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VERBATIM TRANSCRIPT 

 

 

Tina Park (Executive Director, Canadian Centre for R2P):  
 

Good afternoon everyone. On behalf of the Canadian Centre for the Responsibility to Protect, I 

am delighted to welcome you to our roundtable discussion on Canadian foreign policy & 

mainstreaming Responsibility to Protect.  

 

My name is Tina Park, and I’m the co-founder and executive director of the Canadian Centre for 

R2P based here at the Munk School of Global Affairs. Founded in 2010, we are a non-partisan 

and non-profit research institution mandated with promoting research and advocacy of the R2P 

principle. We currently have over two hundred analysts here at University of Toronto and across 

Canada and a hundred fellows in our R2P Scholars Network across the globe working to advance 

R2P.  

 

Today’s roundtable is aimed at providing a candid and practical forum for discussion on the 

future of Canadian foreign policy as we witness on-going crises in Syria, South Sudan, Yemen, 

Iraq and North Korea.   

 

Responsibility to Protect is a proud Canadian intellectual legacy, coined by an international 

board sponsored by the Canadian government back in 2001. R2P states that when a sovereign 

state is unable or unwilling to protect its people from genocide, war crimes, crimes against 

humanity, and ethnic cleansing, the international community has the responsibility to do so. 

 

This year marks the 10th anniversary of the 2005 World Summit Outcome, when 150 heads of 

state and government unanimously adopted the R2P principle. Over the last decade, R2P has 

made a remarkable progress as an emerging norm in international relations. As we have seen at 

the latest UN General Assembly dialogue on R2P, there is also growing consensus and 

momentum on the political implementation of R2P through domestic policy measures. As we 

contemplate Canada’s role on the global stage, we are joined today with some very distinguished 

panellists who have been at the forefront of promoting global humanitarianism. 

 

I will be introducing each speaker who will speak for about 15 to 20 minutes, and following all 

four presentations, we will open up the floor for Q/A with the audience.  

Dr. Jennifer Welsh sends her regrets and she is currently in transit in Europe, so she has sent her 

video recording, which we will play first.  

 

For the Q/A component, please write your question on the cue-card provided with your name on 

it and our staff will collect it from you at the end and bring it to the front for the panel.  

 

 



 
 

I am delighted to introduce Dr. Jennifer Welsh, who was appointed in 2013 by UN Secretary-

General Ban Ki-moon as his Special Adviser on the Responsibility to Protect. Currently, she is 

also Professor and Chair in International Relations at the European University Institute in 

Florence, where she directs a research project on the impact of normative and technological 

changes on the conduct of armed conflict.  

 

She was previously a professor in international relations at the European University Institute in 

Florence, where she directs a research project on the impact of normative and technological 

changes on the conduct of armed conflict. She was previously a professor of international 

relations and Co-Director of the Oxford Institute for Ethics, Law and Armed Conflict at the 

University of Oxford, and has taught international relations here at the University of Toronto, 

McGill University, and at the Central European University.  

 

Professor Welsh has published widely on the Responsibility to Protect, atrocity crime prevention, 

the United Nations Security Council, and changing conceptions of sovereignty.  

 

Dr. Welsh is a Senior Fellow at the Canadian Centre for R2P and has been a fantastic supporter 

of our Centre since our founding stage.  She sends her regrets, but we will now ask Adam to play 

her video recording. 

 

Dr. Jennifer Welsh:  

 

Good afternoon. I'd like to thank the organizers 

of this symposium on ten years since the 

adoption of the Responsibility to Protect, and I 

also want to say what a great pleasure it is to 

be able to be with you—even if by video. I 

wish I could be there to join in on the 

discussion and the debate with so many friends 

and colleagues.  

 

Ten years since its formal adoption, 

the Responsibility to Protect, as a principle, is more relevant and more important, perhaps, than 

ever. The principle has helped to generate a political consensus among member states in the 

international community on how to prevent and respond to atrocity crimes, and it has inspired a 

rapidly-growing body of academic and policy literature that is improving our understanding of 

how we anticipate and mitigate the risks associated with atrocity crimes. Even more importantly, 

I think, the principle has led to the development of some new capacities, 

particularly institutional capacities, and spurred some successful engagement in places like Cote 

d'Ivoire, Kenya, Kyrgyzstan, and Guinea.  

 

 



 
 

The breadth and depth of the Responsibility to Protect's impact is also clear in the decisions and 

the deliberations of many international institutions. The Security Council has adopted more than 

30 resolutions and presidential statements that refer to the principle, including recent resolutions 

that explicitly welcome the work of the Joint Office on the Prevention of Genocide and the 

Responsibility to Protect. The General Assembly has held a formal debate, and convenes seven 

annual informal dialogues on the subject of the Responsibility to Protect.  

The Human Rights Council has oft also been active, adopting 13 resolutions that feature the 

Responsibility to Protect. At the regional level, both within Europe and the European 

parliaments, we see a role in recommending full implementation of the principle; also in Africa, 

with the African Commission on Human and People's Rights, and their resolution on 

strengthening the Responsibility to Protect. We've seen regional advances.  

 

As the Secretary General of the United Nations, Ban Ki-moon, has noted, the Responsibility to 

Protect offers an alternative to indifference and to fatalism. It represents a milestone in 

transforming international concern about people facing mortal danger in the face of genocide, 

war crimes, crimes against humanity, and ethnic cleansing. We know that the articulation of the 

principle at the 2005 Summit Outcome Document provides specificity and a text to organize 

future diplomacy and institutional capacity-building. 

 

That particular formulation in Articles 138 and 139 really prove to be farsighted for four main 

reasons. The first, of course, is that it employs a narrow scope. The Responsibility to Protect is 

limited to the most serious international crimes, and it has helped to ensure that the principle 

squarely focused on closing the gap between existing and specific obligations, under 

international law, to protect, and the reality that we know is faced by populations at risk. 

