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The biggest problem the UN is facing when defending Human Rights 
is that only a minority of its 193 members have a well-institutionalized 
democracy. Furthermore, unlike many authoritarian regimes and countries 
with poor democratic systems, which constitute the majority in the 
General Assembly, they do not coordinate their policy on human rights 
with each other. What stood out after analyzing the membership of the 
Human Rights Council (UNHRC) between 2007 and 2017 was that three 
countries with a poor record on human rights, namely Saudi Arabia, Cuba 
and China, in fact, served for the longest time possible. Without question, 
it is rather unlikely that these dictatorships will contribute to the mission 
of the UNHRC, which consists of promoting human rights in all member 
states. 

However, what is even more concerning is that most countries, which 
Freedom House considers “Not Free” or “Partly Free”, have stagnated 
in terms of political and civil liberties while serving as members on the 
Council. This reaffirms the need to introduce reforms that would tackle its 
membership problem and render it more efficient. 
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After long negotiations, the General Assembly finally 
approved on 24 February 2006 to replace the 
discredited Commission on Human Rights with a 

new inter-governmental body called the Human Rights 
Council. The resolution (60/251) received 170 votes in 
favor, 4 against (USA, Marshall Islands, Israel and Palau) 
and 3 abstentions (Belarus, Iran and Venezuela). The 
headquarters of the Council are located in Geneva and it 
is “responsible for promoting the universal respect for the 
protection of all human rights and fundamental freedoms 
for all without distinction of any kind and in a fair and 
equal manner.”1  
Article 7 of the resolution prescribes that the organization 
shall have 47 Member States, elected directly and 
individually by secret ballot with a majority of the General 
Assembly. Membership is based on equitable geographical 
distribution with the seats allocated as follows among 
regional groups: Group of African States, 13; Group of 
Asian States, 13; Groups of Eastern European States, 6; 
Group of Latin American and Caribbean States, 8; and 
Group of Western European and Others, 7. Each Member 
States serves for a period of three years without being able 
to stand for immediate re-election after two consecutive 
terms.
Article 8 states that the participation at the Council 
is open to all members of the UN. However, when 
electing, the General Assembly should “take into account 
the contribution of candidates to the promotion and 
protection of human rights and their voluntary pledges and 
commitments made thereto.” This is further reiterated in 
Article 9, which determines that a member of the Council 
has to uphold the highest standards in the promotion and 
protection of human rights, shall fully cooperate with the 
Council and be subject to examination by the Universal 
Periodic Review. Additionally, by a two-thirds majority, the 
General Assembly can suspend a country from the UNHRC 
that commits systematic violations of human rights.
What stands out immediately after having analyzed the 
membership of the UNHRC between 2007 and 2017 is 
that three dictatorships who constantly violate human 
rights within their own borders, namely Saudi Arabia, 
Cuba and China, have spent more time in the Council than 
any other country. On the one hand, this undermines the 
effectiveness of the organization while, on the other hand, 
it proves that the above mentioned norms established by 

the General Assembly are not taken into account seriously. 
Nevertheless, as Human Rights Watch correctly pointed 
out earlier this year, there have been several achievements 
that can be attributed to the UNHRC. “Despite its flaws, 
the 47-member Human Rights Council has made a real 
difference on human rights issues worldwide. […] The 
council’s Universal Periodic Review has subjected all 193 
UN member countries to human rights scrutiny twice since 
2008.” Apart from that, Human Rights Watch highlighted 
that “[t]he Human Rights Council has adopted more than 
1,350 country-specific or thematic resolutions since 2006, 
placing 30 governments under intense scrutiny.”2 While the 
positive impacts of the Council are undeniable, it is obvious 
that its capacities could be thoroughly strengthened if its 
members were all on the same page. 

