Third Committee, November 1, 2006
Agenda item 67: “Promotion and protection of human rights”
Agenda item 68: “Report of the Human Rights Council”

Item 67 entitled “Promotion and protection of human rights”, sub-items (b) “Human rights questions, including alternative approaches for improving the effective enjoyment of human rights and fundamental freedoms”, and (c) “Human rights situations and reports of special rapporteurs and representatives.
Right of reply:
Myanmar:

We take the floor to exercise our right of reply to statements made by New Zealand and Canada last Monday. In this committee we all agree to be guided by the principles of impartiality and non-selectivity in protecting human rights; it is regrettable that these delegations ignore those principles and continue to politicize human rights issues with groundless accusations against some countries, including mine. 

New Zealand is totally ignorant of the socio-economic institutions in my country. Between 1999-2003, the GDP grew by 5.7%, according to the UN. Even on issues such as HIV/AIDS and the right to health and the right to food, New Zealand has politicized these issues because those assertions are groundless. Look at the UNDP report and the UNAIDS report that shows that Myanmar has an HIV/AIDS infection rate of 1.2%; a country widely commended for having done a good job in fighting HIV/AIDS has an infection rate of 1.5%. Regarding allegations on the right to food: New Zealnd should consult the FAO food statistics: only 5% of the population of Myanmar is malnourished, which is 2.5 times lower than the prevalence of malnourishment in South East Asia. The assertion that we are unwilling to cooperate with the international community is untrue.
China:

We are exercising the right of reply to the statement made by the representative of Canada on October 30th. Once again, it violated the spirit of cooperation and non-selectivity in discussing human rights. Canada, in its statement, made some self-critical remarks, but this is far from enough! We are still deeply concerned about human rights in Canada—discrimination and xenophobia exist against its own indigenous people. Canada has no political will to improve the situation of indigenous people and to protect their fundamental human rights. Discrimination against Muslims has become worse after 9/11, and there is the excessive use of Taser guns which leads to the death of suspects. Canada, a rich country, should not use its own standards to criticize others. No country in the world can claim to have an unblemished human rights record. We hope to see more modesty and openness and less arrogance and hypocrisy on this issue. Certain countries should change their habits of using this forum to criticize human rights in other countries.
Israel:
I quote: “The language of blood is my language and there is nothing but blood”—these are the words of Palestinian Prime Minister Ismail Haniya. I agree with the Palestinian delegate, “context is important”, but the Palestinian delegate has neglected to provide us with the full context. The situation of the Palestinian people is one of their own making; they chose not to go down the path of peace. Israel is deeply concerned with the human rights situation of the Palestinian people; it is in Israel’s interests to support Palestine, sadly this feeling is not shared by the Palestinian leadership. Hamas is interested solely in terrorism. The path to take has been pointed out repeatedly, there is no secret here: the Hamas government must recognize Israel and terminate violence and eradicate terrorism. The Palestinian Foreign Minister said in an interview that they will never recognize Israel. Over one year ago, Israel removed its presence in the Gaza strip, this was met in return with terrorism and Qassam rockets. 45 rockets fell on Israeli cities in September alone. More than 13 tunnels have been discovered along the frontier with Egypt in the past weeks; these tunnels are used to smuggle weapons. Israel has embarked on security measures to limit terrorist attacks. Israel is not the only one saying this, the French Foreign Minister, Philippe Douste-Blazy agrees, as he now supports the Wall. Human rights are close to Israel’s heart, and the welfare of the Palestinian people is a constant concern for Israel, and we wish to hear the same concern from the Palestinian side. The people of the region are waiting, but it is not too late, if we see that there is more that binds us together than what tears us apart.
Russia:

The Anti-Russian rhetoric in the statement delivered by the representative of Georgia, was loud and had unsubstantiated claims. The ongoing anti-Russian campaign conducted by the government of Georgia is based on misinforming the international community and on trying to brainwash the inhabitants of Georgia. 
Iran:
This is in reply to the statement made by New Zealand: we would like to remind them that the government of Iran has always accorded priority to protection and promotion of human rights, irrespective of which community person belongs to or what region they come form. I would like to draw the attention of the committee to the report on the committee on torture, and to the Special Rapporteur on the human rights of indigenous people—the New Zealand Bill of Rights should better protect all of its citizens, regardless of their ethnicity. We should not let countries hijack this issue for political ends. 