 

Secondly, the elaboration of the principle in the World Summit Outcome Document clarifies 

who bears the Responsibility to Protect. It establishes that the primary responsibilities falls on 

national authorities, and that this responsibility also entails prevention, but it also stipulates that 

the international community has a collective responsibility, both to provide assistance and an 

obligation to take collective action in the most extreme situations.  

 

Third, while the Responsibility to Protect directs attention to the plight of individuals suffering 

from egregious forms of violence and persecution, it does so in a way that respects and, indeed, 

strengthens state sovereignty. The principle is premised on the conviction that member states 

enhance their sovereignty when they protect their populations from atrocity crimes.  

 

Fourth, member states in 2005 reached a very carefully crafted agreement that limits the 

potential for the principle to be abused in the pursuit of other political objectives. The 

Responsibility to Protect is governed by the collective security provisions of the Charter and 

encourages a broad perspective on the types of instruments that will be used by the international 

community. It also maintains that the use of any coercive measures require Security Council 

authorization.  

 



 
 

So all of these elements of the principle have proven both politically and practically very 

powerful. Politically, they have contributed to the development of a growing consensus on issues 

that once divided the international community. That isn't to say that states don't debate particular 

aspects of the Responsibility to Protect—they do so very energetically in the General 

Assembly—but the parameters of the debate have narrowed, and there isn't so much a question 

of whether the principle, but how it should be implemented.  

 

Practically, the Responsibility to Protect’s clear articulation of both the means available and the 

actors responsible for protection has allowed the Secretary General and the broader United 

Nations to develop and elaborate a robust framework for implementation based on those three 

equal and mutually reinforcing pillars: pillar one detailing how states can fulfill their primary 

responsibility; pillar two outlining how the international community can better assist states to 

meet their protection responsibilities; and pillar three elaborating on options for timely and 

decisive response. That three pillar framework has really helped to direct the attention of policy 

makers to areas where more work is needed. In the most recent report of the Secretary General in 

the fall of this year, which assessed the first decade of the Responsibility to Protect, he noted that 

while the first ten years was naturally about the concept, and building a common understanding 

of the principle, the second in ten years, or the second decade, needs to move from conceptual 

debates to more practical consideration of implementation. 

  

The adoption of the Responsibility to Protect—and we need to remember this—reflected 

widespread recognition that the status quo was unacceptable. The principle wasn't designed to be 

a comfortable restatement of what states were already doing, but to act and to serve as a spur to 

action. Judging on this basis, it is clear today, as we meet, that the principle remains painfully 

relevant. Acts that may constitute genocide, war crimes, ethnic cleansing, and crimes against 

humanity, are occurring or have recently occurred in the Central African Republic, the 

Democratic Republic of the Congo, the Democratic Republic of North Korea, Iraq, Libya, 

Nigeria, South Sudan, Sudan, Syria, and Yemen. These situations have created protection 

challenges of a staggering scale and produced widespread humanitarian crises. In more general 

terms, too many member states have yet to become party to the Convention of the Prevention of 

the Crime of Genocide, the Geneva Convention, and the Rome Statute of the International 

Criminal Court.  

 

We are also witnessing an alarming decline in the protection of human rights and respect for 

international humanitarian law, particularly in situations where national authorities have argued 

that exceptional security threats or political crises justify temporary abrogation from their 

obligations. So, on moral, political, and legal grounds, the international community can, and 

must, do better. The imperative to accelerate the implementation of the Responsibility to Protect 

is clear. Atrocity crimes directly challenge our common humanity, and they have deep and 

lasting effects—destroying the social, political, and economic foundations of societies, and 

causing harm that lingers for generations.  

 



 
 

They can also constitute a threat to international peace and security and raise a risk that the 

instability will cross borders. At a time when the international community's capacity to mitigate 

and end conflict is already overstretched, atrocity crimes create new vulnerabilities and raise a 

demand for international assistance. Meeting these challenges requires political determination, 

not just to uphold the principle itself, but also to devote the resources and to undertake the 

institutional change necessary to improve our capacity to improve and halt atrocity crimes.  

This requires political recommitment at the national level and the international level, and 

certainly, parliamentarians have a role to play. All of these steps will, in turn, depend on a 

willingness of a broad range of actors to much more systematically assess and respond to atrocity 

crime risks, including by tailoring the strategies they already have to manage conflict and to 

engage in peace keeping, building, and development.  

 

There are some encouraging signs. 51 member states and the European Union have now joined 

the global network of R2P focal points. Each participant has formally designated a senior official 

responsible for promoting implementation of the Responsibility to Protect, both at the national 

level and in terms of fostering international cooperation. Complementary networks have also 

emerged to address these challenges at the regional level, such as the Latin American Network 

on Genocide and Mass Atrocity Prevention.  

 

These growing communities' commitment are part of a broader groundswell of action. In this 

context, we, in the Secretariat, believe that much can be accomplished by directing our energies 

to the pursuit of some core priorities. First, the international community needs to make 

prevention the rule, not the exception. The Security Council, Human Rights Council, Peace-

Building Commission, and regional organizations can all make a greater contribution by 

engaging in more open discussion of situations of concern at an earlier stage. International 

consideration of emerging signs of risk should become a regular—an accepted part of 

international cooperation—not an opportunity for particular states and their allies to hide behind 

arguments of sovereignty. This requires not just a technical shift in working methods and a 

willingness to seek new information, but also a broader change in political culture and a 

commitment to early action.  

 

Second, the international community must remain prepared to respond in a timely and decisive 

manner when confronted by atrocity crimes. The lesson to be learned from the intervention in 

Libya, authorized by the Security Council, is not that military means must always be avoided, 

but rather that any relevant mandate need to be clear in their goals, expected duration, and 

procedures for the reviewing process. More importantly, international responses also need to be 

informed at the outset by the need to provide sustained support to societies struggling to recover 

in the aftermath of atrocity crimes. At the same time, we need to recognize that inaction remains 

the greater threat to populations at risk. The Security Council has a special responsibility to 

employ the full range of coercive and non-coercive tools available to prevent and halt genocide, 

war crimes, ethnic cleansing, and crimes against humanity. When members of the Council fail to 

agree—as they too often have in Syria—the impact can be devastating, including on the 

reputation, and standing, of the Security Council and broader United Nations.  