Elections of the UNHRC between 2006 and 2016
Initially, it was discussed to make it a necessity that only a 
two-thirds majority of the General Assembly could elect a 
member of the UNHRC. Unsurprisingly, this proposal was 
rejected by the countries with poor human rights records 
who anticipated that, this way, it would be harder for them 
to become a member. As the negotiations were on the 
brink of a failure, the Assembly accepted the proposition 
of the Argentinean representative to make it a simple-
majority decision instead. The United States, being one 
of the harshest critics of the commission, anticipated that 
this would significantly undermine the efficiency of the 
organization and enable the participation of countries, 
which constantly violate human rights in their own 
country. As a consequence, its representative voted against 
the creation to demonstrate their disapproval. While the 
concerns of the United States were reasonable, research 
has shown that a two-thirds majority would not have 
had the desired effect. As the following graph illustrates, 
the three previously mentioned dictatorships would have 
entered anyway with one exception being Saudi Arabia 
who was two votes shy of a two-thirds majority in 2006. 
The main problem of the UN to defend human rights is that 
among the 193 member states, high quality democracies 
are a minority. Furthermore, unlike many authoritarian 
regimes and countries with poor democratic systems, 
which constitute the majority in the General Assembly, 
they do not coordinate their policy on human rights with 
each other.  

1 https://www.hrw.org/es/news/2017/03/17/ee-uu-trump-presiona-organo-de-derechos-humanos
2 https://freedomhouse.org/report/freedom-world/freedom-world-2017
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How is it possible that countries, that deprive their own citizens from basic human rights, are able to garner so much 
international acceptance? The answer brings us to a major dilemma of the UN. Comprised of 193 Member States, 
consolidated democracies are still outnumbered by democratic countries with poor institutions and authoritarian 
regimes. Moreover, they do not coordinate their human rights policies as much as their counterparts which constitutes a 
huge disadvantage at the negotiation table. 

Due to the fact that democracies have complicit structures while authoritarian leaders tend to perpetuate their hold on 
power and coordinate themselves with likeminded regimes, the latter are able to successfully weaken the efficiency of the 
UNHRC. The rationale of this behavior is easily explainable. Because of their repressive policies, dictatorships face little 
dissent from inside their own borders. With opposition politicians incarcerated and the local press immensely censured, 
the major voice of dissent comes from outside the countries. Therefore, in order to silence these critics and legitimize 
their oppressive political system, they engage more actively in international bodies. 
Exemplary demonstrations of this type of conduct are, without question, the already mentioned regimes of China, Cuba 
and Saudi Arabia, which have been elected each time they applied for a seat. Conversely, several states such as Finland, 
Sweden and Norway, which lead the world in civil and political liberties, freedom of the press and transparency have 
shown only sparse interest in promoting human rights at the UN level.

The UN is a Partly Free Organization
In order to fully comprehend and evaluate the diffusion of liberal democratic values within the United Nations and its 
subordinated human rights body, we rely on the annual report “Freedom in the World”2 by Freedom House. This report 
gauges civil liberties and political rights in countries and territories all over the globe and classifies them by means of a 
scoring system, which goes from 1 to 7, into three categories: Free, Partly Free and Not Free. Free countries need to score 
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between 1 and 2.5, Partly Free countries between 3 to 5 while those considered Not Free receive a result between 5.5 and 
7. 
According to the latest edition, the average score of the UN and the UNHRC are pretty similar with the former scoring 
3.38 and the latter 3.51. As a result, both organizations can be ranked as Partly Free.
While the figure above shows a slightly worrisome decline in freedom over the last 10 years in both organizations, the 
chart below illustrates how the amount of countries from each category in the UNHRC developed since its inception. 

