery. And it was led by the conviction that racial segregation was
immoral, that the American people outlawed this abhorrent practice nearly half a century
ago.

There is no doubt in my mind: the desire for peace, justice and human dignity is written
in the hearts and minds of all the American people.  It is deeply rooted in our tradition.
And it must remain so. Yet today, as mass atrocities repeatedly stain humanity, the world
no longer turns to America for those moral inspirations that lie at the basis of freedom
and human security. The abuses in Abu Ghraib and Guantanamo remind us that moral
decay can be contagious and that we are not immune to evil behavior. And it should not
come as a surprise that people around the globe have come to disbelieve that our country
puts human rights above all other rights and that its flag is the flag not only of America
but of humanity. Today, indeed, the claim that America is the greatest nation on earth and
the leader of the civilized world is held in abeyance until we, the people of America,
reestablish our country’s moral authority.

I was born in the age of genocide and other mass atrocities. I grew up and led my life
truly believing that “never again” would, indeed, never be heard again. Yet, nestled in the
comfort of a prosperous country where people lived in peace, I remained a bystander as
sheer barbarity wrecked various corners of our world: Cambodia, the former Yugoslavia
or Rwanda. When told or reminded of these atrocities, my senses were revolted, my soul
was in turmoil, my heart bled, and with all my might – or so I thought - I condemned
humanity for being so full of evil. I am today a senior citizen, and I still live in the age of
genocide, crimes against humanity and war crimes. I realize that I can no longer be an
occasional witness, a sincere yet superficial enemy of some of the most monstrous
behaviors ravaging Uganda, the Democratic Republic of Congo and Darfur. Because
mass atrocities not only disgrace their perpetrators. They shame all of us who, whether by
calculation or indifference, default on our duty to uphold the lives and dignity of men.
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Yet as I write, a quiet revolution is under way. In September 2005, the United Nations
General Assembly adopted a declaration  - the World Summit Outcome - whereby each
and every State in the world accepted its responsibility to protect populations from
genocide, crimes against humanity, ethnic cleansing and war crimes. The declaration also
emphasizes that if a State relinquishes its responsibility to protect – whether by will or
lack of capacity - this responsibility must be borne by the international community that
can decide to intervene as a last resort. In the face of mass atrocities, every nation and
thus every people on earth have pledged to be our brothers’ keepers. Without fanfare and
with little notice, the obsolete principles underlying the Westphalian ordering of world
affairs have been dramatically rewritten. We can no longer hide behind State sovereignty,
a 400-years old shield, to excuse the shameful reflex and ongoing practice of remaining
passive in the face of the most outrageous behaviors.

The United Nations has given us a historical opportunity. And we, the American people,
must seize it now. We owe it to our ancestors. We owe it to ourselves. We owe it to
future generations. We owe it to humankind.

It is prophecies and rebels that make history. In this case, the prophecy has already been
uttered: atrocity crimes will be abolished. We all know this must be. We cannot afford to
relegate the principle of the responsibility to protect to a set of enlightening words, an
empty theory. What we need are for rebels against indifference and rebels against
intolerance to gather and fulfill this prophecy. These rebels are the people who reject the
horror of mass atrocities, wherever they occur. They are the people who believe that lofty
ideals and high-mindedness must continue to drive the destiny of their country and of
humanity. These rebels are the people who embrace their responsibility to protect any
population from atrocity crimes. These rebels will turn a grand declaration into deeds.
They will free humanity from hell on earth. These rebels are me … and you. The
responsibility to protect is ours.

Yours respectfully,

Richard H. Cooper
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Synopsis

Atrocity crimes1 – genocide, crimes against humanity, ethnic cleansing and war crimes -
punctuate human history. Today, Darfur is in the public eye. Tomorrow, Northern
Uganda or the Democratic Republic of Congo, whose populations have long suffered
from atrocities, might shock the American people in a similar way. Or perhaps it will be
another place on earth. What is certain, and however unfortunate you may think it is, is
that we are not over with hell on earth.

Yet no one in his right mind would wish or not mind being a victim of massive killings,
torturing or sexual assault. No one should be allowed to not care that fellow human
beings are being slaughtered because of their religion, because of their race, because of
the place they were born. All human beings are bound by the very fact that they are
human and share many identical fears and hopes. As Martin Luther King Jr. expressed it:
“All men are caught in an inescapable network of mutuality.” Each one of us should feel
some level of responsibility in preventing human beings from becoming the victims of
lunatics, whether in our country or in a distant land.

The purpose of this paper is to present the American people with the historical
opportunity to engage in the abolition - in practice - of the most barbaric human
behaviors: genocide, crimes against humanity, ethnic cleansing and war crimes. Two
hundred years ago we succeeded in putting an end to one of the biggest disgraces for
humanity - slavery – the time has come to eradicate atrocity crimes.

On September 2005, the United Nations General Assembly endorsed the norm of the
“responsibility to protect” populations from mass atrocities. The World Summit Outcome
reads:

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

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

The core principles of the doctrine of the “responsibility to protect” are the
following:

• State sovereignty includes the “responsibility to protect” populations from
genocide, crimes against humanity, war crimes and ethnic cleansing.

• The “responsibility to protect” embraces the responsibility to prevent and the
responsibility to react to such atrocities, as well as the responsibility to rebuild
societies shattered by such atrocities.

• The prevention of genocide, crimes against humanity, war crimes and ethnic
cleansing should be given priority.

• The international community also has the responsibility to help States protect
their populations from genocide, crimes against humanity, war crimes and ethnic
cleansing.

• If a State relinquishes its “responsibility to protect” - whether by lack of will or
lack of capacity – this responsibility should be borne by the international
community that can decide enforcement measures, including the use of force as a
last resort.

Last fall, world leaders unanimously embraced the international community’s
responsibility towards our fellow human beings victim of atrocity crimes. And on 28
April 2006, the Security Council reaffirmed the doctrine of the responsibility to protect2.
These are huge steps forward. A unique opportunity we must seize. We too, the
American People, must embrace our Nation’s “responsibility to protect”
populations from hell on earth.
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Introduction

In September 2005, the United Nations General Assembly took a historical step. By
endorsing the “responsibility to protect,” world leaders, including our own - President
Georges W. Bush - laid the founding block for a revolutionary approach to dealing with
the mass atrocities that have, over time, plagued nearly every corner of our planet. Yet
this doctrine, and the potential it offers for putting an end to the most serious and massive
human rights violations, remains surprisingly little noticed in our country.

Mass atrocities are man-made, therefore they may be solved by man. “No problem
of human destiny is beyond human beings3.” The time is ripe for the American People
to grasp the rationale and embrace the extraordinary potential of the norm of the
“responsibility to protect.”  Both our past and current events command that we live up to
our responsibilities as members of a global human society that wants to be freed from
mass atrocities. Over time and step by step, individual nations and the international
community have endorsed the rules and built the delicate structure that are prerequisites
for the abolition of genocide, crimes against humanity and war crimes. Today, with a 21st
century still in its infancy, we have reached a tipping point. The foundations have been
laid for the abolition of some of the biggest disgraces for humankind.

