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THE UNITED NATIONS: MANAGEMENT,
FINANCE, AND REFORM

THURSDAY, OCTOBER 26, 1995

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL OPERATIONS AND
HUMAN RIGHTS,
Washington, DC.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10 a.m. in room 2172,
Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Christopher H. Smith (chair-
man of the subcommittee) presiding.

Mr. SMITH. The subcommittee will come to order.

I am pleased to convene this hearing of the Subcommittee on
International Operations and Human Rights. This is the second in
a series of hearln%s on the United Nations. The first hearing was
held by the full International Relations Committee on Tuesday.
Witnesses at that hearing called our attention to the fact that the
United States is simultaneously the biggest debtor and the biggest
contributor to the United Nations. That is, even with the arrear-
ages that accumulated during the 1980’s, the United States still
contributes more than any country. This is in part because of the
contribution levels that reflect the relative wealth of member
states.

As we observe the 50th anniversary of the United Nations, it is
important to recognize that the United Nations and its affiliate or-
ganizations inspire strong feelings among Americans. To put it

luntly, some see the organization as doing more harm than good.
In this view, the United States tolerates waste and even corruption
on a scale that would not be permitted by governments and would
not be permitted by modern private enterprises.

Many Americans also regard the General Assembly and some of
the organizations affiliated with the United Nations as hostile to
democracy and freedom. It has been very hard to forget the “Zion-
ism is Racism” resolution, or the domination of the great General
Assembly for so many years by nations that called themselves
nonaligned, but they always voted with the Soviet bloc and against
the free world.

Even today some of the social and economic pronouncements of
the international organizations and conferences seem to ignore the
most important lesson of the 20th century: That all-powerful gov-
eﬁnments are bad for people and that free societies are good for
them.

Defenders of international organizations often hold exactly the
opposite view. They see the United Nations as the best hope not
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only for world peace, but also for economic justice and social
progress.

Many of us in Congress see some truth in both of these perspec-
tives. There are many important functions in which international
cooperation is essential, such as traditional peacekeeping oper-
ations, reducing infant mortality and world hunger, protecting refu-
gees from persecution, and bringing war criminals to justice. In all
of these—in all these cases, an international organization appears
to be the most efficient and effective solution, and in some cases
it may be the only solution.

Even in these areas, however, there is evidence that the current
system may not be working. We will hear today about problems not
only in the general management of the United Nations, but also in
the peacekeeping operation in the Western Sahara and War Crimes
Tribunal for the former Yugoslavia and Rwanda.

Our job as friends of the United Nations and other international
organizations is to do what we can to help them fulfill their origi-
nal goals. Sound management, even when imposed at the insist-
ence of donor nations, is not just compatible with these goals, but
affirmatively helpful.

Finally, we must remember the people who are not enjoying the
50th anniversary celebration. These include the enslaved people of
all the totalitarian states of ~he world, the people of Cuba, the peo-
ple of the People’s Republic of China, of North Korea and Burma,
Iraq and Libya, whose unelected rulers have come to New York to
enhance their own international prestige and thereby consolidate
their power over their own people.

As President Clinton met with Jiang Zemin yesterday, a small
group of Tibetans were outside in the cold, bearing witness for free-
dom by fasting and prayer. The United Nations’ hierarchy has re-
sponded to the plight of the Tibetan people not only by toasting the
Chinese representative and the other official representatives that
occupy Tibet, but also by not allowing the Dalai Lama the oppor-
tunity to speak on the premises of the United Nations.

These are the same premises that have served as a forum for
Fidel Castro, Josef Stalin, and Yasir Arafat and for every other
kind of extremist and even for known terrorists, but they were too
good for the Dalai Lama. After 50 years, the United Nations still
has a long way to go.

I look forward to hearing from our witnesses. I should state for
the record that we made a concerted effort to bring witnesses to
this hearing who could offer an informed defense of the United Na-
tions. In particular, we invited Ambassador Albright, U.N. Perma-
nent Representative, and Joseph Connor, the Under Secretary Gen-
eral for Management, or their designees.

Unfortunately, neither the administration nor the United Na-
tions chose to send a witness today. In the case of the United Na-
tions, we have been informed that the organization does not permit
its officials to appear at public hearings before committees of na-
tional legislatures. We offered to call this a briefing instead of a
hearing in order tv address that problem, but we have been in-
formed that a briefing by a U.N. official must be closed to the pub-
lic. The International Relations Committee has held such briefings
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(biefore and we have no objection to holding them again and we will
0 80.

I would like to ask Mr. Faleomavaega if he has a statement?

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Chairman, thank you for calling this
hearing. I don’t have an opening statement, but I do want to sub-
mit for the record a very comprehensive article on this subject that
appeared in the Sunday Washington Post that was written by Sen-
ator Kassebaum and our own member of the House International
Relations Committee, Congressman Lee Hamilton. The article pret-
ty much outlines a very broad and comprehensive need for our
country to address some of the critical issues affecting the organi-
zation of the United Nations and our national policies toward this
international organization.

[Article submitted for the record appears in the appendix.]

I know that over the years, the United Nations has become some-
what of an employment agency more so than an organization
known for providing effective means to resolve the ills and prob-
lems we face in the world. With that in mind, I look forward to
hearing from our witnesses this morning, and especially welcome
Congressman Scarborough.

Mr. SMITH. Thank you, Mr. Faleomavaega.

I would like to welcome to the subcommittee our distinguished
colleague, Joe Scarborough, who was first elected to Congress from
the First Congressional District of Florida last year. Prior to his
election, Mr. Scarborough worked as a lawyer and a community ac-
tivist in Pensacola, FL, and in the 104th Congress he has emerged
clearly as a leader, and has worked as a leader of the New Federal-
ist group within the freshman class, and has had a real impact on
the proceedings of this Congress.

Joe, welcome to the subcommittee.

STATEMENT _f HON. JOE SCARBOROUGH, A REPRESENTA-
TIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF FLORIDA

Mr. SCARBOROUGH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I certainly appre-
ciate your inviting me to speak this morning. I apologize that I'm
a substitute for Ambassador Albright, but I do believe that we may
have some different views of the future of the United Nations, but
I think it is important to start out by saying that even Ambassador
Albright, this past week, has come out and said the United Nations
must reform or die.

Therefore, I think it is extremely important that this hearing is
being held, that we are having a thoughtful discussion on the fu-
ture of the United Nations and the role of the United States going
into the 21st century.

Before I begin my testimony, I think it is important to echo what
was stated this past week in a cover story for the New Republic
which stated that the United States should remove itself from the
U.N. General Assembly and the author, Mr. Lind, started out by
talking about the fallacy of false choices that Americans have been
given in the past. And as the New Republic wrote: “Many believe
we will have a false choice between Wilsonian utopian globalists or
knuckle-dragging isolationists.”

Right now Ft me just say I don’t care to be called either. I agree
with you that international operations are essential and that we
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have humanitarian interests across the globe. It is just my belief
that the United Nations is not the analytical construct we need to
continue with in the 21st century to take care of these concerns.

Of course, this past week we did observe the 50th anniversary
of the United Nations and discussed the role we will have in that
organization in the next century. As many of you know here, I have
introduced legislation that will remove the United States from the
U.N. General Assembly in the next century or at the very least, re-
duce that role to'a minimal role that is consistent with our strate-
gic and foreign policy objectives.

We have heard much during the 50th anniversary celebrations
about the United Nations and how it needs reform and how the
United Nations really does serve a vital role. But before addressing
those viewpoints, I would like to first discuss a few points about
where we are today in 1995 with the United Nations.

First of all, I believe all agree that the United Nations is an or-
ganization that is a bureaucratic nightmare. It is inefficient, bloat-
ed and corrupt. This past week, we had everybody from Pat Bu-
chanan on the right, to Pat Moynihan on the left, all printing each
other’s quotes and saying that the United Nations is inefficient, in-
effective and corrupt. No one is disputing that. Not the U.N.’s fierc-
est detractors nor its strongest supporters. All agree that it is a
failed agency.

I heard someone speak before the hearing that they used to work
at the United Nations and that it was a nightmare for them. In
fact, there was an old joke that goes: How many people work at the
United Nations? The answer is about 25 percent of them.

Boutros Boutros-Ghali himself, in 1992, was absolutely stunned
at the inefficiency of the United Nations, particularly in Geneva.
And the joke, I thought it would be humorous if it didn’t ring so
true today in 1995. Yet the United Nations, we are told, is going
bankrupt and as you mentioned earlier this morning, its decrepid
financial state has been caused in large measure, many believe, be-
cause the United States has refused to pay what it owes, approxi-
mately $1.4 billion.

Obviously, I believe this is a blatantly misleading statement. The
United States does pay out approximately $4 billion a year in vol-
untary contributions that are not even counted against our total.
Where is the money going? No one here seems to be able to say,
but we are assured in all confidence by the U.N.’s accountant that
we still owe them more money.

The fact is that the United States actually is paying out approxi-
mately $1.5 billion each year in in-kind contributions to our peace-
keeping missions across the globe. That is something that is not
credited to our account and yet as a member of the National Secu-
rity Committee I know full well that that is something that we as
American taxpayers do pay for, whether the United Nations recog-
nized that fact or not. We still have the Secretary of Defense com-
ing before our committee begging us for emergency appropriations
to continue U.S. missions, because our readiness has been robbed
because of these U.N. peacekeeping missions. And yet for the bil-
lions of dollars that we pay out for the U.N. expanded role for
peacekeeping operations, we get absolutely no credit.



If you take what we owe the United Nations each year in our
yearly assessment, and the $1.4 or $1.5 billion on top of that that
we contribute in in-kind contributions to peacekeeping missions
across the globe, we pay well beyond what our yearly assessment
is. And, of course, that’s something that has been brushed over this
Keek and something that I find quite honestly intellectually dis-

onest.

Beyond this simple financial contribution, there is more pressin
and fundamental questions of whether or not in 1995 the Unite
Nations still makes sense for the United States, let, alone. the rest
of the world. Today the United States is the world’s unchallenged
superpower. In such an environment, we have a responsibility to
husband our resources and use them wisely.

Yet our membership in the United Nations effectively puts us
into the role of global policeman, a sort of “globocop” using our as-
sets wherever a majority of the United Nations’ members see it
necessary to go. This is dangerous, as we saw in Somalia and it
may be dangerous again in Bosnia. Perhaps we have interests in
both places, but my point is that a majority vote of the United Na-
tions will not tell us and should not tell us what our own national
security interests are.

The idealism of the United Nations is a wonderful thing. It was
a wonderful thing back in 1945 when it began, but my belief is that
it is dangerously naive and ignores global political realities. There
is a quote that I found while doing some research that I find abso-
lutely astonishing that was made by Cordell Hull who, of course,
was the Secretary of State who actually helped frame the ideologi-
cal basis of the United Nations.

Fifty years ago, as he was returning from a conference in Moscow
to begin setting up the United Nations, Secretary Hull said, after
the United Nations is formed, “there will no longer be the need for
spheres of influence for alliances, for balance of power or for any
other arrangements by which in the unhappy past the nations
strove to safeguard their security or promote their interests.”

One ambassador to the United States said that was one of the
most regrettable statements ever made in the history of American
diplomacy, and I agree. Unfortunately, that was the ideological
framework that established the United Nations.

It is my belief that such an approach fosters the nonsensical no-
tion that there is some nebulous thing called a world community
and it ignores the unhappy reality of the world in which we live.