Canada:

We take the floor in order to clarify one point: never would Canada claim that we have a perfect  human rights record, and in our statement on Monday we have stated as much and we spoke of challenges that still lie ahead and what we are doing about them. I cannot recall anything so frank in Iran’s statement about their challenges or what they are doing to address them.
Iran referred to a number of UN reports on Canada—such reports are indeed available in no small part because Canada cooperates fully. We are also a party to all human rights instruments and are fully up to date with submissions to the treaty body. Also these issues are widely discussed in Canada, by civil society, the media, and aboriginal leaders freely speak up—they are not in jail for having expressed their opinion or asserted their rights. We are in favor of a genuine open discussion on human rights and this already happens in a significant way within our country and it happens in many parts of the UN as we cooperate with it. Iran’s approach, both domestically and internationally, is to deny, to stifle the debate and to retaliate—this committee deserves better, and more importantly, the people of Iran deserve better!
DPRK:

The DPRK rejects the unsubstantiated allegations made by Japan, New Zealand and Canada on October 30th, since those allegations do not contribute to advancing human rights. History has shown that human rights issues have been issues made up by countries in order to plunder and exploit less developed countries. Those who should be condemned are not the developing countries that were plundered, but countries such as  Japan, New Zealand and Canada. We have built up a strong national defense capability in order to protect our people from the violation of the right to life, as we witness in Iraq and Afghanistan. Regarding the abduction issue raised by the representative of Japan: the DPRK has already and fully been resolved this issue thanks to our sincere, humanitarian efforts. I have this to say to the Japanese delegate: before talking so loudly and hypocritically, Japan has to face its crimes against humanity, the Japanese military’s sexual slavery and the forcible drafting and the genocidal massacres of Koreans, which Japan continues to deny and dilute. Japan is once again urged to apologize and to wash its blood stains instead of whitening its face with expensive make-up products. The Pyongyang declaration is a historical document and is not an excuse for Japan to evade accountability.
Eritrea:

We would like to exercise our right of reply to the statements made by the delegate of Canada. We are fully committed to human rights without employing selectivity, as some delegations seem to be doing. Double-standards cannot be employed in order to advance human rights. One of the guiding principles is the constructive engagement and cooperation of the Human Rights Council. It is regrettable that some delegations are bent on adopting the old practices that discredited the Commission. Canada lacks objectivity and it demonstrates a clear lack of understanding of the facts on the ground in my country.
Japan:

We would like to exercise the right of reply to state more clearly the position of our government regarding the statement made by the delegate of the DPRK. The numbers the delegate of the DPRK reiterated were totally unacceptable with regard to the so-called forcible drafting and to the comfort women—these were greatly exaggerated and we cannot accept them. This unsubstantiated statement cannot be used as an excuse for the abductions which are a clear violation of human rights. It is very unfortunate that the DPRK referred to issues of the past which are not relevant to the topics being discussed, while abductions are an ongoing concern, we cannot accept any attempt to link the two. We categorically reject such an argument.

Regarding the Pyongyang declaration: in paragraph 3 of declaration the Declaration, it states that both sides confirmed that they would comply with international law and would not threaten the other side, with respect to life and concern for the life and security of Japanese nationals, the DPRK confirmed that it would take appropriate measures so that these events would never happen in the future—that is the Pyongyang Declaration and that has not been implemented to the fullest possible extent, so we urge the DPRK to comply. Kim Jong Il confirmed and apologized for the abduction of Japanese nationals when Prime Mimister Koizumi visited. We urge the extradition of all suspects responsible for abductions.
Palestine:
Whenever I listen to the Israeli representative in this committee—or in any committee, I cannot help but wonder if he knows of the types of atrocities that his government commits; all we hear from him are flowery speeches of concern for human rights. You might say that there are two sides to every story, but for Palestinians and for all those who are on the side of international law, there is simply the Israeli side of the story and then there is the rest of the world. There are shelves filled with reports from the of UN and Amnesty International and Human Rights Watch and Israeli NGOs which recognize the myriad human rights violations perpetrated by Israel. Israel is in no position to lecture others on how to govern, especially because there has not been one single government in Israel so far that has not violated international law! It is frightening that Mr. Lieberman, who advocates ethnic cleansing, is now in the government, or that the President is charged with rape—but this is not relevant to the debate. Every government of Israel has committed war crimes and theft of land and has denied Palestinians the most basic human rights and has allowed the occupation to continue. Hamas is not responsible for any of this, terror is not responsible for any of this. Hamas has called for peace talks. Before Hamas, there was Mahmoud Abbas and before him there was Arafat who wanted to settle for 22% of the land—there is always an excuse for more time to be allowed for more Palestinians to be killed. We have 440 000 settlers on our land, we have a wall—also theoretically built for security and we do not need to be lectured by our occupier who shows no mercy.