I. The “responsibility to protect”:
an historical breakthrough

The “responsibility to protect” calls on each individual State to protect its populations
from genocide, crimes against humanity, war crimes and ethnic cleansing. The
international community shares this “responsibility to protect” populations from mass
atrocities and should encourage and help individual States to exercise their responsibility.
In case national authorities manifestly fail to protect their populations and if peaceful
means are inadequate, the international community, through the United Nations Security
Council, may take collective enforcement action to protect populations from genocide,
war crimes, crimes against humanity and ethnic cleansing4.

The doctrine of the “responsibility to protect,” one of the greatest achievements of the
2005 General Assembly World Summit, seems quite straightforward and convincing. The
“responsibility to protect” populations from atrocity crimes resonates well with some of
our deepest and most noble human values: empathy and compassion. Yet what may seem
at first as the reaffirmation of normally expected human behavior is actually a huge step
forward as far as the international community is concerned: a new global social
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contract. The norm of the “responsibility to protect” consecrates a new paradigm of
international relations that affects the relationships not only between States, but
between each State and populations threatened by mass atrocities, wherever part of the
world they might be. This norm encapsulates a much-needed redefined balance between
the contents of State sovereignty and the duty to not interfere in the internal affairs of
States, two fundamental principles enshrined in the United Nations Charter5. The doctrine
of the “responsibility to protect” also builds on the formidable expansion of human
rights law that has progressively come to prohibit and criminalize genocide, crimes
against humanity and war crimes.

I.1. BRINGING HUMAN RIGHTS PROTECTION TO ANOTHER LEVEL

The doctrine of the “responsibility to protect” builds on the twentieth century
unprecedented growth of institutions and rules aimed at protecting human rights. Most
recently, such achievements include the 1998 Rome Statute establishing the
International Criminal Court - the ICC. This permanent judicial body -  whose role is
often ill-understood in our country - has jurisdiction over atrocity crimes. This Court will
help ensure that the “architects of hell on earth,” to paraphrase Professor David Scheffer,
are brought to justice. Fifty years before the establishment of the ICC, the 1948
Universal Declaration of Human Rights was the first global political instrument to
articulate the most fundamental individual human rights.

Yet the origin of modern positive human rights and humanitarian international law
predates the aftermath of the second-world war and the crisis of conscience its horrors
triggered among many. The universal endorsement, in 1948, that all men are born free
and have inalienable rights finds its roots in previous national and international
achievements in the field of human rights. The 1800s in particular, the century of the
Enlightenment that led to the American Revolution, sowed the seeds of the moral outrage
that would dictate the ban of the biggest disgraces for humanity. Today a number of
appalling behaviors are labeled crimes against humanity, genocide or war crimes. We
owe this a great deal to the historical first steps taken two hundred years ago.

Our goal here is not to saturate you with the history of the human rights or humanitarian
law movement. But it is sometimes helpful to look to the past - both our successes and
our failures - to see with much greater clarity where we come from and what the obvious
next steps are: what the future must be and, therefore, what we have to do today. A brief
overview6 of what culminated in the abolition of enslavement, the commission of which
may amount today to a crime against humanity,  substantiates why the abolition  - in
practice and not just in theory- of genocide, crimes against humanity and war crimes, is
the logical and necessary next step.

When the Founding Fathers of our Nation adopted the 1776 Declaration of
Independence, they affirmed:

 “We hold these truths to be self-evident, that all men are created equal, that they
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are endowed by their Creator with certain unalienable Rights, that among these
are Life, Liberty and the pursuit of Happiness.”

This did not mean that slavery was abolished when our Nation was founded. To the
contrary, our Constitution was specifically drafted in a way that could accommodate
different interests within our Nation. On one hand were those that saw a contradiction
between bondage for slaves and freedom for whites. Slavery was perceived as immoral
and the terrible fate of slaves - “miserable creatures” – had to be ended. By the end of the
1700s, several States in our country had passed emancipation laws, for example Vermont
and Connecticut. But few slaves lived in those States. On the other hand were those that
considered that slavery and the slave trade associated with it amounted to a common and
legitimate practice. Slavery had always existed it seemed, and at the end of the eighteenth
century, more than three quarters of the world population lived in bondage of one kind or
another, captive of various systems of serfdom or slavery. Slavery was even considered
necessary: it provided cheap labor and it was felt that putting an end to this practice
would, as we would say today, impose too high a burden on the economy. Slavery was so
essential to some that its abolition plainly threatened the unity of our Nation.

The compromise reached on this sensitive issue back in 1776 is clear from Article 1
section 9 of our Constitution. This provision bars Congress from prohibiting, prior to
1808, the “migration or importation of such persons as any of the States now existing
shall think proper,” but a tax or duty may be imposed on such importation. As appalling
as it seems today, our Constitution was built on the premise that, technically, slaves were
merchandise7.

Yet the Declaration of Independence would prove to be prophetic. Thirty years after the
birth of our Nation, on 2 March 1807, the U.S. Congress passed an act to "prohibit the
importation of slaves into any port or place within the jurisdiction of the United States ...
from any foreign kingdom, place, or country." This act banning the importation of slaves
on our soil entered into force on 1 January 1808, marking the United States’ historical
first step towards the abolition of slavery8. Slavery itself was abolished throughout the
United States on 18 December 1865 - following the end of the Civil War and two years
after Lincoln's symbolic 1863 Emancipation Proclamation9.

The 13th Amendment to the US Bill of Rights affirms that:
“Section 1. Neither slavery nor involuntary servitude, except as a punishment for
crime whereof the party shall have been duly convicted, shall exist within the
United States, or any place subject to their jurisdiction.”
Section 2. Congress shall have power to enforce this article by appropriate
legislation.”

We mention Section 2 of the 13th amendment - which the State of Illinois was the first to
ratify - not only to offer a comprehensive reading of this constitutional provision. Section
2 of the 13th amendment is as cardinal as section 1: it ensures that the abolition of slavery
is not merely a wish: it has to be reality. And for slavery to disappear from our soil, the
ban needed to be - and is indeed still today - enforced.



4

The United States did not abolish the slave trade and slavery in isolation from the rest of
the world. In the late years of the eighteenth century, the disgrace of this practice shocked
the conscience of men not only in our country but in Europe, in Russia and in other parts
of the American continent10. Laws abolishing the slave trade and emancipating slaves
gradually reversed what had been the norm until then. And on 25 September 1926, the
international community, through the League of Nations - the predecessor of the United
Nations -, adopted the first international treaty that abolished worldwide all types of
slavery11.

Yet even today, there remains a gap between these normative steps to abolish slavery
and reality. Today, there are still nearly 3 million individuals worldwide that are slaves
in the narrow sense. This figure rises to 27 million if one takes a broader definition of
slavery that includes pawnage, bonded labor and servile concubinage12. The vast majority
of the world’s slaves are in South Asia. But slavery is also practiced on our very soil.
According to the CIA, 14,500 to 17,000 victims are trafficked into the “Land of the Free”
every year, mostly due to human trafficking for domestic work, migrant farm labor, or
work in the sex industry13. Still today, States, the United Nations, non governmental
organizations, religious organizations and dedicated individuals are devoted to making
the abolition of slavery a reality, in every corner of the world. And there is no doubt in
my mind that they will succeed.