Whether we calculate tEe value of the United Nations based on
the cost-benefit analysis or on the basis of our role as a foreign pol-
icy apparatus, it is clear to me and many others that the United
Nations is not good for America. But let’s just say for a moment
that the United Nations does serve a vital role without which the
world will somehow stop spinning on its axis. The question re-
mains, can the United Nations be reformed and be made to work?
That is a question that lies at the center of this hearing.

The United Nations advocates say, yes, but I say such optimism
is naive and ignores 50 years of history.

To begin with, we have already been down that road. The so-
called Kassebaum-Solomon reforms of the mid 1980’s were a seri-
ous effort to improve the United Nations, but unfortunately they
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have disappeared without making a ripple. That was the call back
in 1985 when the Kassebaum-Solomon reforms took effect.

Unfortunately, very few will come before you today in 1995 and
say with a straight face that the United Nations is anymore effi-
cient or effective in 1995 than it was in 1985 when those series of
reforms were started. The fact is that an organization that has over
180 members will be hard to reform simply because consensus on
reform will be, to put it mildly, problematic.

There are too many fingers in too many pots to make real reform
and real accountability of the United Nations even remotely achiev-
able. However, there are those who will argue that, whatever its
flaws, the U.N. organization is vital and that we cannot abandon
it. That strikes me as singularly wrong.

Think about the momentous event of the last 50 years. The Mar-
shall plan, NATO, the end of the cold war, the collapse of the So-
viet Union, the reunification of Germany, the Israeli-PLO peace
agreements, the GATT Agreement, the Camp David accords, the
opening of China, detente. Ask yourself this: In which of these
grfe%t historical achievements did the United Nations play a critical
role?

The answer is, quite simply, not one. And those were the great
achievements of the past 50 years and the United Nations has been
a passive bystander, an expansive public relations tool, but a non-
entity in the historical record spanning the second half of this ex-
tremely tumultuous century.

The fact is that right now we have at our disposal the means to
conduct our foreign policy well into the 21st century. The alliances
and bilateral agreements that were created in the cold war, NATO,
the alliances with Japan and South Korea, the Rio Pact and others,
define the areas of our historic national interests. They are not the
constructs of an idealistic Wilsonian globalist, rather they are the
practical products of our needs in the hair-trigger world that we
lived in, and that to some degree we still live in.

If these institutions are not allowed to whither, if they are fos-
tered and supported and modified to meet the challenges facing us
in the 21st century, then they will provide us with the tools with
which we conduct our foreign policy into the 21st century.

There is another point that is particularly relevant to us who
serve in Congress because it touches on our role and our respon-
sibilities.

I believe it is bad enough that the United Nations is a wasteful
bureaucratic nightmare. It is bad enough that it distorts our for-
eign policy by taking us down the path of globalism without asking
hard questions regarding our own national interests. But worse
than that is the fact that the United Nations has done horrible
things to our own political environment.

The United Nations has been used by the executive branch to
weaken the role of the legislative branch in the realm of foreign
and military affairs. We saw it in Haiti where the President sought
permission to invade from the United Nations, but bypassed the
U.S. Congress. We saw it in the Persian Gulf war where the Presi-
dent used the U.N.’s approval to maneuver Congress into support-
ing the war. Now, I make no judgments on the merits or demerits
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of those actions. Nor do I claim that it is the United Nations’ fault
that it has been used cynically by our own domestic politics.

However, clearly, especially with the end of the cold war, we in
this Congress have an obligation to restore the historic balance be-
tween the legislative and the executive branches of this Govern-
ment. If we are given a choice between preserving the U.N. Charter
and constitutional balance, I humbly suggest we choose constitu-
tional balance.” -

Mr. Chairman, I would like to thank you once again for permit-
ting me to have the opgortunity to come before you. I realize that
I have strayed a little bit from the strict focus on the United Na-
tions, but my premise is that it is idle to talk about reforming the
United Nations and that we must instead turn our attention to the
next century. Not to a failed institution of this one. Needless to
say, I have covered much ground without much elaboration, so I
will be pleased to answer any questions that any members of the
subcommittee might have for me.

['I(‘ll}e ]prepared statement of Mr. Scarborough appears in the ap-
pendix.

Mr. SMITH. Mr. Scarborough, I want to thank you for your very
incitive remarks. I think the comments you make are, I think,
probably the harbinger of what this subcommittee and others are

oing to begin to really start looking at. And that is that, you
ow, either fix it or make fundamental changes. And as you said,
some people are even suggesting that we get out rather than per-
petuate a system and a process that is fraught with corruption and
mismanagement. As you pointed out, 10 years after the reforms
were encouraged, only a minimal amount of things have been done,
a minimal number of reforms have been tried, and that is tragic.

I served as delegate to the United Nations in 1989 and, frankly,
was bitterly disappointed in much of what I saw; encouraged by
some things, but very disappointed by many of the other things I
saw, from the ineffectiveness of some of the rapporteurs when it
came to human rights, the so-called dialogs they would have with
Ig{overnment,s that were just—this is what some people are saying.

ow do you respond; no capability of verifying, of really making a
difference. And, you know, it is improved somewhat, but not any-
where near where it makes a difference.

You pointed out, and I think rightfully so, if you count the in-
kind contributions to peacekeeping, our contribution far exceeds
our assessment. And in this committee, we heard last winter from
the administration that if the original language that was contained
in H.R. 7 were to be enacted, which called for a very strict account-
ing of our in-kind contributions, the United Nations would probably
owe us money and that our contributions would be zero for sure in
terms of actual cash being donated to peacekeeping, all underscor-
ing the point that you made so well, that we are indeed not getting
credit and are actually enduring tirades against us, when we are
contributing so much more than what is actually being shown on
the ledger, and I think that was an excellent point to remind the
subcommittee about.

I would also agree, too, that the United Nations very often has
been a problem in the area of peacekeeping. There are some posi-
tive peacekeeping operations and a number of very negative ones.
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UNPROFOR, as I have said very clearly and frequently in this
committee, as well as on the floor, very often has been part of the
problem, treating both the perpetrators of these crimes against
Bosnia and ethnic cleansing and the victims alike as though both
were coequals.

One is the aggressor and one is not. We have all, I think, come
to the conclusion, based on volumes of testimony and information
that the Serbs are the aggressors in this war trying to create a
greater Serbia. Yet the United Nations, time and time again, has
stepped in to frustrate efforts to make a difference.

And I fault our own Government, previous administration and
this one as well, for hiding behind the arms embargo to preclude
the provision of necessary armaments to a sovereign nation, the
sovereign nation of Bosnia, which would have made the diplomacy
work. I will argue that and I believe it to be very true.

Instead, now we are faced with a bleak prospect, which I have
profound trouble with, of deploying 20,000 of our troops to enforce
an unjust peace, an ethnically cleansed map. Again, the United Na-
tions has been part of this trend toward treating the perpetrators
and the victims in an equal manner and treat them—these are war
criminals, and I think we should have been behind the Izetbegovic
and Sacirbey governments as a country that was under siege. And
the United Nations, again, provided the buffer for the perpetrators.

I'm not blaming them completely, but they were part of the prob-
lerﬁxs and not part of the solutions. I think your points are very well
taken.

And then let me just say finally, having spent 7 days in Cairo
and a number of days in Beijing, the social engineering that the
United Nations so often and shamelessly engages in tries to impose
a certain value system on many nations of the world that have a
more traditional value system, revering children and the impor-
tance of the family. Bella Abzug literally claims that she writes
and then seeks to implement an extremely left-of-center agenda for
these countries and the United Nations goes along, its Secretaries
and others go along hook, line and sinker and promote that, with
a nondemocratic process.

I have seen and talked to the delegates. I was there at two of
these conferences, where the chairman, of one of the subcommittees
or of the full committee, of the main committee, says we will send
people out into a room and they must come to a consensus and we
want this by such and such a date. So the delegates are, almost
like certain juries of recent date, are sequestered and told, you
come up with a decision.

Even if they believe one way, they end up going along with some-
thing that they don’t believe in. That is not the way it should be
either, I would suggest to you.

So you bring up a number of great points and finally the point
about the administration, as they did in Haiti, going to the United
Nations and not to Congress, as the administration probably will
do with the Bosnia deployment, bypassing the duly elected rep-
resentatives of the people and of the kids who will go there, the
young men and young women who will go there. It is shameless.
And without the United Nations ilaying that role, the President
would have to come here, and my hope is that he will, but my ex-
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pectation is that he won’t and will seek an after-the-fact affirma-
tion once the troops are deployed in the way he did with Haiti.

So you make a number of very, very good points and it is excel-
lent testimony and food for thought, and I think we have—you
know, you make some bold statements and your legislation cer-
tainly is bold. You are to be commended, I think, for standing up
and saying, now, wait a minute. There are problems here ang we
need to bring a focus upon it.

Mr. Faleomavaega.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Before proceed-
ing, I would like to submit for the record a statement of Congress-
man Don Payne from New Jersey, my fellow colleague. I cannot
help but note some of the comments that Congressman Payne
makes concerning his observations about the United Nations which
are worth mentioning.

[Materials submitted for the record appear in the appendix.]

I could not agree more with Congressman Scarborough’s observa-
tions about the United Nations’ lack of organization, its problems
with finance, the problems with the bureaucracy, as I have stated
earlier. It is becoming more of an employment agency, and I have
personally encountered a lot of unqualified personnel in my experi-
ence in dealing with officials of the United Nations.

But taking all of this into account, Congressman, and Mr. Chair-
man, I have a different perspective that I want to share with you
and I certainly would welcome Congressman Scarborough’s re-
sponse.

I think when it comes to bearing on the history of our own coun-
try that our Founding Fathers, when they drafted the Constitution,
everybody thought this is one of the greatest documents ever cre-
ated by man. The essence of the greatness of this document was
that it spelled out the ideals, the democratic principles outlining all
that is dear to our hearts as far as conduct from one human being
to another.

The point I am making is that our Founding Fathers purposely
drafted this document allowing flexibility, knowirg that human na-
ture embodied so many imperfections. In the process, after over
200 years now, we have evolved in focusing on some of these prin-
ciples that have always been there, but have never been in reality
enforced. Supposedly the Constitution is color blind, but we all
know the history of that; the advent of the Civil War to stop slav-
ery, the great principles outlined by President Lincoln, with the re-
sult being the girth of civil rights.

So we see that this is the miracle and the greatness of our Na-
tion and the Constitution. Given these principles, we are evolving
in perfecting those standards and those principles that make us
such a great country where diversity is protected and promoted.

Mr. Chairman, I feel that these basic principles also govern the
United Nations.

Quoting from Congressman Payne’s statement, it says:

We the peoples of the United Nations, determined to save succeeding generations
from the scourge of war, which twice in our lifetime has brought untold sorrow to
mankind, and to reaffirm faith and fundamental human rights, in the dignity and
worth of the human person, in the egjual rights of men and women and of nations,

large and small, and to establish conditions under justice and respect for the obliga-
tions arising from treaties and other sources of international law can be maintained,
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So on and so on. :

But here is the point that I want to share with Congressman
Scarborough and Mr. Chairman. Congressman Payne makes this
observation: African-American leaders have always been actively
engaged in the development of the United Nations. Another promi-
nent African-American in attendance was Ralph Bunche, then rep-
resenting our Department of State. The following year, Bunche be-
came involved with the United Nations’ Trusteeship Council,
formed to safeguard the welfare ana interests of nonself-governing
pfoples. At that time, I think there were 79 nonself-governing peo-
ples.