 
 

 

Third, the international community needs to pay more attention to preventing the reoccurrence of 

atrocity crimes. Incomplete or failed peace building processes can create conditions conducive to 

the perpetration of atrocity crimes, and we're seeing this potential in Burundi today. Societies 

that have suffered from these crimes face unique challenges, particularly with respect to 

reconciliation and accountability. So peace building strategies need to be sensitive to these 

specific needs and designed to provide the longer-term support required.  

 

Fourth, neighbours and regional organizations may be particularly suited to helping states under 

stress. Not only are they more likely to understand the local context, but they can also bring 

longstanding political and economic relationships to bear. While the specific tools and 

mechanisms vary, each region also has its own existing institutions and practices. We need to 

understand these better, and link them more effectively to global efforts and actions at the global 

level. 

 

Fifth, the growth of the international networks of focal points is a promising development, but 

building on this effort is now required. We need to share more widely best practices, and 

empower focal points with the resources and authorities. They need to really drive institutional 

change. The breadth of this agenda may sound ambitious, and certainly steady progress on each 

of these priorities would significantly enhance the global, regional, and national capacity 

available for atrocity prevention and response. With increased commitment and greater 

ingenuity, there is no reason why international efforts can't match the scale of the crises we 

currently face.  

 

That brings me to a specific discussion of what Canada can do. Canada, which as we speak is 

now governed by a new political class—a new set of MPs, a new set of ministers—and we have 

the opportunity to rethink our role in the implementation of the Responsibility to Protect. 

Canada, after all, was very instrumental in the development of the principle and in pushing for its 

adoption in 2005. It certainty can re-engage in the implementation of the Responsibility to 

Protect by investing particularly in the pillar two agenda, in the realm of prevention on which 

this widespread agreement among states. Since 2001, when the notion of Responsibility to 

Protect was first coined, scholars and analysts have accumulated better knowledge about the 

dynamics that lead to atrocity crimes and have largely converged on the risk factors for those 

acts. In addition, the Secretary General has identified channels through which states can be 

encouraged to meet their protection responsibilities, as well as a set of inhibitors to atrocity 

crimes that the international community can assist vulnerable states to greater strengthen. This 

dimension of Responsibility to Protect, which is implemented in partnership with states, rather 

than through more controversial coercive tools, offers a number of openings for Canadian 

expertise and capacity.  

 

 

 



 
 

For example, Canada can advance initiatives within the UN to discuss and address crises as they 

are emerging, rather than at later stages, including through Geneva-based institutions and 

mechanisms such as the Human Rights Council and the special procedures mandate holders of 

the Office of the High Commissioner of Human Rights. It can also work with like-minded 

partners, like the European Union, to strengthen targeted forms of assistance for states under 

stress through policy experimentation with tools like mediation or inter-communal dialogue or 

law enforcement and criminal investigation.  

 

Finally, given its previous experience in peace keeping, Canada can assist in refining and 

buttressing the training of both military and civilian personnel to enhance the protection of 

vulnerable populations, including that of women and girls. The Canadian government also, and 

Canadian MPS, continue to have a role in calling for timely and decisive action in the face of 

ongoing crises. Exerting political pressure and creatively trying to find collective solutions when 

there is deadlock. This is a role Canada has heroically played in historical terms, and I hope it 

will continue to play.  

 

I'd like to thank you again for your participation today, for your attention during these remarks, 

and I wish you well in your deliberations. I know that all of you can contribute to the kind of 

thinking, but more importantly, to the kind of capacity building we need to turn the principle of 

the Responsibility to Protect from a concept into a regular feature of international practice. 

Turning words into deeds is our most fundamental responsibility. Thank you.  

 

Tina Park:  

 

Now, it is with great honour that I welcome our second speaker, The Honourable Hugh Segal, 

the fifth Master of Massey College at the University of Toronto.  

 

While in the Senate of Canada, he chaired both the committees on Foreign Affairs and Anti-

Terrorism.  

 

A graduate in history from the University of Ottawa, he is a former President of the Institute for 

Research on Public Policy in Montreal and Senior Fellow at both the Queen's School of Policy 

Studies and School of Business. He is the Honourary Chair of the Navy League of Canada and a 

Senior Fellow of the Canadian Defence and Foreign Affairs Institute in Calgary. An honorary 

Captain in the Royal Canadian Navy, Master Segal holds honorary doctorates from the Royal 

Military College and his Alma Mater. He was made a member of the Order of Canada in 2003.  

 

Master Segal has been a fantastic champion of global humanitarianism throughout his life, both 

in his public career and in his scholarly work, and as the Advisory Board member of the 

Canadian Centre for R2P, Master Segal has provided tremendous support and guidance for our 

Centre, which we are very grateful for.  Without further delay, please join me in welcoming 

Master Segal.  

 



 
 

 

The Honourable Hugh Segal (Master of Massey College):  
 

Tina, thank you very much, and thank you for the work 

that you and the CCR2P group continue to do. It's very 

encouraging and it is very much a part of building a 

stronger future for all of us. 

 

I adore Jennifer Welsh, I've served on boards with 

Jennifer Welsh, but I think she's become a little too 

optimistic about where we are with respect to R2P, and 

I will offer an example of how we have to perhaps 

mildly bifurcate our approach in terms of keeping the 

doctrine alive and engaged. It strikes me that after 

several years of the R2P doctrine in place, and its 

application being at best spotty, it's time for some harsh 

reality therapy based on clear and unavoidable 

conclusions.  