The world has come a long way from the days where it was perfectly normal to have two
categories of human beings: those born and living free, and those born or held as slaves.
Starting from the late 1700s, two hundred years of ongoing efforts were not in vain. The
early abolitionists knew there simply could not be any another way: humanity had to be
freed of the scourge of slavery. The remarkable time that was the eighteenth century
marked the beginning of the end of slavery.

What we wanted to show here, and what we hope you will retain from this little exposé
on the abolition of slavery, are the following five points.

• 1. Goals must not be shied away from merely because of their ambitious nature.
The history of the abolition of slavery, for one, teaches us that even some of the
most unthinkable goals can be achieved. In the 1800s, slavery was the norm.
And many thought that the economy of the European empires as well as our own
would collapse without slaves and the slave trade.

• 2. Goals that bring humanity to a higher level of civilization should guide us,
with the conviction that these goals will, over time, be reached. Abolitionists were
guided by their conscience: there was something inherently wrong in slavery,
there was something inherently right in the fight for all human beings to be born
and remain free in dignity and rights14.

• 3. Great achievements are built on a multitude of small steps that gradually
converge, but whose ultimate success is triggered by tipping points: defining
moments that will change the course of history. In our country, the 1808 ban was
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an historical step towards the abolition of slavery. Similarly, even though the
1863 Emancipation Proclamation was a weak document for freeing slaves, it did
have great moral force. It not only represented a major step toward the ultimate
abolition of slavery in the United States: it had a great international impact. As the
then historian Henry Adams noted, "The Emancipation Proclamation has done
more for us than all our former victories and all our diplomacy15.”

• 4. Global goals are best achieved through global efforts.  Here, I am not only
thinking in terms of efficiency. But if our goal is to liberate humanity from some
shameful behavior, then we, as human beings, will only truly be set free when all
human beings are set free.

• 5. The entry into force of a legislative act prohibiting some type of behavior is not
enough. For slavery to end, it is not enough to outlaw it: rules need to be
implemented and enforced, with the use of force if necessary as a last resort.

Just as the 1808 ban and the 1863 Emancipation Proclamation were historical steps in our
country towards the abolition of slavery, the endorsement of the “responsibility to
protect” is an historical step towards the abolition of the worst crimes affecting
populations: genocide, crimes against humanity and war crimes. The moral and political
acceptance by world leaders, last September, of the doctrine of the “responsibility to
protect” is the tipping point for the abolition of the most outrageous, barbaric and
gravest crimes on earth.

Of course everyone - with the exception of a handful of lunatics - condemns mass
atrocities. Alas, there is an ocean between rhetoric and practice as far as genocide, crimes
against and humanity and war crimes are concerned. Proclaiming “not on my watch “ or
“never again” gives us this false comfort that we are righteous. Yet the idea of abolishing,
in practice, such mass atrocities is generally considered to be quite far fetched. After all,
mass atrocities punctuate human history despite our legendary statements that “something
should be done.” Many steps have been taken already in order to abolish mass atrocities.
But as often, there remains a gap between the development or enactment of laws and their
practical effect. For half a decade, the commission of genocide, war crimes and crimes
against humanity has been outlawed. Yet the criminalization of these acts did not mean
that such mass atrocities would no longer take place. A decade ago, genocide unfolded in
Rwanda and in the former Yugoslavia. And today, although the International Criminal
Court is up and running, populations in Darfur are victims of crimes against humanity.
And populations in Northern Uganda and in the Democratic Republic of Congo are the
victims of mass atrocities. What was missing until now, and what the endorsement of the
“responsibility to protect” offers to us for the first time, is a founding block upon which
the whole international community can build legitimate and effective tools to
prevent and put and end to the most serious crimes affecting humankind, as well as
rebuild societies shattered by such atrocities.

What is so special about this doctrine, what sets it a step ahead of so many efforts
undertaken so far is that it revolutionaries two of the most cherished and fundamental
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rules of international relations: the principle of equal sovereignty and the principle of
non-interference in States’ internal affairs. Today, the international community accepts
that State sovereignty knows limits when mass atrocities are occurring. Today, every
single State agrees that the international community has responsibilities towards
populations in other States.  In other words, the international community can no longer
afford to witness mass atrocities: it bears moral and political responsibility for their
occurrence and should act accordingly.

I. 2. A NEW PARADIGM OF INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS: WE ARE OUR
BROTHERS’ KEEPERS

The doctrine of the “responsibility to protect” has the potential of bringing the protection
of human security to an unprecedented level, an achievement that was possible thanks to
the steady strengthening of human rights institutions over the years. The doctrine of the
responsibility also encapsulates a much-needed redefined balance between the contents of
State sovereignty and the duty to not interfere in the internal affairs of States. The
endorsement of the “responsibility to protect” lays the foundations of a new paradigm of
international relations based on the affirmation that we are our brothers’ keepers.

One can only really grasp the extent of the impact of the doctrine of the “responsibility to
protect” on international relations by looking back in time. We previously used our past
to show that unthinkable successes – the abolition of slavery – could become reality,
therefore lifting what we would call “mental” barriers to the abolition of mass atrocities.
Let us briefly ponder over the evolution of international relations in order to evidence the
significance of the doctrine of the “responsibility to protect.”

It is often said that the 1648 Peace of Westphalia initiated modern times as it marked the
beginning of the modern system of nation-states. Yet internally, the essence of
sovereignty was then of control by the sovereign over its people – not of responsibility by
the sovereign for his people. Externally, the principle of sovereignty upon which the
Westphalian Order relied produced the basis for rivalry, not community of States. The
international system of States was guided by exclusion, not integration. International
relations were scarce and based on strictly reciprocal terms. The idea that all States and
all Peoples had interests in common which would better be pursued on a collaborative
basis would have been viewed as sheer fantasy, an unrealistic and dangerous fantasy.

The end of the nineteenth century witnessed two trends. Industrialization, the expansion
of international commerce and the growing interdependence of economies, for one, made
it clear that there is some meaning in developing international relations based on
cooperation. But the expansion of international relations on the eve of the twentieth
century is as much influenced by a more ethical approach to world affairs: the realization
that all humans are bound by the very fact that they are humans. The promotion of peace,
economic and social development as well as the protection of human rights become a
flagship of international relations. To summarize, and up to this day, two forces drive
the evolution of international relations: realist concerns and idealist objectives.
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Following the second world war, the international community enshrined the new
principles that would govern the relations between States in the United Nations Charter.
You will find there the principle of States’ equal sovereignty, which finds its roots in the
Westphalian Order. You will also find the principle of non-interference in internal affairs,
which is a corollary of the principle of equal sovereignty. But the post-1945 era rejects
the Westphalian narrow approaches to State sovereignty and international relations by
laying the foundation of an international community united in the promotion of peace,
justice, social and economic progress and human rights for all Peoples.

