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Mr. Chairperson,

I  have the honour to speak on behal f  of  the European Union. The Acceding
Countr ies Bulgar ia and Romania,  the Candidate Countr ies Turkey, Croat ia* anl
the former Yugoslav Republ ic of  Macedonia*,  the Countr ies of  the Stabi l isat ion and
Associat ion Process and potent ia l  candidates Albania,  Bosnia and Herzegovina,
Montenegro,  Serbia,  and the EFTA countr ies Iceland and Norway, memberJ of  the
European Economic Area, as wel l  as Ukraine and Moldova al ign themselves with
this explanat ion of  vote.

There are a number of  very important and very ser ious human r ights resolut ions,
including on human r ights s i tuat ions in speci f ic  countr ies,  that  have to be
considered by th is year 's 61st session of  the UN General  Assembly Third
Commit tee. This draf t ,  however,  tabled by Belarus on the si tuat ion of  democracy
and human r ights in the Uni ted States of  America,  is  not one of  those resolut ions.

Mr.  Chairperson,

The EU f i rmly bel ieves in the pr inciple that  i t  is  the gravi ty of  the human r ights
si tuat ion on the ground that should determine whether the General  Rssembly
considers a draf t  resolut ion on any country.  We also bel ieve, Mr,  Chairperson, that
the country 's wi l l ingness and i ts demonstrated ef for ts to address these issues and
to engage in construct ive dialogue must be taken into account.  Belarus has, so
far,  fa i led to ei ther cooperate fu l ly  or to enter into any meaningful  d ia logue with
the UN's human r ights machinery.  That is why we ful ly suppoft  the resolut ion on
the si tuat ion of  human r ights in Belarus that has been tabled by the USA, and that
is also why we reject the text that is before you.

Mr.  Chairperson,

The resolut ion on Belarus,  which al l  EU Member States have cosponsored, is a
cr i t ical  yet  balanced text ,  h ighl ight ing a ser ies of  wel l  documented and ser ious
human r ights v io lat ions and urging the Government of  Belarus to f inal ly adhere to
i ts internat ional  obl igat ions and commitments.  For th is General  Assembly,  the
resolut ion on Belarus is just  the latest  expression of  the internat ional  community 's
growing concern about the s i tuat ion in that  country,  fo l lowing the resolut ions on
Belarus adopted by the commission of  Human Rights in 2oo4 ind 2005.

By contrast ,  however,  th is Belarus-sponsored resolut ion on the si tuat ion of
democracy and human r ights in the USA clear ly does not ref lect  the pr inciple that
the gravi ty of  the s i tuat ion on the ground is determinat ive.  I t  is  wel l  known that
the EU has concerns about some of the issues that are covered by th is text .  In the
ongoing dialogue between the EU and the USA on human r ights issues, we
regular ly raise these concerns and we work together to address them. We also
welcome the United States' readiness to l isten to crit icism from the UN's treaty
bodies and human r ights mechanisms, not to ment ion f rom i ts own vibrant c iv i l
society.  As wi th al l  countr ies,  we encourage the USA to enhance i ts cooperat ion

croat ia and the former Yugoslav Republ ic of Macedonia cont inue to be part  of  the Stabi l isat ion
and Associat ion Process,
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with these important UN human r ights mechanisms, as EU countr ies seek to do

themselves.

Mr.  Chairperson,

It is very obvious that this resolution is a reaction to the USA's resolutiOn on the

human r ights s i tuat ion in Berarus i tserf ,  and is crearry intended to divert  at tent ion

f r o m B e l a _ r u s ' o w n c o n c e r n i n g h u m a n r i g h t s r e c o r d .

I f  these were not reasons enough against  th is draf t  resorut ion,  Mr.  chairperson'

we would l ike to recal l  as a f inal-poin-t  that  the.author of  th is text  has also jo int ly

tabred another resorut ion in th is commit tee that purports to advocate dialogue on

human r ights issues and is highly cr i t icar of  country-speci f ic  resorut ions.  The

inherent contradiction in presentlng these two proposals is glaring' and ma-ket t l:

draft before you even more unten#re. we firmry berieve that Berarus itself should

| i v e u p t o t h e s t a n d a r d s e x p r e s s e d i n i t s o w n d o c u m e n t s .

For al l  of  these reasons, Mr.  Chairperson, the EU wi l l  vote against  th is resolut ion'