What is worth noting is the fact that, particularly in the last 4 years, liberal democracies seem to lose the upper hand in 
the Council.
Other observations include that at least 9 Not Free countries were always of the Council whereas it never occurred 

that more than 24 Free countries had a seat at the same time. 2011 was the year with the least participation of Free 
countries (18) and the most participation of Not Free countries (13) which comprised Angola, Bahrain, Cameroon, China, 
Cuba, Djibouti, Gabon, Jordan, Libya, Mauritania, Qatar, Russia and Saudi Arabia. The fact that 2013 featured the least 
amount of Not Free countries and the best average Freedom Rating can be attributed to the circumstance that Cuba, 
China, Russia and Saudi Arabia had to abstain from re-election as they all had just completed two consecutive terms at 
the UNHRC.
Furthermore, our research revealed that most of the countries, especially those ranked as Partly Free or Not Free, have 
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not made any progress towards liberal democracy while 
being a member of the UNHRC.

•	 Cuba and China, which are two of the longest serving 
Member States, have maintained their rating of 6.5

•	 Russia, which spent 9 out of 11 years in the UNHRC, 
deteriorated from 5.5 to 6.5 constituting one of the 
sharpest declines of a Council member

•	 The Congo has been a member since 2012 and went 
from 5.5 to 6

•	 Other countries that are currently or have been 
members of the Council and declined in terms of 
Freedom Rating are Bahrain, Burkina Faso, Cameroon, 
Djibouti, Ecuador, Ethiopia, Gabon, Indonesia, 
Jordan, Madagascar, Maldives, Mexico, Montenegro, 
Nicaragua, South Korea, Ukraine, Uganda, Venezuela 
and Zambia

•	 To the list of countries that maintained their score 
although there is lots of room for improvement belong 
Angola, Algeria, Bangladesh, Bolivia, United Arab 
Emirates, Guatemala, India, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, 
Morocco, Pakistan and Qatar

The only good news in this regard comes from Senegal, 
which served for 6 years and improved slightly from 3 to 
2.5 thus entering the category of Free countries. 

Odd Incidents in the Election process of the 
UNHRC
EOn 28 October 2016, a third of the Council seats were 
up for election. China, the world’s biggest dictatorship, 
achieved its best result so far with 180 votes making it clear 
that there were many democratic states supporting its re-
election bid. With Cuba gaining 160 votes and Saudi Arabia 
152, the overwhelming support in the General Assembly 
for these three dictatorships, which exceeded two-thirds 
by far, is evident.

In the case of Latin America, it is worth mentioning that 
its more consolidated democracies served less time in the 
Council then those having poor human rights records. For 
example, Costa Rica completed only one term from 2012 to 
2014. Uruguay did two terms in a row from 2007 to 2012 
and then lost in its 2014 campaign against Cuba. Likewise, 
Chile, one of the most Free countries in Latin America 
according to Freedom House, formed part of the Council 
for merely six years between 2009 and 2014. 
Since these three candidates, which would be suitable to 
defend human rights in the world, are currently not in 
the Council, there exists a clear overrepresentation of 
Bolivarian states like Cuba, Bolivia, Ecuador and Venezuela 
which have significantly worse human rights records.
If we take a look at the elections themselves, additional 
questions come to mind. In general, an election is an efficient 
instrument in order to exercise democratic control. This 
way, a government or a member of parliament whose work 
was not satisfying can be replaced. However, this process 
can only work if there are other options available that are 
more promising for the voter, which is where the elections 
of the UNHRC come in: electoral competition is either 
non-existent or very scarce. The following figure illustrates 
this fact by dividing all the elections into two groups: black 
shows an election without electoral competition while the 
grey bars indicate scarce competition (one candidate more 
than seats available). Until this day, there have been 55 
elections in the UNHRC (one in each regional group every 
year) and 60% of them were held without rival candidates 
so that all the countries that applied for a seat became 
Member States. The remaining 22 election saw 15 cases 
of scarce competition while only 7 instances, or 15% of all 
elections held, featured more than one rival candidate.
As the chart clearly indicates, Africa and Asia are the regional 
groups that saw the least electoral participation. While 
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nominating 55% of the seats, their candidates did not face any 
competition in 73% of the time. This is even more worrisome 
bearing in mind that, since the inception of the Council, 80% 
of the Not Free Member States originated from these two 
regions. In other words, this means that each year, when a 
third of the Council seats becomes available, an average of 
3.7 Not Free countries enter the organization from these two 
regions.
Furthermore, what stood out from this analysis is the low 
electoral competition in Latin America and Eastern Europe, 
each only registering one election where more than one rival 
candidate participated. This obviously opens the door for 
countries with poor human rights records such as Cuba in 
Latin America and Russia in Eastern Europe. In fact, it only 
occurred once in the history of the UNHRC that one of these 
states lost an election. This happened in 2016 when Russia 
only garnered 112 votes and, consequently, lost to Croatia, 
which was able to accumulate two votes more. 
Although the participation of the countries belonging 
to the Western Europe and Others group has room for 
improvement, at least this does enable the entry of countries 
that are hardly suitable for promoting and defending human 
rights. Moreover, this group is also the only underrepresented 
one in the Council, which benefits the Eastern European 
group by one state. While the Western Europe and Others 
group consists of 29 states that have the highest standard 
with respect to human rights, they have a proportional 
representation in the UN of 15.1%, a number that is reduced 
to 12.77% in the UNHRC. 
This lack of participation in the election process creates a 