The founding members of the Charter stroke a delicate balance between the
prerogatives of individual States and their commitment to humanity. This balance is
evolving by nature and has evolved over the past. The expansion of the international
mechanisms to protect human rights for example witnesses our common will to make the
world a better place. But States, just like individuals, have conflicting interests or views
that can hamper progress. And States, just like individuals, do not automatically have the
same view of what “progress” actually is. This is where the doctrine of the “responsibility
to protect” finds all its relevance.

The “responsibility to protect” is a judicious way to reconcile, on one hand, the
attributes of State sovereignty and the duty to not interfere in domestic issues with,
on the other hand, the international community’s purpose to promote and encourage
respect for human rights and fundamental freedoms. First, it is now acknowledged
that State sovereignty implies the following dual responsibility. At the external level,
and according to the principle of equal sovereignty, each State must respect the
sovereignty of other States.  Internally, each State has responsibilities towards the dignity
and basic rights of all the people within that State:  the protection of human rights must
be seen as part of the definition of State sovereignty. Second, the duty to not interfere in
domestic issues is a relative, not an absolute concept. Even at the time of its adoption,
the Charter acknowledged that the existence of a “threat to international peace and
security” under Chapter VII legitimized the Security Council to take enforcement action
against a State. During the 1990s, the international community gradually labeled internal
situations, such as massive human rights violations or humanitarian emergencies, as
“threats to international peace and security” which could justify enforcement action. And
from now on, under the doctrine of the “responsibility to protect,” the commission of
genocide, crimes against humanity, war crimes as well as ethnic cleansing constitutes a
threat to international peace and security.  Such mass atrocities are not “domestic issues”:
they are issues of concern to the whole community of States, and by implication to all of
us. Accordingly, the international community must join forces to preserve all
populations from atrocity crimes.

The doctrine of the “responsibility to protect” was first elaborated by the International
Commission on Intervention and State Sovereignty in 200116. The formulation of this
norm was one attempt to lift the deadlock between those favorable and those opposed to
so-called “humanitarian interventions.” Humanitarian intervention is a controversial
concept. It has sometimes been stretched so far as to give a general and unlimited right to
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States to militarily intervene in another State in order to put an end to a humanitarian
crisis. From the perspective of a number of countries, including many from the
developing world, the humanitarian objective of intervention may well not be a genuine
goal: it might mask indirect attempts by rich and powerful countries not only to impose
their values on weaker States, but to actually control their government and get access to
their resources. To support this assertion, these countries can easily pinpoint to
inconsistencies in the Security Council responses to crises - remember Rwanda - and to
the underlying economic, geo-strategic and political motivations of permanent members
when deciding to intervene on humanitarian grounds – see Iraq17. For a number of other
countries, on the other hand, the international community has a moral duty to stop mass
atrocities that shock the conscience of humanity. The dividing issue for those countries
supporting humanitarian intervention is whether or not to develop a framework that will
offer more legal and political certainty to military intervention for humanitarian purposes.
Can the use of force be selective or does it need to be standardized?

Fundamentally, the substantive issues are still the same today, but the new language
proposed by the ICISS, endorsed by the 2004 UN report of the High-level panel on
threats, challenges and changes18 and unanimously embraced by world governmental
leaders in September 2005, is allowing the international community to look at them from
a new perspective: from now on, the focus is on the victims of atrocity crimes and on the
responsibilities of States and the international community towards them.

II. A holistic approach to protecting
populations from atrocity crimes

The “responsibility to protect” calls for a continuum of actions that are clustered in three
categories: the responsibility to prevent, the responsibility to react, and the
responsibility to rebuild.

II.1. AN INTRODUCTION TO ATROCITY CRIMES: GENOCIDE, WAR CRIMES
AND CRIMES AGAINST HUMANITY

Of the three types of crimes that currently fall within the jurisdiction of the ICC,
“genocide” is by far the one that has the most resonance in the general public.
“Genocide” means any of the following acts committed with the intent to destroy, in
whole or in part, a national, ethnical, racial or religious group, as such:

- killing members of the group;
- causing serious bodily or mental harm to members of the group;
- deliberately inflicting on the group conditions of life calculated to bring about its

physical destruction in whole or in part;
- imposing measures intended to prevent births within the group;
- forcibly transferring children of the group to another group.
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The definition of genocide, which was engraved in the 1949 Genocide Convention, is
quite narrow. The intention to destroy a group may be difficult to prove. And “genocide”
cannot qualify acts committed against political or social groups.

“Crimes against humanity” are a much broader category of crimes. A crime against
humanity means specific acts committed as part of a widespread or systematic attack
directed against any civilian populations, with knowledge of the attack. Such acts
include: murder, extermination, enslavement, deportation or forcible transfer,
imprisonment, torture, rape, sexual slavery, enforced prostitution, forced pregnancy,
enforced sterilization, some types of persecution, enforced disappearance of persons,
apartheid, and other inhumane acts of similar character intentionally causing great
suffering or serious injury to body or to mental or physical health.  In our opinion, “ethnic
cleansing” falls within this definition of “crimes against humanity”.

Both genocide and crimes against humanity may be committed during or in the absence
of a conflict.

“War crimes,” on the other hand, means specific acts committed against people who do
not take part in the fighting (civilians, medics, chaplains, aid workers) and those who can
no longer fight (wounded, sick and shipwrecked troops, prisoners of war).

II.2. THE RESPONSIBILITY TO PREVENT

The responsibility to prevent crimes against humanity, genocide, war crimes and ethnic
cleansing encompasses a whole range of actions to address both the root-causes and the
direct causes of mass atrocities.  During the 2005 World Summit, the international
community agreed that prevention should be the priority focus of the efforts aimed at
protecting populations from mass atrocities. This makes perfect sense: if prevention
succeeds, mass atrocities will not occur.

a) Addressing the root-causes of mass atrocities

Addressing the root causes of mass atrocities means tackling those causes that constitute
underlying factors for instability in a country. Poverty, political repression and uneven
distribution of resources are generally considered as some of the structural causes of civil
unrest and conflict. Preconditions for genocide and other mass killings include structural
causes such as political systems based on exclusionary ideologies and autocratic rule,
ethnic and religious cleavages, low economic development and a low economic and
political interdependence19.

The prevention of mass atrocities thus calls for a whole range of measures such as
economic and social development, protection of the environment, promotion of the rule
of law and of justice, respect for human rights, good governance and security sector
reform.
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Adopting and implementing preventive measures at the domestic level is an ongoing
responsibility of each and every State. In the United States as well, we do so, and must
continue to do so. The international community also has an important role to play in this
regard, whether through bilateral relations, regional concerted efforts or global
endeavors. The provision of development assistance, the promotion of private
investment, training programs and, as a general rule, friendly relations among States
based on cooperation all contribute to the building of stable societies.

At the global level, a number of initiatives have been taken to establish a framework
conducive to preventing mass atrocities. The United Nations Secretary General Koffi
Annan has recently put greater effort to prevent genocide. In 2004, he appointed a
Special Advisor on the prevention of genocide as one effort to put in place a high-level
official with a specific responsibility to act as an early warning mechanism. And in May
2006, Kofi Annan appointed a high-level panel of individuals whose mandate is to
provide guidance and support to the work of the Secretary-General’s Special Adviser on
the Prevention of Genocide, Juan E. Méndez, and to contribute to the broader efforts of
the United Nations to prevent genocide. In the eyes of Gareth Evans, member of this
panel, the task will be to fully operationalize the international community’s
“responsibility to protect” populations from genocide20.