Later, Mr. Bunche distinguished himself, the United Nations,
and all African-Americans by being the recipient of the Nobel
Peace Prize for his negotiation of the Israeli and Palestine conflict.

Bunche devoted the remainder of his working life to the United
Nations until his death in 1967. In citing two United Nation’s ac-
complishments, Mr. Chairman, smallpox was eradicated from the
planet after a 13-year effort by the World Health Organization in
1980. Child mortality rates in the developing countries have been
halved since 1960, increasing life expectancy from 37 to 67 years.
The World Meteorological Organization has spared millions of peo-
ple from the calamitous effects of both natural and man-made dis-
asters through its early warning systems.

There are several other examples that Mr. Payne cites and
shares with the members of the committee. I think we, again, can
draw a scale to reflect what are the failures and what are the suc-
cesses that the United Nations can be noted for for the past 50
years. And I would say, and I think Congressman Scarborough, you
hit it right on the nailhead with the question: Can we reform the
United Nations for improvement? ,

I honestly believe that we can make improvements, we can seek
reformation to better the organization. But for one to say to totally
eliminate the organization of the United Nations, I would respect-
fully disagree with my good friend, Mr. Scarborough.

As far as the financial obligations, I think we should hold the
U.N.s feet to the fire. Why should we contribute more when we
know of the inefficiencies of how the organization currently func-
tions? Hopefully, they are making every sincere effort to correct
these deficiencies. UNESCO is a good example. Finally, they are
coming to recognize we mean business because we are not going to
contribute if they don’t correct these problems.

Another problem, as I observed over the years, we can reform
and make improvements concerning Japan. They are probably the
largest per capita contributor to the World Health Organization,
making it seem as if they are the ones who are really running the
organization and I don’t agree with that. But I think with all that
has been said, on the balance, I honestly believe that improve-
ments and reforms can be made with the United Nations, despite
its failures and problems that we have encountered over the years.

There’s tremendous value with this international organization,
and I say this in reaction to Congressman Scarborough’s very com-
prehensive and thoughtful statement. I would welcome any sugges-
tions or offerings to my comments.
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Problems that we have with regional organizations that we are
involved in are dealt with on a bilateral basis in treaties, but I
think our Constitution is quite clear on how we should deal with
regional and international organizations. I think that is a positive
note and I don’t think we should just shut ourselves off from this
very important organization, despite all the problems that we have
encountered with the United Nations. -

I just wanted to make those observations, Mr. Chairman. I gladly
welcome our good friend’s response to those observations.

Mr. SCARBOROUGH. Thank you. I certainly appreciate your obser-
vations.

Let me just say, and perhaps I should have been a bit more clear
in my introduction, I think the United States does have a respon-
sibility, not only for our own interests, but also we have a respon-
sibility as the lone superpower on this planet to be a force for good
and to be a force for idealism and idealistic things that we have
promoted for years.

What my bill discusses is getting out of the United Nations prop-
er. Even once we are out of the United Nations and start removing
ourselves from some of these peacekeeping operations we will still
be able to participate in humanitarian efforts and efforts that much
like the effort you mentioned in smallpox or child mortality rates
going down, we can still contribute. We can still participate volun-
tarily, and I think if there are certain functions for the United Na-
tions that are productive in the nonmilitary role, then I think that
is something we should look toward.

As you quoted from Congressman Payne, he talked about the be-
lief and the ideals of fighting against the scourge of wars, of fight-
ing against human rights violations, fighting for the dignity of
human life and the respect of treaties. These are all things that I
obviously agree with.

I would just suggest that there are other frameworks through
which we could promote these things. And I must take a bit excep-
tion, though, with the comment or the—the mistaken belief that
the United Nations has for 50 years been effective in promoting
human rights across the globe. It certainly was not a deterrent to
Stalinism or the mass slaughters in the Soviet Union following
World War II.

Now, we hear this year estimates that Chairman Mao, once tak-
ing control of Communist China in 1949, may have actually killed
even more Chinese than anybcdy else, maybe killed well over 30
million Chinese. Certainly the United Nations was ineffective in
stopping that slaughter. Or we could bring it closer to home and
see what happened in Rwanda where the United Nations, again,
failed miserably in those efforts.

So I certainly believe the United States should do whatever it
can in the 21st century to prevent the scourge of war and protect
the dignity of human life. I just believe the United Nations has
been a failure over the past 50 vears, despite the framework and
the idealism that was the underpinning of the analytical construct
that set up the United Nations, which was positive.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. I think, Congressman, there is one area that
I would agree with you, and that has been a consistent pattern of
ineffectiveness with the United Nations, even within the realm of
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the Security Council, when it comes to military, strategic or secu-
rity interests. Whether it be on a bilateral or regional basis, we
have always known that the United Nations has been very ineffec-
tive, just as is being proven right now, with the handling of a very
delicate situation in Bosnia.

I think it has been proven that on anything dealing with military
issues, the United Nations just could not get its act together. I
don’t think it is the fault of the institution, per se, but it is just
simply the fact that when the big boys play the games, the super-
powers will have to deal with the problem.

We still can’t resolve this issue of security interests and whether
our own soldiers or sailors should be under foreign command. As
a Vietnam veteran, I would be very uneasy and hesitant to have
a foreign commander tell me to shoot someone and I don’t even
know what he is saying. That is quite an obvious problem we face
even with our own involvement with NATO, that over the years we
have become very effective at simply because we had a common
enemy, the Soviet Union, with the containment policy and domino
theory. We all know about this.

When it comes down to nonmilitary security interests, as you
have stated earlier, I think the United Nations has made fantastic
strides in helping resolve some of the social and economic ills. But
on military involvement, I couldn’t agree with you more. Perhaps
as part of the reform efforts, we should advocate that military ac-
tion and security interests be left solely within the hands of the Se-
curity Council or the permanent members, and not get the rest of
the other countries involved simply because of their lack of re-
sources or political will. I agree with you on that aspect.

Mr. SCARBOROUGH. Let me just say that is the main thrust of my
argument. We can remain involved in humanitarian interests if
that is what the United States decides to do. But my main concern
has been the expanded peacekeeping role of not only the United
States, but the United Nations. And it is—it is a dreadful mistake.

The prospect of reforming that are exceedingly grim. You men-
tioned the U.S. Constitution and then talked about the U.N. Char-
ter. The fact of the matter is, if you read the U.N. Charter, it was
set up to stop sovereign states from invading other sovereign
states. We have gone well beyond that in the 1990’s and now we
are getting involved in civil wars. We have gotten involved in a
civil war in Somalia. We are getting involved in a civil war in
Bosnia.

We had testimony before the National Security Committee where
we had people testifying that the United Nations needs to remain
involved in Bosnia to, quote, “reknit the fabric of Bosnia.”

Let me tell you something: That is not our responsibility. Even
if it were our responsibility to reknit the fabric of Bosnia, we would
be ill-equipped to do that because Bosnia cannot even reknit the
fabric of Bosnia. That is country building and that is something
that we cannot do. And it is dangerous to say we are going to send
one division, 25,000 Americans, to Bosnia for 1 year, to try to make
peace out of a situation that has been going on for a thousand
years.

We have a general from the United Nations condemning the
U.N.’s role in Bosnia, talking about the failure of the Bosnian mili-
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tary operations and to cite how we couldr’t go in and idealistically
reknit the fabric of Bosnia. He talked about going and seeing the
slaughters of Serbs—not of Serbs but of Muslims. And there was
a Serb there and the Serb said to him, “It serves them right.” And
he said, why. He said, for what they did to us in 1398, something
along those lines.

So my point is, I agree with you on the peacekeeping role.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Congressman, I just want to say one more
thing, that I think also it is the force of the personality of the lead-
ers involved and I point to the Persian Gulf war, a classic example
of the U.N.’s success, if you will. The fact that we were able to gar-
ner international support under the United Nations, even though
it may not have been military contributions from all, was very sig-
nificant. The moral support given by other countries to the Gulf
war operations affirmed the blessing of the Security Council and
the General Assembly, resulting in the successful expulsion of Sad-
dam Hussein’s forces from Kuwait. Again, it is a matter of interest.
You can pick and choose.

Mr. SCARBOROUGH. Right.

Mr. FALEOMAVArGA, The Persian Gulf war was a good example
where the U.N.’s involvement was a success simply because of the
kind of leadership we had from President Bush and certainly a
very strong Secretary of State. They were able to resolve this very
complicated problem focusing not only on military resources, and
the world is at peace because of what the United Nations did, with
our leadership.

Mr. SCARBOROUGH. Well, it certainly did give us international
support. The only question is whether the public relations gesture.
is worth the cost and my belief is that it is not.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Chairman, the ranking minority mem-
ber, Congressman Lantos, is not able to be here today so I would
like to ask unanimous consent that his statement e made a part
of the record.

[Material submitted for the record appears in the appendix.]

Mr. SMITH. With unanimous consent, it will be made a part of
the record.

We do have a vote underway, I believe, and I would like to ask
one question. I would like to raise a couple of points before going
to our next panel. And, Joe, again, I thank you for your provocative
remarks, and I think your points have been very well-taken in your
testimony.

One oty the things that I think you call for, and I think it is a
very fine point, when you say you demand a recount what you were
talking about in your testimony is that we are just not getting
credit for the kind of contributions that we make.

One of the more troubling aspects of U.N.’s management is the
lack of transparency.

You know, our own GAO can’t go and look at these figures. If a
government body or a world government body is not transparent,
many very bad things can happen to those finances: misuse, ab-
sconding of funds and the like and those things, as we note, do
hagpen.

So hopefully, you know, as we move into the next 50 years, there
will be an effort to really bring the U.N.’s finances to light. That



14

moves me to my second point, the problems that I have had and _
many members of this panel, as a human rights policy panel as

well, have had with the hypocrisy that abounds vis-a-vis the

human rights questions at the United Nations, where certain coun-

tries are singled out and focused upon with a laser beam type of

focus, while other countries’ misdeeds against their own population

or neighbors are just, you know, we just look askance or they look

askance with regard to that. And there are dozens of examples.

It wasn’t until Ambassador Valladares became our Ambassador
“to the Human Rights Convention in Geneva that Cuba finally got
looked at by the United Nations. It had evaded that scrutiny for
so many years while other nations like South Africa, which was
rightfully focused on, would get all kinds of criticism, which I
would agree with, but other nations escape that kind of scrutiny.

Each agency has its own pluses and minuses. We on this sub-
committee are trying to look at all of the various agencies of the
United Nations and time and again, this member, and I am joined
by a majority of the Heuse for sure, want to reinstate what under
the Bush and the Reagan administrations was policy—and that
was to boycott and to preclude any funding to the U.N. Population
Fund because of its shameless complicity in the one-chilu-per-cou-
ple policy in China, where women are victimized by “Big Brother”
in Beijing through forced abortion and coerced sterilization, and
where the children of these mothers are killed through forced abor-
tion.

It was a crime against humanity in Nuremberg. It was so stated.
Forced abortion was a crime against humanity and yet the U.N.
Population Fund, going right back to 1979 when the heinous policy
was instituted by the Chinese Government, has been there on the
ground providing tangible assistance, support, personnel and a
whitewashing of these crimes throughout the 1980’s and 1990’s
that continues to this day.