My delegation will not allow facts to be distorted: Gaza is an open air prison, a humanitarian catastrophe. Has the Israeli representative forgotten that his government shells and bombs and has killed 300 civilians? Again the pretext is the capture of one Israeli soldier. While our president is involved in securing the release of that soldier there are 10, 000 Palestinian prisoners. Security will not be achieved by siege, curfew, humiliation and taking more land. Israel must end its occupation and accept and adhere to international law—this is the true path toward security and it is a very different path from the one chosen by Israel.

DPRK:
Japan used the expression “unsubstantial figures”—the number of Korean victims is well documented. The Special Rapporteur on violence against women pointed out that the number of victims was up to 200, 000. Regarding the abduction issue: Japan is driving relations to the worst point in their history between the DPRK and Japan in order to placate domestic constituents. The DPRK has sincerely settled this issue. This is now distorted and exaggerated in Japan. Japanese authorities are very unfaithful to use this domestically. They seek to isolate the DPRK based on ultra-nationalism and to justify their policy of militarization. Japan should reflect on why it is so poor in terms of morality and ethics while being so rich in wealth. We urge them to recognize the crimes they committed against humanity and to apologize so that a new generation does not follow the path of the samurais and of the ghosts of militarism in their past.
Chairman:

This was last speaker for item 67. Now we turn to item 68, “Report of the Human Rights Council” contained in document A/61/53. There are two draft resolutions:  A/C.3/61/L.17 on the international convention for the protection of all persons from  enforced disappearance” and A/C.3/61/L.18 entitled “Working Group on Human Rights.” 

Myanmar:

SEE STATEMENT.

Gabon, on behalf of the African group:

The president of the Human Rights Council should address the committee on this issue, will he appear before the Third Committee?

Chairman:

We are still having a discussion in the bureau about this invitation.

Gabon, on behalf of the African group:

I think we should defer this question if he cannot be here.

Sudan:

We agree with the African Group’s statement.

Finland:

We ask that the debate go on.

Secretary:

Gabon, supported by Sudan, has made a proposal and it will be helpful to know whether this is a formal proposal to suspend the discussion of this agenda item. Finland suggested that we pursue the general discussion on item 68. Gabon was the first proposal, Mr. Chairman, you have to decide how to proceed.

Gabon:

It is a formal proposal.

Chairman:

A proposal has been made to adjourn the debate, may I take it that the committee wishes to adjourn?
Liechtenstein:
I think that it is important that we stick to the arrangements and agreements reached in the General Assembly when dealing with this item, so we are supposed to consider and act upon recommendations of the Human Rights Council. And we do not have to consider any report of the Human Rights Council, so it should be made clear that there is no need for the president to present a report, so we should not be in contravention with the General Assembly’s decision.

Gabon:

The African group remains very firm about this issue, we should adjourn this meeting while awaiting consensus, the president of the Human Rights Council must address this committee in an interactive discussion and then the discussions will begin; we will not be flexible on this, suspend the meeting as of now.

Egypt:

Along the same line as the African coordinator: we were under the impression that we were going to hear from the president of the Human Rights Council and that was our understanding. We do not want to go into a literal debate about the general committee recommendation, no semantic argument, there is a motion before you and we want to act upon it.
Finland:

We would not oppose the adjournment of the debate. But we ask that a decision be made as soon as possible, and hope it will not be adjourned until hopefully any later than this afternoon.
Chairman:

Under rule 116 a motion has been raised to adjourn the debate under item 68. Do I take it that the committee wishes to adjourn item 68 until tomorrow? It is so decided. The program for tomorrow morning’s session will be in journal. This meeting is adjourned.