The international community has in the past and must continue in the future to build a
network of incentives, both positive and negative, that will influence behaviors in a
decisive way. Some of the preventive measures adopted by the international community
can provide positive incentives for the leaders in a country, in the sense that a specific
course of action that is expected to be taken will be rewarded. This is for example the
case with conditional foreign assistance. The preventive measures adopted by the
international community can also provide negative incentives in the sense that the lack
of progress by a country in tackling the structural causes of mass atrocities or worse, the
building of a climate conducive to mass atrocities, might generate consequences that the
country will try to avoid. One example of such a preventive mechanism is the newly
established Human Rights Council that will undertake a universal review of the
fulfillment by each State of its human rights obligations21. Another example of a
prevention mechanism that recently came into operation is the International Criminal
Court (ICC)22. We mentioned this institution earlier on, and because it is such a
breakthrough in the ordering of world affairs we will repeat what we said: the ICC is the
first permanent international judicial body that has the competence to prosecute and try
the alleged perpetrators of genocide, war crimes or crimes against humanity when the
case is not being investigated or prosecuted by any state that has jurisdiction over it. It is
the Court of last resort for those most responsible for mass atrocities. For humanity, it
means moving towards the end of impunity. For unscrupulous leaders, it means thinking
twice before engaging in barbaric behavior.

There is still ample room and serious need for a strengthening of preventive
mechanisms: the picture needs to be completed. We know that if prevention fails, we
have basically failed our primary responsibility to avoid mass atrocities. This is why it is
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so important to develop the appropriate rules and mechanisms for prevention to actually
work. The use of “soft power” tools is common practice and their role is important. But
when we are faced with atrocity crimes, the international community must stand ready to
put in place preventive mechanisms that will have a decisive impact. The international
community desperately needs to put in place a vital piece of the prevention puzzle: a
standing mechanism that will have the capacity to deter the commission of genocide,
crimes against humanity and war crimes.

In order for the international community to fulfill its responsibility to prevent genocide,
crimes against humanity and war crimes, we need:

• To empower the international community with a standing mechanism that will
have the capacity and the legitimacy to enforce the judicial mandate of the ICC
by arresting alleged perpetrators of atrocity crimes and stop mass atrocities
in their infancy23.

Now, let’s assume that these preventive steps have not been taken or that, for whatever
reason, they have failed. When a country is on the bridge of chaos, this is when the direct
causes of mass atrocities must be tackled.

b) Addressing the direct causes of mass atrocities

Addressing the direct causes of mass atrocities also calls for a whole set of actions to be
taken. Yet these efforts do not focus on the long or medium term. They are intended to
address short-term issues whose resolution, or at least tackling of, is expected to have a
decisive impact on the possible degeneration of a situation.  Direct prevention efforts
include diplomatic efforts (good offices, mediation, preventive deployment of
peacekeepers), the imposition of sanctions and the threat of the coercive use of force.

II.3. THE RESPONSIBILITY TO REACT

When prevention has failed and a situation degenerates in the commission of mass
atrocities, the “responsibility to protect” requires that the State concerned respond
appropriately. This is an essential attribute of its sovereignty. If that State does not
assume this responsibility, be it by will or by lack of capacity, then a secondary
responsibility to react falls on the international community.

a) Helping the State protect its populations

There are two kinds of steps that the international community should take in order to help
a State protect its populations. On one hand, the international community has the
responsibility to use peaceful means to help leaders put an end to a crisis.  Diplomatic
efforts such as mediation, negotiation, enquiry and conciliation, should be used as a
priority and may very well be used alongside other types of reactive measures. Such
peaceful means do not exclude using diplomatic pressure and various forms of arm-



12

twisting that will induce State leaders to comply with their responsibilities towards their
populations24. On the other hand, the international community has the responsibility to
directly protect populations in danger through the delivery of humanitarian assistance
and the provision of protective measures to refugees and internally displaced persons.

b) Coercive measures

There may very well be situations where the State whose populations are subjected to
atrocity crimes does not want any help. Either its leaders are the very perpetrators of
crimes, or they are accomplices of other groups committing genocide, crimes against
humanity and war crimes, or they just fear any type of foreign intrusion.

Recourse to coercive measures means that specific steps are taken by the international
community without the consent of the government concerned. Under the UN Charter, the
international community can adopt coercive measures through the Security Council when
a situation amounts to a threat to international peace and security and when peaceful
measures have not led to a satisfactory outcome. Coercive measures include sanctions
and the use of force.

The imposition of sanctions by the Security Council is still the subject of controversies.
You may have heard of the terrible impacts of the sanctions that were imposed without
discrimination on the Iraqi population. And you certainly have heard on the Oil-for-food
scandal that has plagued the United Nations. Sanctions are a very delicate tool, which
explains why, despite several years of efforts to develop guidelines regulating the
imposition of sanctions, little progress has formally been made25. Even more
controversial, and actually extremely sensitive, is the use of force without the consent
of the parties involved, a measure all agree should only be resorted to in extreme cases.

The rules regulating the resort to the use of force against a State were very carefully
drafted by the founders of the United Nations. The basic rule then - and still now - is that
States are prohibited from having recourse to the threat or use of force against
another State. This rule, of paramount importance, can be overruled only in two cases:
when a State exercises its right to self defense; and when the Security Council has
determined, under UN Charter Chapter VII, the existence of a threat to the peace, breach
of peace or act of aggression.

When they adopted the United Nations Charter, the founding States were quite ambitious.
And as you surely know, the United States – in particular Eleanor Roosevelt - was a
driving force behind the drafting of this treaty. The founding States knew that in order for
the Security Council to effectively discharge its primary responsibility for the
maintenance of international peace and security, that body needed the capacity to do so.
This is why the founders of the UN expressed in the Charter their willingness to empower
the international community, through the Security Council, with the capacity to react
forcefully to threats to the peace. Under article 43 of the Charter, all members undertook
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to make available to the Security Council armed forces, assistance and facilities
necessary for the purpose of maintaining international peace and security. These
would be available to the Security Council on its call, should it decide that the existence
of a threat to peace, breach of peace or act of aggression required coercive action to be
taken. If that was the case, the forces would come under the strategic direction of the
Military Staff Committee composed of the Chiefs of Staff of the five Security Council
permanent members (China, France, Russia, the United Kingdom and the United States).
What a wonderful plan. What visionaries of a credible collective system of security. If
only it had worked…

In the 1950s, it became apparent that the arrangements under article 43 would not
materialize. And for the fifty years that the Cold War lasted, the Security Council’s
ability to authorize or use coercive action to restore peace was hijacked by the political
opposition between the East and the West. This does not mean that the international
community did not engage at all within the framework of the UN in order to stabilize
conflict situations and protect populations from mass atrocities. But this engagement -
which took the form of peacekeeping – was grounded on the following three principles:
the consent of the parties involved, the impartiality of peacekeepers, and a use of force
limited to self-defense26.