bad image of the democratic system in the UN and suggests 
that the majority of the countries do not have any interest 
in improving the human rights situation in world. As a 
matter of fact, this assumption gets reinforced when taking 
into account that in 9 out of 22 elections with electoral 
competition the General Assembly favored a Partly Free 
country for the Council instead of a Free country or a Not 
Free country instead of a Partly Free country.
Therefore, in order to improve the composition of the 
UNHRC, it is inevitable that the UN Member States clearly 
show their commitment to human rights. Especially free 
democratic states in Asia and Africa need to engage more 
in this regard as they are located in a largely authoritarian 
environment that exercises a negative influence on the 
dissemination and enforcement of human rights. 

Transparent Elections and Enforcement of Rules
PIn order to make the UNHRC more efficient, reforms 
have to be introduced to address its deficits. The following 
contains two proposals that would facilitate the Council in 
achieving its goals more easily.
First, article 7 of the resolution that created the Council 
needs to be modified by changing the ballot form from 
secret to public. In contrast to the individual, who casts its 
vote in secrecy in order to be guaranteed the right to elect 
whomever he/she wants, a democratic state in the General 
Assembly has to be held accountable for its decisions by its 
people. This can only function if the citizens are informed 
about what their government is doing. Thus, the vote needs 
to be public. This would bring transparency that would 
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allow effectively controlling whether a state complies with 
the requirements for Member States demanded in article 8 
and 9. Apart from that, it would generate a healthy debate 
in democratic nations, which supported the election bids of 
authoritarian regimes.
Secondly, article 9, which states that Member States have 
to cooperate fully with the Council, has to be enforced by 
binding the members to issuing permanent invitations to 
all UN Special Rapporteurs. This way, countries like Cuba, 
China and Saudi Arabia would be obliged to grant the visits 
of the following UN investigators: Special Rapporteur on 
Freedom of Peaceful Assembly and of Association, Special 
Rapporteur on Freedom of Opinion and Expression, 
Special Rapporteur on Human Rights Defenders, Special 
Rapporteur on Independence of Judges and Lawyers, 
Special Rapporteur on Violence against Women as well 
as the Special Rapporteur on Extrajudicial, Summary or 
Arbitrary Executions among others. 