And as you might recall under Reagan and Bush, we didn’t give
thbem money because of that. Mr. Clinton has reversed that and
hopefully we can reverse that again. As a matter of fact, I would
just point out, because most people here were not there, even David
Obey, who supports the populatien control agenda, made a very
strong statement about the UNFPA and China at the Foreign Ops
Conference 2 nights ago at which time he said he would be now
willing to stop funding for them as well, just showing that—I
mean, when an agency so misbehaves, it brings shame and dis-
honor to the rest of the organization and when even UNICEF and
othersllook to further collaborate with the UNFPA, it taints them
as well.

I think this subcommittee is even going to pursue this more ag-
gressively as we go into next year. Transparency and the hypocrisy
when it comes to human rights are two issues, and transparency
and finances are the two key things.

Mr. SCARBOROUGH. Mr. Chairman, if I can follow-up something
that I alluded to briefly before, in our bill we stress that the United
States will access which agencies we feel we can participate in.
Nonmember states can continue to participate in these agencies
and that certainly is an option that remains open to us. Again, I
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want to put it out there that we will continue to have the option
to do that.

Mr. SMITH. You know, let me just say, and I think this kind of
mirrors a general trend in the United States, many of the regional
bodies like the Organization of American States have become much
more effective and much more robust in the work that they do in
democracy building and providing, better quality basic health care
and certainly because they are made up of member states from
that particular region, like the OAS, they seem to have much more
impact than a more centralized system. It is almost like the Wash-
ington bureaucral, versus somebody back home administering and
trying to mitigate problems.

So, you know, it is not like there are not other operations out
there that fill voids, and deemphasized U.N. functions are already
being picked up by these regional bodies, and I think that will be
the case in the near future.

So I just say that. I think that is something we ought to be
thinking about. Again, we do have a vote. We will take a very brief
recess and come back and hear our second panel. I apologize to our
witnesses for the vote.

[Recess.]

Mr. SMITH. The subcommittee will reconvene. I would like to wel-
come our second panel of witnesses. I welcome a good friend and
long-time associate, John Bolton, who has been President of the
National Policy Forum since January 1995. During the Bush ad-
ministration, Mr. Bolton was Assistant Secretary of State for Inter-
national Organization Affairs, managing the formulation, articula-
tion and implementation of United States policy and diplomacy
within the U.N. system.

In the Reagan administration he served as the Assistant Attor-
ney General of the Civil Division. He graduated Phi Beta Kappa
from Yale College and received his J.D. from Yale Law School. Mr.
Bolton, welcome to the subcommittee.

Frank Ruddy served as U.N. Ambassador to Equatorial Guinea
from 1984 to 1988. At the Assistant Secretary level, Mr. Ruddy
served as Assistant Administrator for Africa, USAID. Mr. Ruddy is
currently engaged in the private practice of law. He is also an asso-
ciate in the international consulting firm, Global Business Access,
Inc., and a consultant for the International Freedom Foundation,
both of Washington, DC.

Finally, Mr. Tom Warrick is special counsel to the Coalition for
International Justice and a partner in Pierson Semmes and Bemis,
in Washington, DC. The coalition is a nongovernmental organiza-
tion that works in support of the Yugoslavia and Rwanda war
crimes tribunals. In his work for the coalition, Mr. Warrick has
been instrumental in helping the war crimes tribunal start their
operations. ’

I understand, Mr. Bolton, you have a pressing engagement. If
our two witnesses wouldn’t mind, I would like to ask Mr. Bolton
to proceed and then ask maybe a couple of questions and then go
on to our remaining witnesses.
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STATEMENT OF JOHN A. BOLTON, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL
POLICY FORUM

Mr. BoLTON. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate
the opportunity to appear this morning before the subcommittee,
one that I have appeared before many times on other occasions and
welcome this opportunity today.

Mr. Chairman, I have submitted a 1airly lengthy prepared state-
ment that deals both with the managerial and political aspects of
Feacekeeping and U.N. management that I request be submitted
or the record and to avoid rambling on, I will just summarize that.

Mr. SMITH. Without objection.

Mr. BOLTON. And also summarize very briefly the shorter state-
ment that I had.

I thought it would be useful to the subcommittee to focus on two
real—two questions this morning. First is what should be the guid-
ing principle that governs American diplomacy in the U.N. system
on questions of management and budget, and, second, to focus spe-
cifically on the issue of finance, which is one of the topics that has
received the most attention in the 50th anniversary celebration
this past week.

On the general subject of management, during the Bush adminis-
tration, we developed a theory which we called the “Unitary United
Nations,” and it was a theory that was intended to give us a frame-
work within which to analyze all of the disparate pieces of the U.N.
system: The United Nations itself, specialized and technical agen-
cies, and all of the subsidiary bodies that go up to makeup the
work of the United Nations.

Ti. - reason for creating the “Unitary U.N.” concept was to give
us a theoretical framework against which we could measure the ac-
tus? nerformance of U.N. agencies, to determine where there was
dup.ication and overlap, where there was waste and inefficiency, to
help us frame more specifically the missions we wanted, the dif-
ferent pieces of the United Nations to undertake, and to give us a
basis on which we could judge which were being effective and
which were not being effective.

I regret to say that that framework, which was by no means per-
fect and which was by no means the answer to all of the U.N.’s
problems, nonetheless has been abandoned by this administration.
I think the difficulty with that is that it leaves it without anything
other than the same kind of rhetoric that every serious person in
America would agree with; that is to say, we favor reform of the
U.N. system.

We favor greater efficiency. We favor greater cost-effectiveness.
There is nobody in the United States who is going to disagree with
that. But the real guestion is how you measure performance
against that standard, and that is what we thought the Unitary
U.N. concept could help provide. Look at the system as a whole
rather than a system of separate parts, one dealing with agri-
culture, one dealing with health, one dealing with refugees; really
look at it overall and try and assign responsibility and measure
performance.

The basis underlying the concept was the notion of accountabil-
ity: To be able to judge what was effective and what wasn’t, rec-
ognizing that the member governments ultimately are responsible
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for the efficient operation of the U.N. system, and it is to the mem-
ber governments that the Secretariat, and the different pieces of
the U.N. system have to be accountable. It is that accountability
transparency that you mentioned earlier that I think we are lack-
ing time and time again.

‘Now, I'm very pleased, Mr. Chairman, that you were able to in-
vite Ambassador Ruddy to testify. He has some extremely impor-
tant information about events in the U.N.’s peacekeeping oper-
ation, MINURSO, in the Western Sahara. I don’t want to tread on
his territory, but I do think one of the reasons that the U.N.’s prob-
lems in the Western Sahara are so important is the pattern that
has been shown by the Secretariat in dealing with criticisms such
as Ambassador Ruddy’s about its performance.

Ambassador Ruddy raised a number of issues that were referred
to the United Nations’ new Office of Inspection and Oversight Serv-
ices, the rather pale shadow of the Inspector General’s office that
you and others in Congress and that we in the Bush administra-
tion pressed the United Nations to adopt. And the response of that
office and the report by the Under Secretary General for Oversight
and Investigative Services was effectively a whitewash, was not
looking seriously into the allegations; was saying, basically, we are
not going to treat this seriously.

Ambassador Ruddy persisted in his efforts and recently sought to
testify about his experience before the Fourth Committee of the
General Assembly, which had oversight over that operation, and
the Secretariat (represented by the Under Secretary General for
Legal Affairs) came down and argued that he should not be per-
mitted to testify; that the Secretary General, under the staff regu-
lations, was not going to permit it.

Now, if I can wear my Justice Department hat, former Justice
Department hat instead of my former State Department hat, I have
looked at the staff regulation in question. I have examined the
transcript of the Under Secretary General’s testimony, and I should
telalﬂyou that he is flatly wrong as a matter of law as to what the
staff regulations provide, and that Ambassador Ruddy should have
been allowed to testify.

It clearly was a matter of policy, a matter of discretion for the
Secretary General, and I think he made a mistake in not permit-
ting the testimony to go forward.

But even then, 38 governments in the Fourth Committee voted
against hearing the testimony at the request of the Secretariat.
Again, it is a pattern of saying, “we don’t want to hear what’s
wrong with our peacekeeping operation in the Western Sahara. We
are not interested.” And I think we should note the Clinton admin-
istration voted, I think correctly, in the Fourth Committee to allow
Ambassador Ruddy to testify.

This is the sort of thing, I think, that this basic lack of account-
ability of the U.N. system and the lack of responsiveness when
problems in a peacekeeping operation, that we all think is very im-
portant, are brought to their attention.

When supporters of the United Nations in this country and sup-
porters of the United Nations around the world say, “why is there
so much opposition in the United States to the United Nations?”
I would point to the United Nations’ performance in the Western
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Sahara as an excellent example. The way we deal with questions
in the United States is to say, “here is one point of view, here is
another point of view. Let’s have it out in public and let the peo-
ple.” Let the member governments in this case make their deci-
sions.

The Secretariat has been unwilling to do that in the case of the
Western Sahara, and it is one reason that in the United States peo-
ple say, we don’t understand that. We don’t understand it. It is not
the way we deal in government. It is not the way any of the Mem-
bers of Congress have to treat these issues. It is not even the way
the executive branch of the government has tc treat the issues.

You can imagine the reaction of Congress if they ask for testi-
mony about an executive branch program and absent some very
compelling reason, based on executive privilege or some major con-
stitutional issue, they couldn’t get that information. And that is
really what we are talking about here.

I was very glad, Mr. Chairman, that you took the step of inviting
Under Secretary General—the Under Secretary General for Admin-
istration and Management to come and meet, and I understand
their reluctance to appear before a formal hearing. That was the
policy that we shared in the Bush administration.

But we also knew at the time there were many informal meet-
ings with Congress, many of them in public. I recall that—I re-
member that well. It is another example of not being willing to
come into the arena, state the position of the Secretariat, listen to
questions by our elected representatives and answer them.

Again, when people say “Why is there such opposition to the
United Nations in the United States?” I regret to say that is an-
other example why. The Secretariat is apparently not willing to an-
swer these arguments.

And I think that, again, is why a concept like the Unitary U.N.
helps give a framework and a basis for judgment of performance
like the operation in the Wastern Sahara, like the overall efficiency
of the Secretariat.

Second, Mr. Chairman, the question of financing. The airwaves
have been filled this week with criticism of the United States for
failing to pay its assessed contributions in a timely fashion, for
having the largest arrearages of any of the member nations. A lot
of criticism of Congress, in particular, for the way it goes about ap-
propriating the money and a lot of suggestions by supporters of the
United Nations of a way around that problem, at least a way
around that problem from their point of view.

They have proposed a number of things like taxes on inter-
national financial transactions, the proceeds of which would go di-
rectly to the United Nations; taxes on international airline travel,
etc. And there are a whole variety of these and a multiplicity of dif-
ferent ideas, the principal purpose of which is to free the United
Nations from dependence on the contributions of member govern-
ments. There isn’t any question that that is the real agenda. 1t is
not even a hidden agenda.

What they want is to avoid a situation where member govern-
ments, and you can understand that to mean very specifically the
United States, don’t have the kind of oversight and control that an-
nual contributions under an assessed formula give.

Best Available Copy
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In a recent article in Foreign Affairs, a very well respected, one
of the most respected international relations journals we have, by
two professors from Yale, Professor Kennedy and Professor Russett,
they talk about these proposals for, as they call it, “balancing the
U.N. checkbook” and tﬁey say very explicitly, “many ambitious re-
formers suggest, considering the vagaries of the present system
and the prospect of increased demands on the organization, that
the United Nations be assured an income flow that is larger, but
also independent of member governments’ willingness or capacity
to pay on time.”