 

Conclusion one—the UN has been sidelined on the 

substance of the R2P file, especially as it may require 

intervention of the military or the deployed nature, 

because of the intransigence of both China and Russia, 

and a very doctrinaire championing of the Westphalian 

premise, namely, "Stay out of our country, and stay out 

of any country—regardless of provocation." That's their position and they stick to it, except 

when Russia decides to extend the R2P doctrine to Assad, and the Druze and the Alawites and 

the Christians—who he's protecting, to be fair—and they're glad to deploy without actually 

chatting with our friends at the Security Council. We need to ensure—second conclusion—that 

R2P always has a wider scope than just military deployment. Embracing a full range of 

diplomatic and other interventions, including strategic development aid, violence prevention, and 

strategic and tactical investment, would be important.  

 

I think of the Joint Cabinet Committee that existed in the United Kingdom for some time, which 

is around harm and violence prevention, and it was made up of the DFID people; international 

development; it was made up of MI5; it was made up of immigration; it was made up of justice; 

it was a joint gathering of all those people who might have the capacity and the skill set to 

engage. One of the great clinical studies of how they well worked was when they did engage in 

Sierra Leone, on a comprehensive basis, and kept a difficult situation from getting worse, and 

were actually able to stabilize in some constructive fashion.  

 

 



 
 

 

Look at what may be the serious 

failure of R2P in the present era, 

and the murdering of hundreds of 

thousands of civilians, the creation 

of millions of refugees, by both the 

Assad government and the ISIS 

forces. It’s apparent that one major 

power that has stood in the way of 

the UN intervention against Assad 

is the power now fully engaged in 

his military and tactical defence. 

We need to take a realistic view, for 

example, of what is happening in 

that theatre, and not an aspirational 

one. We need, on occasion, to work with what we have, however imperfect and distasteful it may 

be. Clearly the west and, especially the United States, has been unable or unwilling to deploy 

directly against Assad, however criminal his acts against his own people— killing thousands and 

forcing millions to become refugees throughout the region and Europe. However we may lament 

the weakness of the west and the bold intervention of Russia in his defence, the situation is what 

it is. We have to deal with what is there, and try to find some way to mitigate the worst possible 

implications.  

 

The deployment of the extreme and inhumane ISIS notional caliphate against Assad has, to be 

fair, made the context more complex. Russia’s de facto alliance with the Shia side of Iran, 

Hezbollah, and Assad, is a further determinant we need to consider, in terms of how to go 

forward with some R2P engagement in that part of the world. There may be the seeds of a  new 

diplomatic démarche possible here for international organizations, and maybe even for the new 

Canadian government, with which I have no particular proximity but I wish well.  

 

When one notes that Russia was part of the P5+1 nuclear stand-down agreement with Iran—

however temporary—an agreement that includes the UK, France, Germany, the United States, 

and that Israel and Russia consulted at the highest political and theatre-military levels, broad 

lines of a more manageable humanitarian condominium arrangement may be possible and worth 

promoting, and that consultation took place before the Russian deployment to Syria. Russia 

could, for example, protect, along with ally Iran, Assad's slip and slice of Syria, encompassing a 

safe zone for Alawites, Christians, and Druze in an area not far from Israel. Russia has no 

interest in attacking Israel, and Israel has no interest in going to war with Russia. There are a 

million Russians who now live in Israel, many of whom send substantial remittances back to 

Russia on an ongoing basis. Some oligarchs have moved, who are part of the Putin circle, so the 

notion that there is a common ground in non-aggression between those two countries, I think, is 

both legitimate and apparent.  

 



 
 

The US and the west and Israel could be encouraged to show some restraint against Assad. 

Russia could use its Iranian alliance to constrain Iranian—by definition, Hezbollah and Hamas—

aggression towards Israel. A safe zone for refugees from Assad is preserved, and a larger 

negotiation with Europe, Turkey, Lebanon, and Jordan is undertaken to help and absorb 

refugees, which is the humanitarian crisis we can do something about still. America and western 

allies remain the backstop for Israel's right to exist and prosper as an independent democracy, 

and Israel does not contest the legitimacy of the Russian deployment for Assad now going on in 

Syria. This would not be a solution, but it would be an R2P beginning in that part of the world. It 

is better than the American position as it now stands. It is also a coherent strategy to preserve 

both freedom from fear and from wont, which is the only realistic R2P strategy going forward.  

 

The R2P scope of initiatives must be broadened and liberated from a unique UN-constrained 

role. The UN should be part of it, the UN can be helpful, but it can't be the only centre for R2P 

activity. Coalitions of the willing, neighbouring countries, as Dr. Welsh suggested, working 

together to achieve progress should not be hogtied by what the UN can or cannot do, or by the 

capacity of the Security Council to liberate itself from those vetoes, which, on either side of the 

coin, produce some difficulty going forward. I think the survival of the concept of R2P and the 

millions it was meant to protect has never been more important. We just need to get, in my 

judgment, more practical and more granular, both in the way we pursue it—sometimes it's the 

humanitarian, and military deployment, and sometimes it's through other means. The means 

should not be something that are limited; our will to engage should be unlimited.   

Thank you, Tina. 

 

Tina Park:  
 

Thank you, Master Segal. I am delighted to welcome Dr. Stephen Toope, our Director here at the 

Munk School of Global Affairs.  

 

Before joining the Munk School, Professor Toope was the President of the University of British 

Columbia from 2006 to 2014. He represented Western Europe and North America on the UN 

Working Group on Enforced or Involuntary Disappearances from 2002 to 2007. He continues to 

conduct research on many aspects of international law and is currently working on issues of 

continuity and change in international law, and the origins of international obligation in 

international society. His most recent book, with Jutta Brunnée, is called Legitimacy and Legality 

in International Law: An Interactional Account, which won the American Society of 

International Law’s 2011 Certificate of Merit for Creative Scholarship.  

 

Prior to joining the UBC, Toope was President of the Pierre Elliott Trudeau Foundation, a 

position he held since 2002. From 1994 to 1999, he served as the Dean of McGill University’s 

Faculty of Law. At the Canadian Centre for R2P, we are extremely grateful of his scholarly 

contributions to the study of R2P and for all the support he has provided for our Centre’s 

research and advocacy efforts. Please join me in welcoming Professor Toope. 