This proposal should be incorporated at the end of article 
9 as follows: “The General Assembly decides also that 
members elected to the Council shall uphold the highest 
standards in the promotion and protection of human 
rights, shall fully cooperate with the Council, be reviewed 
under the universal periodic review mechanism during 
their term of membership and issue permanent invitations 
to all of the UN Special Rapporteurs.” Needless to say, a 
state, which is part of the UNHRC but refuses to receive 
Special Rapporteurs is obviously not upholding “the 
highest standards in the promotion and protection of 
human rights”.
In order for these proposals to be adopted, it would be 
highly conducive if countries that support these initiatives 
voluntarily apply these measures by publicly disclosing 
their vote and issuing permanent invitations to all Special 
Rapporteurs if elected to the Council.
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ANNEX

1. Graphics on the extint Human Rights Commission
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Countries Percentage Countries Percentage
Africa 54 28,13% 13 27,66%
Asia 53 27,60% 13 27,66%
Western Europe and Others 29 15,10% 6 12,77%
Eastern Europe 23 11,98% 7 14,89%
La�n America 33 17,19% 8 17,02%
Total* 192 100,00% 47 100,00%

Region UN (193) CHR (47)
3. Representa�on of each Region in the General Assambly and the CHR

* Kiriba� is not included in any of the above men�oned regions. Although a member of 
the UN, it never sent a permanent representa�ve.

Free Par�ally Not Free Total Free Par�ally Not Free Total
Number 24 14 9 47 89 60 43 192
Percentage 51,06% 29,79% 19,15% 100,00% 46,35% 31,25% 22,40% 100,00%
Average 1,6 4,2 5,9 3,18 1,46 3,93 6,07 3,26
Number 22 16 9 47 88 62 42 192
Percentage 46,81% 34,04% 19,15% 100,00% 45,83% 32,29% 21,88% 100,00%
Average 1,7 3,9 5,9 3,24 1,45 3,94 6,1 3,27
Number 22 13 12 47 88 57 47 192
Percentage 46,81% 27,66% 25,53% 100,00% 45,83% 29,69% 24,48% 100,00%
Average 1,5 3,9 5,8 3,27 1,45 3,92 6,04 3,31
Number 21 14 12 47 86 59 47 192
Percentage 44,68% 29,79% 25,53% 100,00% 44,79% 30,73% 24,48% 100,00%
Average 1,4 3,7 5,8 3,21 1,43 3,86 6,05 3,31
Number 18 16 13 47 86 59 48 193
Percentage 38,30% 34,04% 27,66% 100,00% 44,56% 30,57% 24,87% 100,00%
Average 1,3 3,7 5,9 3,38 1,43 3,81 6,05 3,31
Number 21 15 11 47 89 57 47 193
Percentage 44,68% 31,91% 23,40% 100,00% 46,11% 29,53% 24,35% 100,00%
Average 1,5 3,9 5,9 3,30 1,47 3,95 6,06 3,32
Number 22 17 8 47 87 58 48 193
Percentage 46,81% 36,17% 17,02% 100,00% 45,08% 30,05% 24,87% 100,00%
Average 1,5 3,9 5,6 3,09 1,44 3,81 6,06 3,30
Number 23 13 11 47 88 54 51 193
Percentage 48,94% 27,66% 23,40% 100,00% 45,60% 27,98% 26,42% 100,00%
Average 1,6 4 6 3,27 1,45 3,78 6,1 3,33
Number 19 16 12 47 85 58 50 193
Percentage 40,43% 34,04% 25,53% 100,00% 44,04% 30,05% 25,91% 100,00%
Average 1,6 3,8 6 3,41 1,44 3,72 6,17 3,35
Number 18 17 12 47 86 58 49 193
Percentage 38,30% 36,17% 25,53% 100,00% 44,56% 30,05% 25,39% 100,00%
Average 1,6 3,7 6,2 3,51 1,47 3,81 6,23 3,38
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4. Electoral Competition

Year Africa Asia Eastern Europe La�n America
Western 

Europe and 
Others

Sum Total Percentage

2006 1 1 5 20,00%
2007 1 1 1 3 5 60,00%
2008 1 1 2 5 40,00%
2009 1 1 1 3 5 60,00%
2010 1 1 1 1 1 5 5 100,00%
2011 1 1 1 3 5 60,00%
2012 1 1 1 1 4 5 80,00%
2013 1 1 1 3 5 60,00%
2014 1 1 1 3 5 60,00%
2015 1 1 1 3 5 60,00%
2016 1 1 1 3 5 60,00%
Total 9 7 5 5 7 33 55 60,00%