You can easily see the limitations of this approach: what if the parties to a conflict do not
consent to the deployment of peacekeepers? What if they do, but then engage in mass
atrocities?  The 1990s, in particular the genocides that occurred in the former Yugoslavia
and in Rwanda despite a peacekeeping presence, are cruel reminders that on some
occasions there is no peace to keep: peace still has to be made and in the meantime
populations need to be protected - with or without the consent of their torturers.

Since 199927, and this is extremely encouraging, peacekeepers have been increasingly
authorized to use force under UN Charter Chapter VII in order to “protect civilians under
imminent threat” of physical violence28. In other words, the consent of isolated peace
spoilers is no longer a requirement for the deployment of a peacekeeping operation:
operations must have the adequate capacity to counter hostilities and protect
populations29. This welcome trend was confirmed on 28 April 2006 in the Security
Council’s resolution on the protection of civilians in armed conflicts30. Yet despite these
improvements, peacekeeping remains confined to situations where a peace agreement has
been signed and where the main parties to the conflict consent to the presence of the
peacekeepers. We do not mean to not do justice to such operations: in the last decade,
peacekeeping operations, together with peacemaking activities, have fulfilled their
promise to reduce conflicts and their usual share of mass atrocities31.  However, in
situations where there is no consent and where diplomacy and sanctions have failed, the
last resort remains the use of force by the international community to protect populations
from crimes against humanity, war crimes and genocide.

The deadlock characterizing the recourse to the use of force without the consent of the
parties in conflict  - peace enforcement - was lifted in 1990 when the Security Council,
for the first time, authorized the use of force under Chapter VII. Following the invasion
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of Kuwait by Iraq, the Security Council authorized member States to use “all necessary
means” to “restore international peace and security.” Since 1990, the Security Council
authorized, or subsequently endorsed, the use of force under UN Charter Chapter VII in
several instances. In most of these cases, the use of force was requested or supported by
the legitimate government of the targeted State – whether in charge or in exile. This type
of intervention occurred in Liberia32, in Haiti33, in Sierra Leone34, in East Timor35 and in
the Democratic Republic of Congo36. In a minority of cases, the use of force was decided
without the consent of the authorities in charge, whether there was no clear authority in
charge  - like in Somalia37 - or whether the consent was not given at the time of the
adoption of the resolution – like in Rwanda38. Still on other rare occasions, a coalition of
States used force to restore peace and security without a clear mandate from the Security
Council acting under Chapter VII, such as in Kosovo39 and more recently in Iraq40.

In all these cases, humanitarian concerns were put forward as a key justification for
military intervention41. Yet the international community did not intervene in a
principled manner in order to prevent and stop mass atrocities. Genocide unfolded in
Rwanda and Bosnia under the eyes of a rather passive international community before a
more robust action was decided. Also disturbing, it was argued that intervention in
Kosovo actually made the human rights situation worse.

We want to make a point clear: under the current institutional framework, the use of force
to protect populations from genocide, war crimes, crimes against humanity and ethnic
cleansing still falls in two distinct categories - peacekeeping or peace enforcement. If the
main parties involved in a conflict agree to a peace agreement and to the deployment of
peacekeeping troops, such troops can be deployed with a protective mandate, if and only
if States volunteer the necessary troops and equipment. If the main parties involved in a
conflict still want to fight and engage in atrocity crimes, the Security Council – since it is
devoid of any capacity to act on behalf of the international community – can authorize
those States that volunteer to do so to use force in order to restore peace and security.

We will draw two lessons from the current framework. First, the doctrine of the
“responsibility to protect” is a moral and political duty for States to prevent and stop
genocide, mass atrocities and war crimes wherever they occur. This doctrine does not, in
itself, legally bind States to protect the vulnerable. Second, the UN, acting for the
international community, was not empowered with the capacity to deliver on the
“responsibility to protect”: it does not yet have the personnel – civilian, police or military
- to go on the ground and stop acts of hell. And it has to rely on ad hoc arrangements that
have to be negotiated, one by one, with individual countries42.

What more noble goal for us, for our country, to build on the doctrine of the
“responsibility to protect” and, together with the other members of the international
community, fulfill its promise and abolish mass atrocities?

In order to fulfill the responsibility to react to genocide, crimes against humanity and war
crimes, we would ideally need:
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• To transform the doctrine of the “responsibility to protect” into a legally binding
commitment;

• To put in place a legitimate and effective triggering mechanism that will provide
the link between early warning and an actual response on the part of the
international community.

• To develop a doctrine in the area of peace operations that includes guidelines
(mandates and rules of engagement) on the legitimate, coherent and effective use
of force to enforce the “responsibility to protect” populations from atrocity crimes
whether in the framework of a peacekeeping operation, or during a peace
enforcement operation43.

• To develop  precautionary principles such as those recommended by the ICISS:
that the intention of intervening States be right, that the use of force is used as a
last resort, that means are proportional to ends, and that there is a reasonable
prospect that the consequences of action are not likely to be worse than the
consequences of inaction.

II.4. THE RESPONSIBILITY TO REBUILD

The third aspect of the “responsibility to protect” is the responsibility to rebuild societies
in post-conflict situations with a view to achieving sustainable peace. In theory, this is the
least controversial aspect of the “responsibility to protect.”  Indeed, experience has shown
that only careful consolidation of peace and the laying of a sound basis for development
can avoid the recurrence of armed conflict or mass atrocities. Take Rwanda, Burundi,
Uganda, Indonesia or Iraq: mass atrocities occurred more than once. In practice, however,
the responsibility to rebuild faces a number of challenges.

The 2005 World Summit Outcome does not expressly endorse the terminology
“responsibility to rebuild”, yet one can argue that the notion of rebuilding is included in
each State’s commitment to build its own capacities - and help other States build theirs -
to protect populations from atrocity crimes. More specifically, the World Summit
Outcome establishes a Peacebuilding Commission44, one small step towards rebuilding.
This intergovernmental advisory body will bring together all relevant factors to marshal
resources and to advise on and propose integrated strategies for post-conflict peace
building and recovery45. Despite the inherent difficulties in rebuilding societies shattered
by mass atrocities, there is hope that the Peace Building Commission will deliver on its
promise and contribute to avoiding recurring instabilities with their potential share of
mass atrocities.
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III. The “responsibility to protect” and the
United States of America

III.1. THE UNITED STATES CURRENT FOREIGN POLICY AND THE
“RESPONSIBILITY TO PROTECT”

a) From a minimum common denominator…

The endorsement of the doctrine of the “responsibility to protect” during the General
Assembly 2005 World Summit means that the international community was able to find a
common base upon which to elaborate further measures aimed at preventing and reacting
to atrocity crimes as well as rebuilding societies shattered by genocide, war crimes,
crimes against humanity and ethnic cleansing.

The overarching goal of the “responsibility to protect” is to free humanity from the
commission of atrocity crimes. This revolutionary doctrine offers the perspective of a
holistic approach that transcends time lines – prevention, reaction, rebuilding – and calls
for the use of a variety of tools – diplomatic, legal, judicial, economic, social, police and
military.