 



 
 

Stephen Toope (Director of the Munk School of Global Affairs): 
 

Thanks very much Tina, and thanks for organizing a great 

event on a really important subject, but I am afraid that I 

also will be raining on the parade a little bit, sharing some of 

Hugh's concerns about not overstating where we are with the 

Responsibility to Protect.  

 

In fact, I think it's interesting that Professor Welsh, who I 

admire greatly as well, talked about R2P as a principle and a 

concept in different ways. I think it's very telling that it's 

hard to identify, at any given moment, what element of the 

principle we tend to be discussing. I think this is one of the 

challenges that Hugh brought forward in his comments. 

Remember that R2P really emerged from a discussion 

around so-called humanitarian intervention. The focus at the 

beginning of this discussion of R2P was really about 

military intervention.  

 

That's where it emerged. As we saw from the description 

that Jennifer Welsh put forward, we've now elaborated the 

principle in an interesting way. Hugh’s advocating, in a 

sense, a further elaboration that takes it from including 

notions of preventative measures, to notions of active responsibility insistence in the home 

state—where atrocities are at risk or may be taking place—to the possibility of a whole range of 

international actions that fall short of military intervention, to military intervention, to then, 

peace building and society building efforts after atrocity crimes have been committed.  

 

When Jennifer Welsh says there's an increasing political consensus around R2P, that may be 

true, but I would assert that it's only true because of the extraordinary high level of what we're 

now talking about when we refer to R2P. When you push to the active implementation, I would 

suggest there is no political consensus around R2P. In order to illustrate that, I just want to take 

us back a little bit to the formation of the concept, or doctrine or principle.  

 

It is important, I think, to emphasize that it emerged out of a sense of enormous frustration: the 

failure in Rwanda. That could be encapsulated by the horrors, as well, in Cambodia, in Zaire, in 

Liberia, Sierra Leone, Darfur, etc. etc. etc—a sense that we were failing as an international 

society in dealing with fundamental crises. We had Kosovo, and we had NATO choosing to act 

in Kosovo, but not articulating why it had the ability to act. It was not authorized, as you know, 

by the United Nations. I don't want to argue now whether it was a good or a bad thing. I simply 

want to say that when that happened, there was no consensus even within NATO states as to 

what the justification actually was—other than Belgium, which was quite clear that it was a form 

of Responsibility to Protect or humanitarian intervention. 



 
 

 

As we heard in Tina's very able introduction, we had the creation sponsored by Canada of the 

independent International Commission on Intervention and State Sovereignty. That commission 

began this process of broadening the notion of Responsibility to Protect and to focus much more 

on areas of prevention. It was very effective in doing that, and I think it was also very positive in 

creating some conditions as to when it argued the Responsibility to Protect should exist—so-

called triggering events—and they were quite powerful. Jennifer referred to some of them, 

including large-scale loss of life—whether or not with genocidal intent—the product either of 

deliberate state action, or neglect, or inability to act, or being a failed state. This was meant to 

apply to high-level crises. What happens, then, is that that work is taken into the United Nations 

system and the creation of the panel—the High-level Panel on Threats, Challenges, and 

Change—and here again we have a very clear articulation of triggering events for the potential 

use of military force: genocide, other large scale killing, ethnic cleansing, or serious violation of 

international humanitarian law.  

 

The point I want to make here is that 

we're starting to see a further 

narrowing of the so-called triggering 

events to more clearly-defined legal 

categories that already exist in 

international law. This is not, by any 

stretch of the imagination, an 

accident. This is an attempt to try to 

limit the concept as to what military 

action might be justified.  

 

The other important point that came 

out of the High-level Panel was that 

it said, explicitly, that there needs to 

be guidelines on when the use of force is appropriate. There should be guidelines adopted by the 

Security Council. That has never happened, and it is unlikely to happen, because there is no 

agreement in the Security Council on those guidelines.  

 

Then we had the very famous 2005 Summit Outcome Document, which took that High-level 

Panel report based on the International Commission and turned it into even more of a United 

Nations document that had to develop the ability to attract the support of states.  

 

Here we have a clear statement that the principle of the Responsibility to Protect is, first and 

foremost, held at the state level: there should be a responsibility undertaken by the state itself, 

and then there are responsibilities posited for the international society, and ultimately, the 

potential use of force under Chapter 7 of the UN Charter, the existing legal framework on a case-

by-case basis.  

 



 
 

 

Frankly, that gets us nowhere. That's the essential problem with the Outcome Document. It says 

we've already got Chapter 7; we now know that it should be deployed in certain situations of 

defined legal crisis—where there is genocide, war crimes, crimes against humanity—getting 

further narrowed, and then we're told that we should do that under the normal course, case-by-

case analysis at the Security Council, and there's no agreement on guidelines. No one agrees to 

give up the veto, which was another suggestion that had earlier been made. So we then have the 

Security Council in 2006 adopting the Summit Outcome Document and saying it's all very 

important, and we have now a responsibility to implement. We had what Jennifer Welsh referred 

to, this assertion that R2P is an ally of sovereignty. That's simply not true, if it's real, at the state 

where military action is required.  

 

Remember this all started from a premise of a humanitarian intervention. So it's not true to say 

that, if it is robust, that R2P is an ally of sovereignty. It is like many other aspects of the newer 

versions of international law. Human rights, as a whole, is a challenge to sovereignty, and it 

should be, but it's not in the current formulation within the United Nations system, because states 

didn't agree. That's not what the UN wanted. The Secretary General, both Kofi Annan earlier and 

then Ban Ki-moon, were clear that they wanted a more robust approach, but they could not 

convince state parties—and particularly the members of the Security Council, and not just China 

and Russia, but also the United States—to create guidelines that would shape the practice.  