I mean, this is not something that people are making up. Here
are two academics who support these proposals, who are saying
right up front, that’s what they have in mind.

They go on to say further—and I am sure, Mr. Chairman, you
are going to appreciate this—they say, “moreover governments
might well like not having to cajole reluctant legislatures each year
t- vote their national assessment.”

I bet that is exactly what they have in mind, that they don’t have
to worry about what Congress—what position Congress takes on
their authorization and appropriation.

I believe these proposals are essentially frivolous, because I don’t
think there’s any possibility they are going to be adopted in the
near future. But I would say frivolous at best and dangerous, if, in
fact, they were going to be adopted because they would represent
a derogation of sovereignty and specifically our sovereignty that I
would find unacceptable. But I am aware of the argument that
the—that for a variety of reasons, the United States is not paying
its 25 percent assessment on a timely basis. And I might say the
question of how this assessment formula is based is very com-
plicated.

It results from a long-standing practice and one that has grown
up over the years. But the fundamental point is that the assessed
contributions flow from treaty obligations, and the percentage that
the United Nations pays is decided by the membership as a whole,
each of the various U.N. organizations, as is the annual budget of
each of the organizations. And the practical result is that every
year, the United States gets a bill from the United Nations, from
each of the specialized agencies, generally at the rate of 25 percent
of their expenditures, 30-plus percent in the case of peacekeeping
under the present calculation.

I think the way to handle that is to consider moving away from
the entire system of assessed contributions and to fund virtually all
U.N. activities through entirely voluntarily contributions. That is
to say, the United States and all other member governments—be-
cause obviously what we would apply to ourselves we would make
available to the other 184 members—would decide on an annual
basis, a voluntary basis, how much of the cost of the United Na-
tions they wanted to pay.

This is a kind of consumer sovereignty in international organiza-
tions. If we wanted to consume more U.N. activities, we should be
willing to pay for them. If we wanted to consume less, we would
pay for less.

Many of the best run U.N. agencies now are funded under vol-
untary contributions. The U.N. High Commissioner for Refugees is
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funded by voluntary contributions. There are other examples as
well. The International Fund for Agricultural Development is fund-
ed by replenishment negotiations. 1 believe that a system of vol-
untary contributions, at least for a politically prudent administra-
tion, would result in advance consultation with Congress. You
could express opinions about what the contribution would look like,
and there would be more of an opportunity for Congress to have

a say.

I I}('now, Mr. Chairman, both on the authorizing side and the ap-
propriating side, many Members of Congress say every year “the
administration gives us a bill. We don’t have any say. We have to
pay the 25 percent. We have a lot of conflicting budget priorities
and yet there is no real chance for us to weigh them.” I think mov-
ing toward voluntary contributions certainly would end the criti-
cism that we are not meeting our assessed payments in a timely
fashion, and I think would also give the United States greater bar-
gaining leverage in its efforts to reform the United Nations, wheth-
er under a Unitary U.N. theory or not.

So those are just a couple of points that I think highlight some
of the issues that have been discussed during this 50th anniversary
week. I would be happy to answer any questions you or other mem-
bers of the subcommittee might have.

(The prepared statement of Mr. Bolton appears in the appendix.]

Mr. SMITH. Thank you very much, Mr. Bolton. I think your point
about that tax being dangerous because it would lead, I think, in-
exorably to more isolation and more of a sense of “we can do what-
ever we want to do without any kind of accountability on the part
of the United Nations,” which I think would be a disaster. So I ap-

reciate you highlighting that for us. You know, frivolous ideas do
ﬁave a way of becoming ideas in practice.

Mr. BoLTON. Unfortunately, true.

Mr. SMITH. It sometimes comes to fruition. So I think it needs
to be nipped at the bud. I certainly don’t support it, and I think
there will be few Members in Congress who support it. We are
going to make sure that our own administration sings out loud and
clear against such a tax, or other method of financing, because,
again, purse strings give accountability.

As we all know, our system was founded on a series of checks
and balances. Any government or world body in this case without
a check could act in ways that none of us can imagine now. So I
think it is a wise admonition that you are giving us.

Mr. BoLTON. Thank you.

Mr, SMITH: I just want to ask you, you know, in terms of ques-
tions of hiring and firing, since obviously as head of the IO Bureau,
you certainly were aware of these policies during your watch; few
people are ever fired at the United Nations. There seems to be an
artificial security to one’s job.

Even when extreme cases of sexual harassment are brought like
the Catherine Claxton case, that particular high U.N. diplomat was
given a golden parachute. Now, I was wondering if you could speak
to reforms that have been made or should have been made with re-
gard to people who have real problems of nonperformance or poor

erformance and more importantly those who commit crimes of
arassment against their fellow workers.
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Mr. BoOLTON. The practices in the U.N. civil service system really
reflect the unfortunate lack of management attention that has been
typical of the entire 50-year existence of the U.N. Senior manage-
ment, for perhaps good or sufficient reasons, was always more in-
terested in some of the political issues that the organization faced
and Secretaries General over and over again failed to meet their
obligations under the Charter of the United Nations, which says
expressly that they are to be the chief administrative officer of the
Secretariat.

The international civil service system is based actually on the
U.S. civil service system, which in terms of its rating system and
disciplinary system is not—is actually one of the best in the world
compared to the others, but is nonetheless one that itself is in need
of very, very substantial reform.

There have been repeated efforts to make the U.N. civil service
more responsive to management, to make it more efficient, to have
better systems of ratings, that have all unfortunately failed.

When he became Under Secretary General for Management,
former Attorney General Thornburgh, based both on his experience
as Attorney General and as Governor of Pennsylvania, undertook
a very extensive study, specifically of personnel practices, and he
made recommendations to the Secretary General at the end of his
tenure as part of his concluding report.

That report, although it is out and many people have copies, was
actually recalled within the Secretariat, and I understand copies of
it were destroyed. And certainly one can say that none of the per-
sonnel recommendations that he made had been adopted.

I welcome any administration’s efforts to tighten that up. I think
the question of discipline that you mentioned in the case of a very
well-known case of sexual harassment, there are many others as
well, have not gone effectively. I do think that it is a case where
there’s a—at the very senior levels, a kind of an old boy network,
not just in instances of sexual harassment, but in terms of strict
discipline generally, that does nothing to promote the international
reputation of the United Nations.

It is hard because of the political consequences of some of these
personnel decisions, but unless serious reforms are made, I think
it is going to be one of those issues that continually undercuts sup-
port for the United Nations in this country.

Mr. SMITH. I remember well when Dick Thornburgh appeared be-
fore, I believe it was our full committee, and gave some very inci-
sive testimony about what needed to be done. It is your testimony
that none of that has been implemented?

Mr. BoLTON. Certainly, on the personnel front essentially none
of it has been; that is correct.

Mr. SMITH. That is very disturbing. Boutros Boutros-Ghali will
be meeting with some of us later on today and that is something
I will bring up to him as well as the comment you made about the
Western Sahara.

With regards to United Nations salaries, are they generally high-
er or lower than salaries for comparable jobs in government, espe-
cially taking into account the benefiis for housing and other things

that are provided? Are they overpaid?
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Mr. BOoLTON. Well, again, the comparator civil service is the
United States and when you get into questions of benefits and
things like that, I know one of the issues we always had was that
we thought for the Foreign Service personnel in the United States,
that their benefits and living in New York, a high-cost city, were
not comparable to what some of the U.N. people were living on.

I think the main issue, though, is the overgrading in the U.N.
system, where there are so many high ievel, highly paid at the top
of the U.N. scale, international civil servants, whose productivity is
hard to measure, at best, I guess would be a polite way to put it.
And that is the kind of thing that we had hoped in the Bush ad-
ministration that a new Secretary General would turn his attention
to very quickly. But you can see, just looking from the organiza-
tional chart, that that overgrading problem remains very substan-
tial and that eats up a lot of money very quickly.

Mr. SMITH. I am sure you remember quite well that Boutros
Boutros-Ghali was running for Secretary General. He claimed that
he would be a reformer, that he would be a one-term Secretary
General and now I understand that he is looking for another shot
at it.

What is your assessment of his tenure in office?

Mr. BoLTON. Well, let me, if I coul¢, Mr. Chairman, just go back
on that one step. When we were considering possibilities for a new
Secretary General in 1290 and 1991, Secretary Baker asked me
personally to meet with each of the people who had named. Some,
of course, we knew. Some we were not familiar with. But he want-
ed one person basically to have spoken with everybody to get their
views especially on management and budget questions.

And I met with—I had known Boutros-Ghali before that but met
alone with him in Paris, the very day the Security Council voted
his—to recommend to the General Assembly that he be selected as
Secretary General. He repeated to me then what he had said to a
number of others in the course of his informal campaign for the of-
fice, which was that he did only want one term. And he used that
as argument to say, “I'm not going tc seek reelection. I won’t incur
any political obligations. I can make the hard decisions, and I don’t
really care about the consequences because if nationals of a par-
ticular country have to be dismissed, I'm not going to worry about
getting that country’s vote later. I will be able to take some tough
steps.”

I think that is important, Mr. Chairman, not only because it rep-
resented a commitment, if you will, but because at that time the
policy of the United States was that we wanted a Secretary Gen-
eral who was available to serve two terms, precisely because we
thought that the reform was not going to be accomplished over-
night, and we wanted somebody who would be willing to spend per-
haps up to 10 years wrestling with the problem.

What Boutros-Ghali was saying at the time was actually—"“I am
disagreeing with your policy because I think a one-term Secretary
General can do a better job of what you want done,” and made the
point very strongly. So I must say I was quite surprised to hear
some of the same things I believe you are hearing about his inter-
est in a second term, and I would say also that despite some initial
early changes at the Under Secretary General and Assistant Sec-
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retary General level, where a number of positions were reduced in
the very opening months of his tenure, that that practice has not
continued. And, irdeed, the proliferation of high level positions has
continued.

Mr. SMITH. Let me ask you one final question. In your view, does
the United Nations now have a true budget crisis or is it a matter
of spending too much and not having, again, the kind of account-
ability and the kind of efficiency that would lead to reform?

Mr. BoLTON. I think certainly there’s a lack of efficiency. I do not
think there is a budgetary crisis in the sense that I do not think
you can point to a specific critical operation that the financing of
the United Nations is affecting adversely. I am thinking specifically
of the peacekeeping operation—peacekeeping operations with
troops in the field.

I think one thing that is important to understand is that the ar-
rearages figure that you hear over and over again is calculated on
the basis of nonpayment of bills, 30 days after they are received by
a government. I mean, just like any of us have credit card bills, the
U.N. bills the United States, for example, on the 1st of January
every year.

By the 30th of January, if the United States hasn’t paid, we are
in arrears at that moment for the full amount of our assessment.
And because of a fiscal year switch that was done at the beginning
of the Reagan administration, we now pay in the fourth calendar
quarter of most years rather than the first calendar quarter. So for
virtually an entire year the United States is said to be in arrears,
when for 15 years every U.N. agency has known by and large the
bulk of that money will be coming a few months later.

The initial shock of that has been overcome, and they know how
to account for it on an ongoing basis. So while the number is large,
it is not that much of a problem. And I think I would not let go
by the point that there are many other nations that are in arrears
as well, especially on peacekeeping matters, so that this is hardly
a problem unique to the United States.

Mr. SMITH. Hopefully, they don’t have the ability to collect inter-
est and penalties.