The unanimous embrace of the “responsibility to protect” is but one step, even if
historical, towards actually dealing with mass atrocities: it is the minimum common
denominator States with various and sometimes opposing national interests could agree
upon. The next step – the strengthening and the implementation of all the components
of the doctrine of the “responsibility to protect” – is still a long and tortuous way ahead.

A first step towards the implementation of some aspects of the “responsibility to protect”
was taken on 28 April 2006 when the Security Council adopted its resolution on the
protection on civilians in armed conflict46. It is the first time that the Security Council
endorses the doctrine of the “responsibility to protect,” a step that has a major
significance since it is the UN body that has primary responsibility for dealing with
threats to international peace and security, including atrocity crimes. Although the scope
of the resolution is not the same as that of the doctrine of the responsibility to protect47,
the Security Council requires specific steps to be taken by States and the international
community in order to protect civilians. These include:

- To end impunity and prosecute those responsible for atrocity crimes;
- To ensure that the mandates of peacekeeping, political and peacebuilding

missions include where appropriate and on a case-by-case basis, provisions
regarding the protection of civilians and clear guidelines on what missions can do
to achieve this goal.
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b) … to a fully fledged answer to atrocity crimes

During the negotiations of the World Summit Outcome48, our government expressed
support for the “responsibility to protect,” underlining that there is “clear” risk to
international peace and security in cases of genocide, war crimes, crimes against
humanity and ethnic cleansing. Our government underscored that the international
community must, in these circumstances, be prepared to use peaceful means to protect
populations. Our government, however, opposed any step aimed at regulating the use
of force to protect populations from mass atrocities. As Gareth Evans wrote: the US
“very definitively did not want any guidelines adopted that could limit in any way the
Security Council’s  - and by extension its own – complete freedom to make judgments on
a case by case basis”49.

Today, the slaughter in Darfur is in the public eye. We owe it in part to a handful of
dedicated journalists and to an amazing grassroots movement who is appealing to our
country to act50. Even our officials invoke the norm of the “responsibility to protect” to
call for stronger measures in order to both induce the Sudanese government to comply
with its “responsibility to protect” as well as to deliver protection to the victims of mass
atrocities51.  Yet we must go beyond. Mass atrocities do not deserve ad hoc responses.
Ad hoc responses are inefficient and costly, not only in terms of financial costs. Ad hoc
responses have great political costs. And they waste precious time. Ad hoc responses
have no logic but to lead to institutionalized and standing mechanisms. We cannot,
should not, have to nearly reinvent the rule each time our conscience is so shocked that
we feel the urge to march down the streets of Washington or Chicago.

More than fifty years have elapsed since the founders of the United Nations laid down
their vision of a peaceful world. Their vision encompassed a collective system of
security which was only credible and effective because the promise of peace could be
delivered, if required, on the ground. Yes indeed, it is time to build on the norm of the
“responsibility to protect” and to fulfill the promises of the founding fathers of the United
Nations.

These are exciting and decisive times for humankind. It is our aspiration that we, the
American People, take advantage of such remarkable times to lead the way for the
abolition of mass atrocities. It is our wish that the American people and its leaders will
seize this opportunity and make the “responsibility to protect” a flagship of our country’s
foreign policy. It is our hope that a contemporary historian will, in the future, be
remembered for saying:

"The way America has strengthened and implemented the “responsibility to
protect” has done more for us and the world than all our former victories and all
our diplomacy.”
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III.2. AN OPPORTUNITY TO REASSERT AMERICA’S LEADERSHIP

Strengthening and implementing the doctrine of the “responsibility to protect” can help
the United States restore its credibility in the international arena. And this, to our chagrin,
we badly need.

a) The perception of the United States in the world

During the 1990s, the United States had a commanding position in the world. Today, the
perception of our country has dramatically changed. A majority of people in the world
feels that our country is not having a positive influence in the world52. According to a
2005 study by the Pew Research Center53, “anti-Americanism is deeper and broader now
than at any time in modern history.” Why? The size and overwhelming power of the
United States is one part of the answer. The rest of the world fears and resents this
colossus. Even in the United Kingdom, the United States’ most trusted ally, 55% see our
country as a threat to global peace. This fear is exacerbated, and that’s the other part of
the answer, by the way the United States behaves at the international level: too quick to
act unilaterally, not properly addressing the world’s problems (such as climate change,
peace in the Middle East, or the International Criminal Court) and widening the gulf
between the rich and the poor.

Let’s face it. The anti-American sentiment stems from a widespread disagreement over
specific policy issues coupled with the unfortunate perception that our government
is acting in an arrogant way and on the basis of double standards. How far have we
come from the Wilsonian dream whereby the world will turn to America for those moral
inspirations that lie at the basis of all freedom, the dream that America puts human rights
above all other rights, and that her flag is the flag not only of America but of humanity54?

It's time for America to get right55.

b) Why the United States should act upon the responsibility to protect

Implementing the “responsibility to protect” has a broad range of fundamentally
important practical implications:

• To prevent or, to the very least, put an end to mass atrocities;
• To hold perpetrators of mass atrocities accountable for their acts, thereby putting

an end to impunity in cases of genocide, crimes against humanity and war crimes;
• To promote reconciliation in crisis-afflicted societies;
• To contribute to the building of stable societies less prone to mass atrocities;
• To reinforce the rule of law by ensuring the effectiveness of - and compliance

with - international law, in particular the UN and the ICC;
• To guarantee and enforce international justice;
• To contribute to the maintenance of international peace and security.
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All these objectives are in the interest of America for they lead to a more just and stable
world community. For some of us, these goals are sufficiently noble and wise to justify
a passionate engagement in favor of embracing and fully realizing the potential of the
norm of the “responsibility to protect.”  Yet for others, these practical implications might
seem too abstract. How palatable is the “maintenance of international peace and
security?”  How much does the delivery of justice to a victim of mass atrocities in a
distant country directly impact me, as an individual? You may ask yourself: why should I
care beyond feeling sorry for those miserable people? Or, is it that we find refuge in the
dehumanization of a situation? Do we allow ourselves to consider that the victims of
mass atrocities are no more than the “miserable creatures” that our ancestors saw in the
victims of slavery?

Beyond the political and legal arguments, there are two distinct and compelling cases to
be made in favor of the “responsibility to protect.”  The first one stems from prudence
and enlightened self interest. The second is commanded by ethics.

-           Prudence and enlightened self interest

Preventing and putting an end to atrocity crimes is in every individual’s own interest.
Nobody would want to be the victim of genocide, of torture, of slavery. Everyone wants
to live in a society where the chance of occurrence of mass atrocities is null. Every
society should be built in a way that will prevent the commission of genocide, crimes
against humanity as well as war crimes. This is why the sum of individuals that compose
American society certainly want to live in a country whose leadership has embraced and
fully implements the “responsibility to protect” on its very soil. This means, for example,
promoting tolerance between communities, fighting social and economic exclusion,
promoting justice and the rule of law, ensuring our leadership’s accountability, and
making sure our military troops are properly trained about the jus in bello i.e. the laws
applicable in warfare.