 

So, there are two elements here that I think are problematic. One—there is no mutual 

understanding around R2P, at least in relation to military action. There's no agreement. Secondly, 

again there was a request by the Secretary General and even by the General Assembly for the 

Security Council to think about principles, rules, and a doctrine that would help apply to the use 

of coercive force, and that's never been agreed to.  

 

We have, finally, in 2009 the General Assembly passing a resolution on the Responsibility to 

Protect, which frankly is anodyne. It supports the principle, in the way that Jennifer Welsh 

describes it, that it sort of soup-to-nuts: prevention as much as possible, rebuilding and 

everything in between, but when the bite comes—when you have to decide how to act in extreme 

circumstances where the state has failed to act or won't act—no agreement.  

 

My conclusion in all of this is, and I agree with Jennifer entirely, we can't then descend into 

simple frustration and inaction. That’s not the argument I'm trying to make. I, like Hugh, want us 

to be as realistic as possible about what is likely to be available within the rubric of R2P in the 

foreseeable future. Oddly, despite my implicit criticism, I agree with a lot of Jennifer's 

conclusions as to what has to happen, and I will focus on Canada, and then I'll stop.  

 

 

 

 



 
 

I agree that Canada has to re-engage with the concept. We have been missing-in-action—

purposely, not by accident. Other states—Korea, for example, and a number of others have been 

promoting R2P, other types of the new middle powers, if I may put it that way—have been very 

active, and we have purposely rejected this part of our tradition, because it was a conscious 

attempt to reject, I think, previous international engagements and, of course, initiatives that a 

previous government had been implicated in. We need to re-engage. I agree with her that 

prevention probably is the best place for us to re-engage. I also agree with her entirely that we 

should try to re-engage through the UN system in the special procedures and in the Human 

Rights Council.  

 

I share Hugh's view if you're looking at the military component of this. I think we can forget 

Security Council action in almost all cases. If it couldn't happen in Syria, which is one of the 

most extreme cases that we have seen in our time, it is very hard to imagine where it could 

happen, with the possible exception of a state who has no allies. If there is any alliance or sense 

of regional control or regional agreement, I think it will be hard for us to see any action.  

 

The last piece I would say is we, therefore, have almost come full circle. We started with 

humanitarian intervention, and despite all the efforts to take that out of the frame that Hugh was 

describing—multilateral action, coalitions of the willing. That was the whole point of R2P as it 

started, was to get out of that framework and to put things in a framework of collective security. I 

would argue that's failed, and so we're probably back to the area of humanitarian intervention. 

We’ve never resolved, certainly from a legal standpoint, when humanitarian intervention is 

lawful and when it's not, and I think it's even hard to determine when it is politically appropriate 

and when it's not. Sadly, I conclude that we haven't made a lot of progress on the fundamental 

question of military engagement, but we have made progress on all of the areas surrounding 

military action, through the R2P discussions.  

 

Thank you very much.  

 

 
 

 

 

 



 
 

Tina Park:  
Thank you, Professor Toope. I am now delighted to welcome Ambassador 

Marius Grinius. Ambassador Grinius joined the Canadian Foreign Service in 1979 after serving 

in the Canadian Army for 12 years. His early overseas postings included Bangkok, 

NATO/Brussels and Hanoi. Assignments back in Ottawa included desk officer for nuclear arms 

control, Director for Asia Pacific South and then Director for South East Asia. In 1997, he was 

posted back to Vietnam as Ambassador. Marius spent 1999 to 2004 in Ottawa where he worked 

in the Privy Council Office in Social Policy, Western Economic Diversification, and then again 

in the Privy Council Office as Director of Operations in the Security and Intelligence 

Secretariat. In 2004, he was named Ambassador to South Korea and added cross-accreditation to 

North Korea in 2005. In 2007 he was posted to Geneva as Ambassador and Permanent 

Representative to the United Nations and the Conference on Disarmament. He returned to 

Ottawa in 2011 for a secondment to the Department of National Defence as Director General 

International Security Policy. Ambassador Grinius retired in 2012 after 45 years of service to 

Canada. We are delighted to announce that Ambassador Grinius has recently joined our 

Advisory Board at the Canadian Centre for R2P earlier week and look forward to his insights on 

the situation in North Korea and the UN Commission of Inquiry report.   

 

Please join me in welcoming Ambassador Grinius. 

 

Ambassador Grinius:  
 

Thank you very much, Tina, for the introduction, and 

for the invitation to join you here today.  

 

As already has been said, any discussion on R2P is 

closely linked to human rights and all of the 

humanitarian aspects related to that. In this context, 

I'm going to focus on the human rights situation in 

North Korea. As a matter of fact, I remember being in 

this same room seven years ago, when I was first 

asked to talk about North Korea, and guess what? The 

situation has actually gotten worse over those years, 

and that's the frustration of trying to find some sort of 

solution to work through the United Nations—short 

of military intervention, if one can—on R2P and what 

it means for people on the ground. 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 

 I do really agree with a lot that Master Hugh Segal has said and also Professor Toope. With 

Jennifer Welsh—as a UN representative, and I've been one—you’ve got to be as positive, 

aspirational, about the fundamental reasons why the United Nations exists, and in the same 

context, one has to be extraordinarily realistic in terms of what can be achieved in the immediate 

term, but what can also be step-by-step accomplished. I’ll talk about this in the context of the 

human rights situation in North Korea.  

 

As a comment, given the previous government policy of so-called controlled engagement with 

North Korea, it was really non-engagement. Canada has truly been missing-in-action in terms of 

North Korea, but, as many of us would say, also missing in terms of multilateral, international 

diplomacy. I am really optimistic, hopeful, that with the new change of government and new 

attitudes, perhaps we will get back to some of the things that we have done rather well 

traditionally and I believe we still have a role to play in the future.  

 

March 2013—the Human Rights Council agrees to establish a Commission of Inquiry on the 

human rights situation in North Korea. It was to run for one year. It's a three-member team, of 

course. Chief Justice Kirby was here just last June, and he gave a wonderful presentation in 

terms of how things worked with the commission and its conclusions, and I think you're familiar 

with it. The team also included the UN Special Rapporteur on North Korea, Marzuki Darusman.  