Percentage 81,82% 63,64% 45,45% 45,45% 63,64%

4.1 No Electoral Compe��on

Año África Asia Europa Oriental La�noamérica
Europa 

Occidental y 
Otros Estados

Suma En total Porcentaje

2006 0 5 0,00%
2007 1 1 2 5 40,00%
2008 1 1 2 5 40,00%
2009 1 1 2 5 40,00%
2010 0 5 0,00%
2011 1 1 2 5 40,00%
2012 0 5 0,00%
2013 1 1 2 5 40,00%
2014 1 1 2 5 40,00%
2015 1 1 5 20,00%
2016 1 1 2 5 40,00%
Total 2 1 5 5 2 15 55 27,27%

Porcentaje 18,18% 9,09% 45,45% 45,45% 18,18%

4.2 Scarce Electoral Compe��on
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Year Africa Asia Eastern 
Europe La�n America

Western 
Europe and 
other states

Addi�on Compe��ve 
elec�ons Percentage

2006 1 1 1 3 4 75,00%
2007 0 2 0,00%
2008 1 1 3 33,33%
2009 1 1 2 50,00%
2010 0 0 0,00%
2011 0 2 0,00%
2012 0 1 0,00%
2013 1 1 2 50,00%
2014 1 1 2 50,00%
2015 1 1 2 2 100,00%
2016 1 1 2 50,00%
Total 1 3 1 5 0 10 22 45,45%

4.3 Number of elec�ons where a state be�er suited for the HRC lost an elec�on against a less suited state
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2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
Germany Germany Germany Angola Angola Angola
Saudi Arabia Angola Angola Saudi Arabia Saudi Arabia Saudi Arabia
Algeria Saudi Arabia Saudi Arabia Argen�na Argen�na Austria
Argen�na Azerbaijan Argen�na Bahrain Bahrain Bangladesh
Azerbaijan Bangladesh Azerbaijan Bangladesh Bangladesh Belgium
Bahrain Bolivia Bahrain Belgium Belgium Benin
Bangladesh Bosnia-Herzegovina Bangladesh Bolivia Brazil Botswana
Brazil Brazil Bolivia Bosnia-Herzegovina Burkina Faso Burkina Faso
Cameroon Cameroon Bosnia-Herzegovina Brazil Cameroon Cameroon
Canada Canada Brazil Burkina Faso Chile Chile
China China Cameroon Chile Cuba Costa Rica
Cuba Cuba Canada China Djibou� Cuba
Djibou� Djibou� Chile Cuba Ecuador Djibou�
Ecuador Egypt China Djibou� Slovakia Ecuador
Philippines Slovenia Cuba Egypt Spain Spain
Finlanda Philippines Djibou� Slovakia United States United States
France France Egypt Slovenia France Philippines
Gabon Gabon Slovakia United States Gabon Guatemala
Ghana Ghana Slovenia Philippines Ghana Hungary
Guatemala Guatemala Philippines France Guatemala India
India India France Gabon Hungary Indonesia
Indonesia Indonesia Gabon Ghana Japan Italy
Japan Italy Ghana Hungary Jordan Jordan
Jordan Japan India India Kyrgyzstan Kyrgyzstan 
Malaysia Jordan Indonesia Indonesia Libya Kuwait
Mali Madagascar Italy Italy Malaysia Libya
Morocco Malaysia Japan Japan Maldives Malaysia
Mauri�us Mali Jordan Jordan Mauri�us Maldives
Mexico Mauri�us Madagascar Kyrgyzstan Mauritania Mauri�us
Nigeria Mexico Malaysia Madagascar Mexico Mauritania
Netherlands Nicaragua Mauri�us Mauri�us Moldova Mexico
Pakistan Nigeria Mexico Mexico Nigeria Moldova
Peru Netherlands Nicaragua Nicaragua Norway Nigeria
Poland Pakistan Nigeria Nigeria Pakistan Norway
United Kingdom Peru Netherlands Norway Poland Peru
Czech Republic Qatar Pakistan Netherlands Qatar Poland
South Korea United Kingdom Qatar Pakistan United Kingdom Qatar
Romania South Korea United Kingdom Qatar South Korea Czech Republic
Russia Romania South Korea United Kingdom Russia Republic of the Congo
Senegal Russia Russia South Korea Senegal Romania
Sri Lanka Sri Lanka Burkina Faso Cameroon China China
South Africa Senegal Senegal Russia Switzerland Russia
Switzerland South Africa South Africa Senegal Thailand Senegal
Tunesia Switzerland Switzerland South Africa Ukraine Switzerland
Ukraine Ukraine Ukraine Ukraine Uganda Thailand
Uruguay Uruguay Uruguay Uruguay Uruguay Uganda
Zambia Zambia Zambia Zambia Zambia Uruguay