Embracing the international community’s “responsibility to protect” populations in other
countries from genocide, crimes against humanity and war crimes is also in each
individual’s self interest. We will agree with many that it seems more difficult to make
the case for the global dimension of the “responsibility to protect.”  But we only agree in
as far as this statement is built on the assumption that there is indeed no global dimension
to world affairs. And to take this view is to look at the world through the lenses of the
seventeenth century, when the Westphalian Order called for world affairs to be based on
the control of populations, not their protection; on the rivalry, not community of States;
on exclusion, not integration.  But can we live in the 21st century and conduct world
affairs based on a vision of the world that is four centuries old? When our very own
country did not even exist? Surely no.

We are convinced that there is a relationship between the protection of human most basic
rights and wider international security, including our own national and personal security.
It is unfortunate, but barbaric acts by some too often lead to objectionable behavior by
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others. Let’s not forget the reports of abuses at Guantanamo56. War and mass atrocities
bring out the evil in us. Let’s remember Abu Ghraib. Moral decay may be contagious and
those to whom evil is done might do evil in return. The pious pretense that evil does not
exist within us, but only within others and that therefore it is of no concern to us, only
makes evil vague and menacing57. And we quote: “Only among people who think no evil
can Evil monstrously flourish58.” Prudence and self-interest command that we do not
ignore hell on earth. Prudence and self interest forbid us to think that somehow we
cannot, will not, be affected by evil.

Those of you who still do not see the necessary connection between us and victims of
atrocity crimes cannot seriously remain deaf to prudential arguments based on human and
countries’ interdependence. We live in a global economy. Events in a distant country
may have clear impacts at home. Today we are dependant on the provision of goods that
are produced in some countries with weak human rights records. Some think the way
forward is to put an end to such relationships before we might suffer from an overnight
social uprising with potential mass atrocities that will have impacts on our economy. But
this approach – isolationist in nature – will contribute to destroying the delicate web
among nations and Peoples that we have contributed to build over years, over centuries.
And we know that unstable societies, abandoned nations or failed States can be the
ultimate refugee for terrorists. Why take the risk, especially when we know far too well
the price we then might have to pay.

Prudence and self-interest invite us to cooperate with States and help them build stable
societies that will bring out the best in them, and thus the best in us, societies that will
not be prone to large-scale horrors, societies that will not be the cradle for breeding
terrorists.

-           Morality

Why should we care about ethics and morality? Because philosophers as ancient as Plato
have taught us that ethics provide us with the most sensible and sustainable answers to
the question: “How should we live?” Moral guidance is what we seek when we aspire
to the best possible human behavior, including when we are dealing with world
affairs.

Let us start with the obvious. Today, there is universal acceptance that mass atrocities
should not happen. There is no society or culture on earth that values genocide, crimes
against humanity or war crimes. And the immorality of such behaviors was unanimously
embraced by world leaders during the 2005 World Summit. This is a field where moral
relativism simply does not exist. The basic moral question to be answered is not why we
should care for populations that are victim of mass atrocities. This question has already
been answered. Rather, what we must ask ourselves is: how should we, the American
people, want our country to protect populations from atrocity crimes?
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Before turning to this more delicate question, let us summarize the moral case for the
doctrine of the “responsibility to protect”: why – as world leaders have already agreed
– should the international community have the moral and political “responsibility to
protect” populations from atrocity crimes?

The answer is that the protection of those going through hell is deeply rooted in
empathy, a very deep human feeling. It is no coincidence that all religious traditions
impose an obligation of immediate help to a person in need regardless of who she or he
is. In the Christian tradition, for example, the classic story of this kind is that of the Good
Samaritan. Mercy, compassion and practical charity all stem from various religions and,
together, form a universal moral code. As Elie Wiesel so rightly expressed it as he
referred to ongoing mass atrocities: “How can a citizen of a free country not pay
attention? How can anyone, anywhere not feel outraged? How can a person, whether
religious or secular, not be moved by compassion?”59

Indeed, we cannot. But how far should we go?

c) The new global social contract

It is when we talk about the means to prevent or stop mass atrocities, that one realizes
how much different countries, different cultures, different societies, different groups,
even different individuals will offer differing assessments. Beyond the general
framework endorsed by the General Assembly and the requirements adopted by the
Security Council, there is no obvious universal code of conduct on how to implement all
the facets of the “responsibility to protect.”  Especially when we ponder over the use of
force to protect populations, we enter the realm of moral relativism, political
controversy and legal uncertainty. But let’s not stop here, because moral relativism is
often the refuge of repressive regimes. And, in our quest for moral guidance on how to
prevent and stop mass atrocities, let’s not succumb to the dangers of moralism60:

• moral self-inflation, whereby one instinctively adopts a stance of moral
superiority over others and thereby becomes insensitive to the flaws in its own;

• moral oversimplification, whereby outrage acts as a substitute for insight;
• the illicit imposition of values on others.

Let’s not allow political controversies stop us. Political will is something that needs to be
built. Political consensus is the result of delicately conducted negotiations. Yes, it
requires work and the capacity to not only take, but to give. Let’s get to work. And
finally, let’s overcome the current legal uncertainties and build a normative framework
based on legitimate, strong and enforceable rules of law.

How does this vision translate itself in concrete steps? In order for our country to exert
itself nobly, we need our leaders to pledge to the American People and to all the
Peoples of the world that our country will protect populations from mass atrocities. This
is the first step we must take to abide by the “responsibility to protect”: to make this new
global social contract a flagship of our country’s foreign policy. We must also ask from
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our leaders that they reclaim collaborative leadership at the global level. The United
States must lead in the establishment of effective, legitimate and consistently applied
mechanisms  - based on the rule of law -  to prevent and react to mass atrocities, as
well as guide the rebuilding of societies shattered by such atrocities.

The norm of the “responsibility to protect” offers humanity a universal moral and
political foundation that compels us to abolish genocide, crimes against humanity and
war crimes not only on paper, but on the ground. The norm of the “responsibility to
protect” also provides us with a comprehensive approach to reach this goal. Doing so is
not only in our hands, it is within our reach.
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Conclusion

A hundred and fifty years ago, Abraham Lincoln stated:
“This declared indifference, but as I must think, covert real zeal for the spread of
slavery, I can not but hate. I hate it because of the monstrous injustice of slavery
itself. I hate it because it deprives our republican example of its just influence in
the world ... and especially because it forces so many really good men amongst
ourselves into an open war with the very fundamental principles of civil
liberty.”61

Today, to not act upon our moral obligation to stop the monstrous injustice of atrocity
crimes does a very similar thing: it forces each and every one of us into an open war with
the very fundamental principles of our Nation and it deprives our Nation of its just
influence in the world.

The universal endorsement of the doctrine of the “responsibility to protect” populations
from atrocity crimes is an historical opportunity for our country and the world to put an
end to genocide, crimes against humanity and war crimes. We cannot afford to not seize
it and truly realize the new global moral compact that we all aspire to.
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Annex 2: S/RES/1674 (2006)
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