There's a lovely Canadian connection with Darusman, because it was Canada that gave 

considerable support to him as he was establishing Indonesia's Human Rights Commission. He's 

wonderful—I met him a number of times in Geneva. It was wonderful to reconnect with him.  

 

The resolution—the human rights resolution—was adopted without a vote, and Cuba, China, and 

Russia, no doubt, were active behind the scenes to try to stop it. I don't have personal, direct 

knowledge of that, but having worked in the Human Rights Council while I was in Geneva, I 

know these guys rather well. They didn't stop it. Why? Because ultimately they couldn't do 

anything, because they happened to not be members of the Human Rights Council.  

 

Just to back up a bit, when the Human Rights Council was established, created in 2006, the 

model was 47 member states, broken down into five geographical groups, and each member state 

could actually serve, if they so chose, for two consecutive three year periods. Then the rule is, 

and continues to be, that you had to take a year off before you could again try to be elected back 

onto the Human Rights Council. It so happened that Cuba, China, Russia, and Saudi Arabia 

served from 2006-2012, so they had no choice. I thought it was just absolutely wonderful. I’d left 

Geneva, by then, but it was a wonderful, smooth way of actually using the system to get 

somewhere—finally—on North Korea.  

 

Now, of course, Cuba, China, and Russia, and Saudia Arabia, are back as of 2014, and they will 

serve for three years and, I suspect, given their dedication to human rights, that they will also 

want to be re-elected for another two years until 2019. Of course Canada was a member from 

2006-2009, and for those last two years, I was the representative, and as vice-president for one 

year, which got me into whole bunch of trouble, by the way, with PMO back here.  



 
 

 

The commission of inquiry submitted its report a year later, in February 2014. The findings were 

that systemic and gross human rights violations had been—and the sad part, are being 

committed—by the Democratic People's Republic of Korea. In many instances these violations 

entailed crimes against humanity based on state policies.  

The main perpetrators were North Korea's senior leadership, including the Supreme Leader Kim 

Jong-Un, also known as Fat Kim III. Of course, the commission estimated that we are between 

80,000 and 120,000 political prisoners in the gulag system of labour camps.  

 

Just before my first trip to Pyongyang, by the way, an EU delegation was in Pyongyang 

specifically for human rights discussions, and they brought along satellite maps showing where 

these camps actually exist, and continue to exist. Of course, I heard afterwards that the North 

Koreans actually said that they were wrong and that there was no such thing. 

 

An important note on the 

commission—it actually 

reprimanded China for repatriating 

North Korean asylum-seekers, 

however defined, instead of giving 

them asylum, and this of course 

goes against international 

humanitarian laws. Of course 

China denies the commission 

permission to visit China, because 

they actually wanted to go to the 

border lands between China and 

North Korea and, of course, despite 

several requests, North Korea also 

denied permission to the commission to visit. China later argued that because the commission 

did not visit North Korea, obviously its report was biased.  

 

I can just imagine how my wonderful Chinese colleague perhaps said that with a straight face. I 

suspect that, like many diplomats, they go on to special diplomatic courses just to be able to 

master keeping this straight face when you're sitting saying these kinds of statements. By the 

way, Canadians don't have to suffer under that kind of stuff.  

 

The commission, of course, recommended that the Security Council refer the situation to the 

International Criminal Court for action, and it, of course, recommended the Security Council 

impose targeted sanctions against those who appeared to be responsible for crimes against 

humanity. All of this was transmitted to the Security Council back in April of 2014 where it has 

lingered ever since.  

 

 



 
 

There are little rays of hope. Fast-forward to December 2014, the UN General Assembly passes 

another resolution on the human rights situation in North Korea, as it has from 2003 on, but this 

time particularly bolstered by the commission's conclusions. It passed with a majority but the 

votes against—surprise surprise—China, Russia, Cuba, Iran, Syria, and, disappointingly, Egypt 

also. In September of last year, China and Russia did lose a procedural vote, and henceforth, the 

Security Council can discuss the situation in North Korea as a separate agenda item from the 

nuclear weapon situation in North Korea. That, among us practitioners, that actually is a whole 

step forward, although it may not seem that way from another spectator.  

 

March of this year, at the Human Rights Council, Marzuki Darusman submitted his annual report 

on the human rights situation, and—surprise, surprise—there has not been any amelioration even 

after Mr. Kirby had written to Kim Jong-un saying that he might be accused of crimes against 

humanity. As before, the resolution does re-affirm, quote, that it is the responsibility of the 

government, indeed DPRK, to ensure the full enjoyment of human rights and fundamental 

freedoms of its entire population.  That resolution again passed, but Human Rights Council 

members voted against it—Bolivia, China, Cuba, Russia, Venezuela, and Vietnam. So you know 

where you have to work. It is Russia and China, obviously, who are the major players.  

 

I'd like to, in the context of this sort-of North Korean case study, if you like, and R2P […] people 

more starve in the late 1990s—everybody’s aware of it—of a despotic Stalinist government 

running the place. Jennifer Welsh, I'm sure, would agree that you don't want to strengthen that 

particular state's sovereignty and the government's control.  

 

How do you convince the Security Council that, not only does the situation in North Korea fit the 

parameters of R2P, but that immediate action is necessary? There, again, China and Russia— 

state sovereignty, the non-interference, and the internal affairs of the state—they’re obviously 

worried about a Commission of Inquiry on the human rights situation in Pyongyang, Chechnya, 

and they're going to work it as much as possible that everything is downplayed.  

 

Jennifer did talk about what our role should be and the kind of partners we need to push forward. 