Mr. BoLTON. Well, they don’t, but if I might, Mr. Chairman, that
is one of the proposals that is out there, that countries that don’t
pay in a timely fashion would be subject to some kind of penalty.
The charter provides for a loss of vote after a period of 2 years of
nonpayment, but exactly, there are proposals out there to go fur-
ther than, again, aimed directly at us.

Mr. SMITH. Mr. Bolton, I want to thank you for your fine testi-
mony. I am personally indebted to you. When I was a delegate to
the United Nations, you were most helpful.

Mr. BOLTON. I remember it well.

Mr. SMITH. We had many meetings particularly in anticipation
of each one of those sessions that I participated in and it was your
office and you personally who gave me the privilege of giving the
Bush administration’s speech on the Convention of the Rights of
the Child in New York and then the—as well as in Geneva the
?peeﬁh and the comments on intolerance. I am most appreciative
or that.
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Mr. BoLTON. Well, it was our pleasure. Mr. Chairman, I am
available to you and members of your staff whenever I may be of
help both in hearings and informally as well in aid of the work that
you and the subcommittee are doing.

Mr. SMITH. Thank you.

Mr. BOLTON. I appreciate your patience with me today. I hope
my students do, too.

Mr. SMITH. OK. Thank you.

Ambassador Ruddy.

STATEMENT OF HON. FRANK RUDDY, FORMER AMBASSADOR
TO EQUATORIAL GUINEA

Mr. Ruppy. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. Like John
Bolton, I have submitted a formal statement, and with your per-
mission will just summarize.

Mr. SMITH. Without objection.

Mr. RuDpDY. I thank John Bolton for his introduction for me. And
there was a lawyer who objected to a judge asking questions of his
witness, and he said, “Judge, as long as you are going to try my
case for me, don’t lose it.” I am happy to have John represent me
in what he said because I think he did a fine job.

I just wanted to give a couple of particulars of a kind of day-to-
day experience with the United Nations. I went up to the United
Nations on October 12 to testify before the Fourth Committee, the
Decolonization Committee, to give a 5- or 6-minute statement.

I had spoken to the chief of staff of that committee. He said that
these things were always voted on by the committee, but it was pro
forma. I should just choose a time when I wanted to speak and he
would notify me and that would be the end of it.

As you know, from what John just said, and the materials that
I provided and possibly the newspapers, I was not allowed to speak
before the Fourth Committee. The legal counsel to the United Na-
tions intervened, citing the Secretary General’s concern about my
speaking, and I was effectively barred.

The interesting thing is that in the debate, I had the tapes of the
debate, which went on about 3 hours, which struck me as sort of
unusual for something—for the statement that I had to give.

The legal advisor was asked to submit to the Fourth Committee
whatever precedents existed. He wasn’t able to cite any at that
time. As of last night, he has never cited a precedent. This is, I am
told, the first time this has ever happened in the history of the
Fourth Committee. And by being barred, by receiving the wrath of
Mr. Boutros-Ghali, I find myself alongside the Chinese dissidents
whom he also kept from entering the United Nation. just several
years ago. So that’s not bad company to be in.

The objection to my speaking was a personnel rule that I have
looked at, and although John was at the Justice Department, I was
the general counsel of the Energy Department. I am a lawyer, too.
It’s sheer nonsense.

The rule, if applied, would stop people from giving away propri-
etary or confidential information. Everything that I had said was
reported in the New York Times and the AP wires. There was
nothing secret, there was nothing confidential about it.
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What it amounted to was a code of silence imposed by—at the
suggestion of Boutros-Ghali to keep some news about Western Sa-
hara from being said again, and I repeat again, because there was
nothing original in what I was saying.

The United Nations in Western Sahara had a basic job, which
was to run a referendum for the indigenous people called Sahrawis.
If ever there were a job the United Nations was cut out for this
was it. Four years and a quarter billion dollars later, the referen-
dum is nowhere in sight, and I think that’s one of the great embar-
rassments.

It is not simply that the United Nations has failed in Western
Sahara, which would not be news, but what is significant is it has
abandoned its neutrality and it has sided with Morocco in
disenfranchising Sahrawi voters.

This abdication of responsibility, by the way, is a real violation
of the very same staff rules that Boutros-Ghali cited, but selec-
tively he never mentioned that.

I testified before Chairman Harold Rogers’ subcommittee in Jan-
uary of this year and I went through a list of things, the kind of
gangsterism that Morccco was committing in W:cségg‘r,l__ﬁghara,

isenfranchising Sahrawi voters, stealing voting dotuments, wire-
tapping MINURSO headquarters and basically conducting a cam-
paign of terror, the likes of which I had not seen since I had seen
the special branch in action against blacks in South Africa in the
seventies.

That Morocco should act this way is possibly not surprising be-
cause this is a terribly important issue for them. What is shocking
is that the United Nations stood by and let it happen, and they did.

As a result of my testimony in January, there was a lot of press
interest. The New York Times sent over a reporter, Chris Hedges,
who documented on March 5 of this year essentially what I had
said. The Human Rights Watch report, which will be out tomorrow,
goes into specific detail. They also had someone over there. Thirty-
seven pages, I think it is, corroborating in great detail what had
been said.

The United Nations, as John Bolton mentioned to you, faced with
the press uproar, decided to have an investigation of MINURSO
and it wasn’t—it was not only a whitewash, and it certainly was
a whitewash, of MINURSO and the United Nations, but it was re-
jected almost on publication by the Security Council which sent out
its own team, hardly a vote of confidence in the inspector general.

Two things that are very important to realize in judging how the
inspector general works. He cannot give—he is not allowed to give
any sort of protection to people who come forth to talk to him. If
you talk to the inspector general and say anything unfavorable
about the United Nations, you have no place to hide. You can ex-
pect that there will be some sort of retaliation against you. And
this, by the way, Mr. Paschke, the inspector general, admits.

And if this seems to be an overstatement, there was a young
American woman who was told by one of Mr. Paschke’s investiga-
tors, keep your mouth shut if you ever want to work for the United
Nations. She didn’t keep her mouth shut. She spoke up and she is
currently blackballed by the United Nations. This is mentioned in
the Human Rights Watch Repcrt tomorrow.
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The inspector general is also not allowed to investigate any com-
plaint which could involve embarrassment for any member state of
the United Nations. So although the pretext of his investigating
Western Sahara was allegations of serious human rights violations
by Morocco, it was later acknowledged by him that he had no juris-
diction, even to look into those violations because it could involve
embarrassing a member state of the United Nations.

A couple of other quick specifics. One of the things he did look
into was a charge by the American colonel in charge of the U.S.
forces in MINURSO that a high-ranking MINURSO official had
publicly and collectively referred to the U.S. service personnel, men
and women, in the Armed Forces serving in MaI’N___URS;,Q as thieves,
and he cited this as an example of anti-Americanism.

The inspector general looked into this charge, found that the in-
cident did, in fact, happen but concluded that since the offending
individual was in the habit of insulting lots of nationalities there
was no big deal for the Americans in the fact that he called them
all thieves. And as Casey Stengel used to say, you can look it up.
It is in his report.

The United Nations carries on in these ways because it can and
does get away with them, regularly. Joseph Connor, the new Under
Secretary for Management, is an able and conscientious man.
There is no question about that. But without support from the top,
he is going to go the same route as Dick Thornburgh, his prede-
cessor, whose report to Boutros-Ghali in 1993 was suppressed and
the remaining copies shredded.

I called Mr. Thornburgh, before I used that statement, to make
sure it was accurate and that he supported, and he told me, go
ahead and use it.

The Secretary General has one job that is set out in the United
Nations Charter and that is to manage the United Nations, and it
is the one job that Mr. Boutros-Ghali bas no time for. While he con-
cerns himself with outlandishly expensive road shows traveling
from conference to conference, quixotic efforts at nation-building
and peace enforcement and more recently the worldwide tax pro-
gosals that John described, we don’t even know, as Senator Kasse-

aum and Congressman Hamilton wrote recently, how many em-
ployees the United Nations has, how its funds are spent or what
problems—or what programs work.

And I will simply conclude bP/ saying that, as you listen to all of
the lofty phrases and all the platitudes and all the ideals that are
spouted, especially this past week on the 50th anniversary of the
United Nations, it is important to take a look at the specifics and
see how it works, where the rubber meets the road, and what they
are really up to.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Ruddy appears in the appendix.}

Mr. SMITH. Mr. Ambassador, thank you for your testimony. And
having read through your materials, and having followed it when
the New York Times broke it and some of the other things that
have gone on, this is another unfortunately horrible episode in the

U.N.’s history.

I will raise these issues specifically with Mr. Ghali later,
Boutros-Ghali later, at 2:00 when we meet with him and we will
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continue to press on these. And I will get to some questions, but
we do have another vote out. If you will excuse me briefly, please.
I will be right back.

{Recess.]

Mr. SMITH. The subcommittee will reconvene. Mr. Warrick, you
can proceed.

STATEMENT OF THOMAS S. WARRICK, SPECIAL COUNSEL,
COALITION FOR INTERNATIONAL JUSTICE

Mr. WARRICK. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I want to
thank you very much for inviting me to testify here today and to
talk about the United Nations’ support for the Yugoslavia-Rwanda
War Crimes Tribunals. If I may, I would like to go to the projector
and show you some slides.

Mr. Chairman, what I am going to talk about today very briefly
is a subject that is perhaps one of the most important to the suc-
cess or failure of the Yugoslavia War Crimes Tribunal and that is
whether it will have adequate resources to do the job.

As you know from the hearings you have chaired, both before
this subcommittee and also before the Helsinki Commission, the
war crimes in the former Yugoslavia are going to have to be pros-
ecuted oun the basis of witness testimony. We don’t have the paper
trail that was available to the Nuremberg prosecutors 50 years ago.
To go after and get witnesses to testify requires resources. To bring
them ltlo the Hague and protect them, if need be, requires resources
as well.

Let me, if I may, start first with an interesting snapshot of the
history of the funding of the War Crimes Tribunal for Yugoslavia.
This is all set out in detail in the outlines that were submitted to
you, but I want to highlight just a few key items, if I may.

The first of these is that throughout the history of the develop-
ment of the budgets for the War Crimes Tribunal, there has actu-
ally been no real requirements analysis ever done, the first thing
that one would think would e undertaken during the launching of
a major initiative by the United Nations.

Instead, the first time somebody committed a figure to a piece of
paper, they chose a figure of $30 million. The next time, again, it
was about $30 million. When they revised it, again, it was about
$30 million. Then finally, most recently, it was again about $30
million. Someone has very clearly decided that $30 million is about
right. In fact, there is no basis backing this up for whether this is
adequate for what the tribunal needs to accomplish.

In contrast, Mr. Chairman, there is actually a very extensive
background in the history of prosecution of large cases, not just in
the United States, but internationally. For example, the prosecu-
tion of the Iran-Contra investigation, which, as we know, went
after a small number of easily identifiable public figures, cost the
United States about $40 million.

Now, arguably, American lawyers get paid more than lawyers
from other countries, but when you look at the figures from other
cases, they are actually rather comparable. In France, for instance,
a war crimes case was prosecuted where just the trial, not the in-
vesifigation, but just the trial itself cost the equivalent of about $1
million.
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We hear similar figures from France, where they finished pros-
ecuting the assassins of a former Iranian political official; in Ger-
many, where Germany prosecuted some terrorists who killed Amer-
icans and others; also, from Italians, where they have had exten-
sive experience prosecuting large cases of Mafia figures, where wit-
ness security is of vital importance.