5. Members of the CHR
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2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
Germany Germany Albania Albania Albania
Angola Saudi Arabia Germany Germany Germany
Argen�na Algeria Saudi Arabia Saudi Arabia Saudi Arabia
Austria Argen�na Algeria Algeria Bangladesh
Benin Austria Argen�na Bangladesh Belgium
Botswana Benin Bangladesh Belgium Bolivia
Brazil Botswana Bolivia Bolivia Botswana
Burkina Faso Brazil Botswana Botswana Brazil
Chile Burkina Faso Brazil Burundi Burundi
Costa Rica Chile China China China
Ecuador Costa Rica Cuba Cuba Croa�a
United Arab Emirates Ivory Coast El Salvador Ecuador Cuba
Spain Cuba United Arab Emirates El Salvador Ecuador
United States Emirates Arabes Unidos United States United Arab Emirates Egypt
Estonia United States Estonia Slovenia El Salvador
Ethiopia Estonia Ethiopia Ethiopia United Arab Emirates
Philippines Ethiopia France Philippines United States
Gabon Philippines Gabon France Ethiopia
Guatemala France Ghana Georgia Philippines
India Gabon India Ghana Georgia
Indonesia India Indonesia India Ghana
Ireland Indonesia Ireland Indonesia Hungary
Italy Ireland Japan Kenya India
Japan Italy Kazakhstan Kyrgyzstan Indonesia
Kazakhstan Japan Kenya Latvia Iraq
Kenya Kazakhstan Latvia Macedonia Japan
Kuwait Kenya Macedonia Maldives Kenya
Libya Kuwait Maldives Morocco Kyrgyzstan 
Malaysia Macedonia Morocco Mexico Latvia
Maldives Maldives Mexico Mongolia Mongolia
Mauritania Morocco Montenegro Namibia Nigeria
Moldova Mexico Namibia Nigeria Netherlands
Montenegro Montenegro Nigeria Netherlands Panama
Pakistan Namibia Netherlands Panama Paraguay
Peru Pakistan Pakistan Paraguay Portugal
Poland Peru Paraguay Portugal Qatar
Qatar United Kingdom Portugal Qatar United Kingdom
Czech Republic Czech Republic Qatar United Kingdom Republic of the Congo
Republic of the Congo Republic of the Congo United Kingdom Republic of the Congo South Korea
South Korea South Korea Republic of the Congo South Korea Rwanda
Ivory Coast China Ivory Coast Ivory Coast Ivory Coast
Romania Romania South Korea Russia Slovenia
Sierra Leone Russia Russia South Africa South Africa
Switzerland Sierra Leone Sierra Leone Switzerland Switzerland
Thailand South Africa South Africa Togo Togo
Uganda Venezuela Venezuela Venezuela Tunesia
Venezuela Vietnam Vietnam Vietnam Venezuela