The main thing of course is for Canada to get back into the action and move forward with our 

right-minded friends. The question I did talk and discuss—matters with our military friends in 

terms of humanitarian assistance, disaster relief, where the military has already played a huge 

role, whether you're talking about the tsunami in Indonesia and Thailand, whether you're talking 

deployment during floods, when our Canadian Disaster Assistance Reaction Team goes into the 

Philippines. The military is very well-prepared to do humanitarian assistance, but where that line 

could be in terms of a different type of a more robust military intervention, well that's still, I 

think, very, very far away. We're going to have to continue to look at how to apply the principle 

of R2P, push that envelope. You don't change China or Russia, but again, you can keep pushing 

and keep trying and that's what it's all about.  

 

Thank you.  

 



 
 

 

 

 

Video recording of the panel discussion will be posted on www.ccr2p.org 

If you have any questions about this event, please contact recruiting@ccr2p.org  

 

For the U of T media relations department’s coverage, please click here. (see next page) 

 

Join the conversation @CCR2P! 
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Hugh Segal (centre) and Stephen Toope (right) debate the future of Canada's foreign policy  

(photo by Johnny Guatto) 

Three days after Canadians elected a new government, the Canadian Centre for the 

Responsibility to Protect, the Munk School of Global Affairs and the Canadian Studies Program 

at University College hosted a roundtable discussion on the future direction of Canadian foreign 

policy. 

Among the participants were Massey College Master Hugh Segal, and Munk School of Global 

Affairs Director Stephen Toope. 

They engaged in a lively and wide-ranging debate on a number of foreign policy topics. 

Strengthening international partnerships is one of the goals President Meric Gertler described 

in the recently released Three Priorities: A Discussion Paper. 

 

  

 

http://threepriorities.utoronto.ca/wp-content/uploads/2015/10/Three-Priorities-Discussion-Paper.pdf


 
 

 

 

What should Canada’s role be on the global stage? 

  

Segal I hope the new government launches a foreign policy review. It would be a good thing to 

see what worked in the last 10 years, what didn’t work, what can be improved. I think it’s very 

important to not be too self-reverential about Canada. Peacekeeping, Mike Pearson – all of that 

seemed outstanding, compelling, and important to Canadians, but it was never as important 

outside of Canada. Which is not to say that Mike Pearson didn’t do something that was 

constructive and helpful and worthy of a Nobel Peace Prize in the Suez conflict, but we 

shouldn’t assume that it’s important to everyone. 

Toope We should really resist nostalgia. I think we have to be realistic about the kind of role we 

can play. There’s a view in Canada that somehow we’re going to recapture a role I think we 

never actually played. And furthermore, even if we did, we’re not in the same power position as 

we were in the immediate aftermath of the Second World War. Yes, we were very active 

participants then, but our role now has to be different because there are many more players 

who are every bit as important as we are. I’m not talking about Russia or China; I’m talking 

about Korea and Mexico and South Africa. We have to build alliances with like-minded states 

around certain types of activities. 

We can’t be thinking purely in terms of how many refugees Canada is going to accept: 25,000, 

50,000 – it’s nothing compared to the 60 million people outside their borders now. We’ve got to 

think about what’s happening with refugee camps, we’ve got to figure out how to support the 

government of Jordan, we’ve got to figure out how Turkey is going to survive, these are big 

questions and I think we have a role to play. 

Should Justin Trudeau keep his election promise to end air combat against ISIS? 

  

Segal When a prime minister campaigns on a promise to end air combat then he’s obliged to do 

something. Would I have made that similar commitment? No, but I’m not the leader of the 

Liberal Party and I’m not about to be sworn in as prime minister.I’m kind of hopeful that he will 

let the present mandate lapse because other things can happen between now and March that 

could be constructive. If he actually increases Canadian boots on the ground in terms of trainers 

and special forces to work with Iraqis and Kurds, and maybe some equipment support, I think 

most Canadians would say we’re doing our share against the forces of ISIS. 



 
 

 

Toope I agree. The prime minister should deliver on a promise that was so clearly stated. There 

are hundreds of thousands, millions of people suffering here. My own view would be that six 

fighter jets is probably not the best way for Canada to engage. I would push for a deeper 

commitment and I think one way is by creating humanitarian corridors to allow people to escape 

from the control of what is an appalling set of people. 

(Hugh Segal and Tina Park, Director of the 

Canadian Centre for the Responsibility to 

Protect; photo by Johnny Guatto)  

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

What should the new government’s position be regarding the Middle East? 

  

Toope We’ve always been a strong supporter of Israel under every government. We have 

tended to try at the same time to build linkages with other countries so that at least we’re 

hearing different perspectives and have the ability to transmit views, to communicate and, from 

time to time, serve as an interpreter. We can’t do that right now because we have destroyed 

most of those connections around the region. I would encourage the government to rebuild 

some of those connections, but from a very clear vantage point that we are strong supporters of 

Israel. 

Segal The one substantive change that we should give serious thought to is to re-open our 

relationships with Tehran. It does not mean we are approving of any of their internal or foreign 

policies. It merely means that we should have a window open to them. You can’t do good work 

in the Middle East, with the Israelis, with the Sunni countries, with the Gulf State allies if you do 

not have a relationship in Iran. 

 



 
 

What position should Canada take on the Responsibility to Protect (R2P)? 

  

Segal I think our new young prime minister – who seems very committed on these sorts of 

issues – would be the perfect guy to say, “Canada is back and one of the things we’re back on 

is R2P. We care about it, and we’re not prepared to accept the institutional constraints that say 

it is okay to look away when tens of thousands of people are being killed for no other reason 

than they’re in the wrong political party, the wrong religion, the wrong race, the wrong tribe. We 

aren’t prepared to stand for that.” Canada should say to our friends in Australia, in Japan, in 

South Korea: “Let’s put together an R2P multinational unit where we do diplomatic planning, we 

do aid planning, we do strategic investment.” 

Toope Another area where R2P should be brought into play is in the whole area of global health 

where Canada has extraordinary resources. If you look in this city alone, we have probably the 

second-largest cluster of people in global health in North America after Boston and we’re 

nowhere on the international horizon in global health. 

 

 