Interestingly, when the United Nations came time to budget for
the War Crimes Tribunal none of this expertise was sought. What
happened was, the idea of taking just a ballpark figure and seeing
if it would work, was chosen by the people in New York as the
order of the day.

There was a recognition that the Yagoslavia tribunal and later
the Rwanda tribynal were going to have to build everything from
scratch: Courtrooms, detention facilities, a prosecution team, a
court registry and defense counsel.

I would like to suggest, if I may, Mr. Chairmen, that instead of
the figure of around $30 million for the Yugoslavia tribunal, based
on some other work that we have done, if we combine the Yugo-
slavia and Rwanda tribunals together, a figure of around $100 mil-
lion seems about right for a major new U.N. initiative.

And I would like to put that in some context. UNPROFOR, which
you so rightly alluded to earlier, is budgeted at somewhere around
$1.67 billion for calendar year 1995. If we wanted to fund the
Yugoslavia and Rwanda tribunals as fully as they need to be, the
amount that we are talking about is 22 days of accomplishments
by UNPROFOR.

One of the more curious things about the budget itself is the way
in which the money was allocated. When the U.N. Secretariat first
prepared the budget, they allocated, out of $32.6 million, almost
two-thirds for judges, administration and overhead.

- Now, obviously, a war crimes tribunal has to have judges. Obvi-
ously, someone has to pay to keep the buildings clean and the
lights running and so forth. Nevertheless, this was far and away
the bulk of what the U.N. Secretariat was prepared to spend.

Instead, the real expenses of investigations, which includes trav-
el for the investigators, translators so that the investigators can
talk to the witnesses, travel so that the witnesses could come to the
Hague to testify, so that they could be protected and cared for, if
need be, exhumation of mass graves, bringing the accused to trial
and all of the other ancillary expenses of a war crimes prosecu-
tion—$562,300 over 2 years.

Contrast the pie chart we just saw to what happened when Jus-
tice Goldstone first got his hands on the budget some time last
year. The budget that he prepared is far more balanced in weighin
the needs of real investigations. While judges, administration, an
overhead still represent a very substantial part of the costs, there
is nevertheless a great deal more balance between costs of inves-
tigations and the costs of administration.

Even so, there were still a number of key items that were left
out of the budget that was submitted to the United Nations last
year. In particular, there was no money at all for mass grave exhu-
mations. We have now uncovered evidence of a number of mass
graves in the former Yufoslavia. These provide, in many respects,
the most compelling evidence because physical evidence is persua-
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sive, that witness accounts can be relied upon. There was no money
in the budget for that. There was insufficient money for witness
travel. There was insufficient money to protect witnesses.

It may be a surprise to those in the United States who deal with
witness protection on a day-to-day basis, or to the Congress that
has to appropriate money for them, that for the War Crimes Tribu-
nal in the Hague, the entire witness protection staff consists of one
professional and two secretaries. And that is not only the staff for
it, that’s also the budget for it.

As you know, Mr. Chairman, in September 1995, Secretary Gen-
eral Boutros-Ghali issued a freeze over large parts of the U.N.’s
budget. It could hardly have been calculated more to have a very
serious effect on the War Crimes Tribunals. It had an effect be-
cause witness protection was not included in any of the exemptions
that have been granted. In order for the tribunal now to get any
money for witness protection, they have to go directly to Mr. Con-
nl(l)r for his personal signature before they can spend any money for
that.

Mr. SMITH. If you don’t mind, is there any evidence that any wit-
nesses have been put at risk because of that?

Mr. WARRICK. Because of this particular instance, no. At the
same time, they have not actually been able to go out and offer pro-
tection to witnesses. They are not going to make the offer unless
they are sure that they can protect someone’s safety. It is, never-
theless, a concern, you are absolutely correct.

The Tadic trial is something that actually deserves a good deal
of attention. It was announced on Tuesday that the tribunal was
going to have to postpone the trial of the one defendant who is now
in custody. The trial was due to begin next month.

Instead, the trial had to be postponed until May 6, 1996, the only
defendant the tribunal has in custody. When we inquired into the
reasons for this, there were several reasons that can be taken care
of with a postponement of perhaps 2 months or so, but the crucial
reason turned out to be because the defense counsel team wasn’t
getting paid. They could not hire investigators to go out and take
witness statements.

We would all agree that one criticism justly leveled against the
Nuremberg trials was the inadequacy of a proger defense. Every-
one insists that there must be a defense worthy of the name for
this tribunal to uphold the rule of law. Nevertheless, for want of
what I have estimated on the basis of figures I now consider to be
firm, on the—for the want of $78,000 through the end of the year
to pay for the defense team of two lawyers, two investigators, one
researcher and expert witnesses, for the want of that amount of
money, the trial is having to be put off.

Mr. Chairman, it may be of great interest to you, knowing your
commitment to this issue, to know that you actually can do more
to solve this probler this afternoon than the Secretary General has
done in the last 6 months.

Last night, the Tribunal registrar, Judge Dorothy deSamJ)a 0,
wrote a letter to Mr. Connor asking for his approval to spend this
money in order to have the defense team able to conduct a proper
defense for Mr. Tadic. The letter is awaiting Mr. Connor’s signa-
ture in New York right now.

21 825 cR .. 2
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In the ordinary course of human events, it may take several
weeks for him to act on it, but once he does, I am assured by the
people I have spoken to that Mr. Wladimiroff is ready to put his
investigators into the field immediately. If we can resolve this mat-
ter in the next week, we may be able to have a trial as early as
late February or March. The only thing holding it up at this point
is Mr. Connor’s signature. The only thing holding that up is Mr.
Connor’s decision.

If you are going to have the opportunity to meet with him, you
would be able to accomplish more this afternoon than a great many
others in the United Nations have done for the tribunal.

I list here some of the other problems that the United Nations
is facing, but in the spirit of some of the things we have heard
about the ?roblems in the Western Sahara, let me tell you some
of the problems that the war crimes investigations have faced and
ask the question of whether the U.N. headquarters really supports
the War Crimes Tribunal.

You recall, I know, that the War Crimes Tribunal for the former
Yug%]a.\u'a.was established by a vote of 15 to nothing in the Secu-
rity Council. It has the stated support of the Secretary General of
the United Nations and yet you are now going to hear a litany of
things that just mysteriously seem to happen to war crimes inves-
tigations.

First, with the Commission of Experts for whose chairman I
worked in 1993 and 1994, even at the outset there were serious al-
legations by Pulitzer-Prize-winning journalist, Roy Gutman, that
the U.N. Office of Legal Affairs was obstructing the investigations
by making sure that while the chairman could have an office in Ge-
neva, there was no money for investigations in the field.

The first chairman of the Commission, Professor Frits Kalshoven
from the Netherlands, at the end of his tenure spoke out rather bit-
terly that all he was getting was pencils from New York. There was
no money for computers; there was no money for investigators. But
the U.N. headquarters was telling him he could have pencils.

At one point during the mass grave exhumation in Croatia, Pro-
fessor Bassiouni and the Canadian member of the Commission
were literally up to their knees in bodies trying to exhume a mass
grave, evidence of victims who had been killed during ethnic
cleansing operations conducted in late 1991.

It was obviously very important to the family of those victims
that their bodies be cared for properly, that body bags be set aside
so that an appropriate post-mortem burial could be conducted. Pro-
fessor Bassiouni got on the telephone and by satellite called up
U.N. headquarters in New York to say he very urgently needed
body bags for this mass grave that had been discovered. He was
told they couldn’t have them because it would require three com-
petitive bids to try to find the body bags that would be then
shipped eventually and then in several weeks he might be able to
get the body bags that were needed to protect the remains that had
to be taken care of that very day.

That was just one instance. In Rwanda, the same story has oc-
curred. Karen Kenny, the human Trights monitor, wanted to buy
200 cassettes in order to tape record Hutu incitements to genocide.
They were effectively telling people, go out and kill Tutsis. This is
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exactly the sort of evidence every prosecutor wants to have, the
perpetrators’ own words, their own plans being laid out ?ublicly.

She was told by U.N. headquarters that s%xe couldn’t have the
money to buy 200 cassettes. Interestingly, when this fact was pre-
sented at a symposium here in Washington in September of last
year, the Deputy Legal Advisor, Ralph Zacklin, was confronted
with this fact by the Human Rights Watch Monitor who was aware
of this story, and the U.N. official proceeded to deny that it ever
happened, not knowing that there were 40 people in the room who
knew that it had.

In other cases, as we have seen with the allocation of budgets to-
ward overhead rather than investigations, we also have other sto-
ries as well, many of which are not public. For ex~mple, in May
and June 1994, U.N. headquarters, in trying to fill the prosecutor
and investigator slots at the War Crimes Tribunal, tried to put in
on the basis of geographical diversity unqualified people with lim-
ited experience in very senior positions at the same time they were
putting highly qualified people from more industrialized nations
into very junior positions. This was the nature of the process of try-
ing to fill those jobs.

It was only after the Deputy Prosecutor, Graham Blewitt, re-
belled at this in what he described, in a recently released work by
the Refugee Policy Group, as the worst month of his life, that he
was able to rectify this problem.

There was a shell game being played on the Rwanda War Crimes
Tribunal budget. In March of this year, the prdS8¢utors office and
the registrar were told there would be money available for the sec-
ond quarter. When the second quarter started, they were told there
is no money available.

Instead, Justice Goldstone had to call a donor’s conference, what
I call a pass-the-hat conference, in Kigali in May 1995 in order to
raise voluntary funds and the United States, the Netherlands, Bel-
gium, and other countries came forward quite generously to keep
the Rwanda War Tribunal going. Had it not been for that, it would
simply not exist today.

ere has been continuous foot-dragging in the last year on the
Rwanda tribunal. Only last month did they hire a registrar, the
key administrative official in the tribunal, after knowing for at
least 9 months that they needed one. In August, there was an ef-
fort by the tribunal to try to get an advocate in the Secretary Gen-
eral’s office who would remind appropriate people of the needs of
the tribunal. That so far has led to nothing.

All of this is having a very serious effect, Mr. Chairman. The
prosecutor and the deputy prosecutors and the tribunal registrars,
the top administrative officials, are having to spend far too much
of their time dealing with problems generated by New York. In-
stead of solving problems, the problems are being generated in the
U.N. headquarters.

Nevertheless, Mr. Chairman, I must tell you I still remain opti-
mistic about the fate of the tribunals and their ability to contribute
to the rule of international law. The problems we have talked about
are serious, but they are solvable.

We know that even if the tribunal is not ﬁoing to be able to get
its hands on everyone right away, that publicity has already had
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effects in deterring some human rights violations in the former
Yugoslavia. If we have to pursue some of these defendants to the
ends of the Earth, let them live the life of Joseph Mengele, and let
that be the judgment of history.

Finally, as we certainly learned in 1989 in Eastern Europe, gov-
ernments change, sometimes dramatically, and it would ge very
easy to see future governments having a very different view.

It may take a strong prosecutor, which we have right now. It will
take patience. It will take resources. Most importantly, Mr. Chair-
man, it will take political support for the tribunals to succeed.

Thank you.
d.[’I;he prepared statement of Mr. Warrick appears in the appen-

ix.

Mr. SMITH. Thank you very, very much, Mr. Warrick.

You know, the information you provided is, as you pointed out,
very timely.

Let me just ask my first question: Are you satisfied that the U.S.
Government is doing all that it can to: A—fund and, B—to exercise
political will to encourage the United Nations to aggressively pur-
sue these war criminals?

Mr. WARRICK. As to the second part of your question, Mr. Chair-
man, Ambassador Albright and Assistant Secretary Shattuck have
been very, very strong supporters of this.

Quite frankly, there are inquiries that I think might be worth
making in other quarters. But certainly with President Clinton’s
speech last Sunday in support of the War Crimes Tribunal, per-
haps there may be others who need to be reminded of what the
President has said.

As to the financial question, I think that there is very clearly a
need for the United States to take a major leadership role. I mean,
we heard Mr. Bolton speak very eloquently about the need to fund
some things on a voluntary basis. It may well be that these tribu-
nals would be an ideal candidate to try such an effort, because it
is very plain, at least to me, that the United Nations has done an
inadequate job of funding its own war crimes tribunals.

Mr. SMITH. You know, you may recall, then, when this committee
was considering H.R. 1561, I had put in my subcommittee’s bill
H.R. 1564, which was folded in and became part B of that legisla-
tion, additional dollars for the War Crimes Tribunal, which was
then successfully lessened when we got to full committee. As a
matter of fact, the administratior argued very hard to bring that
number down, and the argument went something along the line of
we should only be paying 25 percent of the costs and everyone
should pay their fair share.

My argument or counterargument was that—and much of this
came from the Schell-Blaustein study, which parallels some of the
things that ] know you have been very much involved in, that as
well—that we are losin% witnesses; we are losing opportunities.
You know, people—sites for exhuming graves become less doable as
time goes on, and on, and on. Evidence is lost and fewer perpetra-
tors will be apprehended and successfully prosecuted if you allow
the time to elapse. And that argument was not persuasive.

Unfortunately, the administration took the view of less not more.
So I am encouraged to hear that you think that at least on the
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money side, and if the President’s words ring true and not hollow,
there’s the hope that more can be applied to this.

I will bring up these issues later on today and your testimony,
and demand answers. And not only with this subcommittee but the
Commission on Security and Cooperation, which I also chair, will
be looking into further hearings and meetings just to keep the full
court press going because it is a shame if we were to lose this op-
portunity.

And as you pointed out in one of your slides, this might chill
some of the more barbaric behavior if the people who do these
crimes see that, hey, they mean business rather than a shell game
being played. So I do thank you for that.

With regard to the spending freeze, there are many who acted
very strongly when that was imposed as to the impact it would
have on it. Was this just a reaction by the Secretary General to the
budget crisis? Was he just, you know, using that as cover and then
just—you know , if, indeed, the supposition that you suggest is that
somehow they are not really committed, are they just going
through the motions on this?

Mr. WARRICK. Mr. Chairman, I think that the—the budgetary
crisis of the United Nations in a cash-flow sense is real. I mean,
there aren’t hidden dollars. But nevertheless, it is a question of
what (f)riorities you establish for the dollars that you have.

And among all of the things that we have seen, for instance,
most recently, I was reading the menu for the banquet that was
served to the U.N. guests and others in New York. I suspect that
the defense of the Tadic trial was probably equal to the cost of the
canapes at the latest reception that they were holding for the 50th
anniversary.

You and Senator D’Amato released a statement some weeks ago
that to my mind stands as absolutely the best single description of
the problem that the United Nations faces in this country today.
How can it have credibility when it spends money on things like
that when the important political needs and security needs of the
War Crimes Tribunal is here to enforce go unmet?

Mr. SMITH. I appreciate that.

Mr. Ruddy, does your experience in the Western Sahara suggest
that the United Nations cannot be trusted, even with traditional
peacekeeping operations?

Mr. RuDpDpY. Well, Mr. Chairman, the United Nations needs, 1
think, as I saw written in the paper the other day, some tough
love. The Western Sahara mission was cut out for the United Na-
tions. That 13 eXACIly what they were created to do.

The unfortunate thing is that if the mission is canceled, the Mo-
roccans are going to stay in control of the Western Sahara and if
the mission continues as it is, the referendum is going to be a
sham. It seems to me that using the prestige that the United
States has, that the solution is, to borrow that Nike advertising
phrase, to tell the United Nations to “just do it”, get this referen-
dum done. It is not that difficult. It is approximately 100,000 peo-
ple. Find out who they are and let them vote.

It was originally scheduled for January 1992. We are getting into
close to January 1996. There is no excuse for it. They should be
able to do it. They should be made to do it.
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Mr. SMITH. I would like to yield to our distinguished chairman
of the full committee before asking any additional questions, Mr.
Ben Gilman. B,

Mr. GILMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I want to commend you
for continuing in this series of hearings on the functions of the
United Nations and the need for reform. It is especially timely
today since we are going to have Secretary General Boutros
Boutros-Ghali appear before a joint committee meeting a little later
on today.

I welcome our distinguished witnesses in this second of a series
of U.N. hearings and briefings held under your committee auspices
while we celebrate the 50th anniversary of the United Nations.
While we celebrate, we also recognize that there is a need to
strengthen the United Nations.

This past weekend, I had the privilege of taking part, along with
some of our colleagues on this committee, in the anniversary cele-
bration in New York, being there at the time the President spoke
to the General Assembly on Sunday at which time he reaffirmed
his determination that our funds should go to improving the qual-
ity of life and saving lives and not to an unneeded overhead. Sub-
committee Chairman Smith has been focusing today’s hearing on
that very same theme of U.N. reform and the need for restructur-
ing and renewal inside the United Nations and specialized agen-
cies.

All of the witnesses in the full committee hearing earlier this
week advocated that the United States conduct a careful review of
our membership in all U.N. agencies and to consider withdrawing
from several of those agencies, including the U.N. Industrial Devel-
opment Organization, which has sort of outlived its usefulness.

There was also general agreement about the need to improve
management practices, to freeze the overall U.N. budget and to en-
courage the appointment of a high level official in charge of reform
efforts. To the extent that the Congress and the administration can
agree on a joint framework for action on the agenda for U.N. re-
form, I feel certain that we can then try to close the financial gap
in our arrearages and put our overall support for U.N. peacekeep-
ing on a more sustainable basis. I would urge the administration
to strengthen the Office of the Inspector General, to institute an
immediate hiring freeze, institute a series of U.N. procurement re-
forms and advance a concept of a code of conduct for all U.N. em-
ployees without exception. I look forward to further testimony.

If I might, Mr. Chairman, ask just a question or two.

Can I ask our panelists, do the spending fees for the war crimes
tribunal suggest that the United Nations is pursuing a Washington
Monument strategy for funding the very programs that most need
support in order to get the attention of donor nations or have there
also been freezes and spending cuts for less essential services?

Mr. WARRICK. Mr. Chairman, there have been spending cuts that
have affected all other U.N. agencies. Nevertheless, there is cer-
tainly a Washington Monument aspect of it in the issue, for in-
stance, of voluntary trust funds. The United States has contributed
money to a voluntary trust fund that was dedicated to the war
crimes tribunals. Yet, now the war crimes tribunals can’t get their
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hands on our money because it is tied up under the restrictions set
down by the Secretary General.

After a considerable amount of begging and pleading by the
Hague to New York, we were allowed access to it, but not on items
that were covered in the regular budget. It is the proverbial Catch
22. We will let you spend your money, but not on the things that
need it the most.

Mr. GILMAN. There is a document entitled, “Worldwide Peace-
keeping Operations, 1994,” which was published by the CIA Direc-
tor of Intelligence, of which I am informed is widely regarded as
an authoritative source on peacekeeping and contains the following
conclusion:

United Nations operations have fallen short. The U.N. interim
force in Lebanon, UNIFIL, and the U.N. Angola verification mis-
sion, UNAVEM II, have been judged ineffective by many observers.
Others such as the U.N. Peacekeeping Force in Cyprus and the
U.N. Military Observer Group in India and Pakistan, have been in
place for decades, still awaiting a settlement. -

Would you care to comment on these conclusions?

Mr. RubpDY. Mr. Chairman, I can comment on some of them be-
cause I actually was in UNAVEM and Angola for approximately a
month during the elections over there, and that certainly was not
a well-run operation.

As you know, on the last day, when the results from the polls
were being closed, the Chairman of UNAVEM announced first in
a press release that the election was seriously flawed nationwide
and within hours issued a completely contradictory statement say-
ing that the election was completely valid.

There was also a provision for a run-off election, if President dos
Santos did not reach a certain percent of the vote. He didn’t. There
was no run-off. That was not the greatest hour for the United Na-
tions, and for peacekeeping in general.

I know the publication that you are referring to and there have
been some limited success stories, such as Cyprus, but in general
the overall view of peacekeeping has been one that has not lived
up to expectations.

Mr. GILMAN. Would you care to comment, Mr. Warrick?

Mr. WARRICK. Sometimes the best answer, Mr. Chairman, is I
don’t know, and that’s what I would like to say.

Mr. GiLMAN. Well, I thank Ambassador Ruddy.

Is it true that the inspector general’s office was denied the title,
“inspector general,” because some member states have been unwill-
ing to give it the independence and authority that the title implies?

Mr. RubDY. I don’t know the reason for denying the title, Mr.
Chairman, but there is no question that there are two very serious
limitations on the Under Secretary of Oversight Services as it is
called. It is kind of a shadow inspector general. He is not able to
give protection to the people with whom he speaks.

In other words, anybody that gives him information is then sub-
ject to retaliation and has no place to hide. And under the U.N.
system, every employee each year is rated formally as a category
on your attitude toward the United Nations. If you don’t get a good
mark in that category, your career at the United Nations is, for all
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intents and purposes, over. So given this limitation, the inspector
general is stuck pretty much in what he can do.

And second, he is lumbered with poor staff. He is not able to pick
his own staff. So you may have read what Under Secretary
Thornburgh had commented when this office was being proposed
and the limitations that he saw there in terms of a staff: That he
couldn't pick and actually a staff that was possibly the least distin-
guished within the U.N. organization. That situation hasn’t
changed.

Before you arrived, Mr. Chairman, I gave an incident of the in-
spector—the inspection in MIN‘!‘E[%D and one of the—an American
was interviewed by the insp®ffor's team and the American was
simply told to keep your mouth shut if you want to work for the
United Nations again. The American did speak up and she has
since been blackballed. And this is a matter of record and, as a
matter of fact, it occurs—it appears in the Human Rights Watch
Report, which is being published tomorrow.

Mr. GILMAN. More recently, Joe Connor has been appointed
Under Secretary General for Management. How do you appraise
his success or effectiveness?

Mr. RuppY. I think Mr. Connor is a very competent man and is
a very conscientious man. I think the problem that Mr. Connor
faces is the same problem that Dick Thornburgh faced, that he has
to get complete support at the top.

As you know, Dick Thornburgh, in 1993, presented Mr. Boutros-
Ghali with a report citing great waste and abuse at the United Na-
tions and Mr. Boutros-Ghali suppressed the report and had the re-
maining copies shredded, as Dick Thornburgh told me himself. I
checke befgre I used that statement.

What has started off so far by Mr. Connor has been good. Wheth-
er Boutros-Ghali will let him continue and let him make the re-
forms that he himself I think would make—I have full faith in Mr.
Connor. It is just a question of whether he will be allowed to be
Mr. Connor. -_

Mr. GILMAN. Thank you.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. SMITH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate your leader-
ship on U.N. issues for many years here in the Congress. It has
been outstanding.

Ambassador Ruddy, you were treated outrageously when you at-
tempted to blow the whistle on some of the problems with the
Western Sahara peacekeeping. As a matter of fact, even the Fourth
Committee—and as you point out, the administration came down
on your side in wanting to hear that testimony—yet with the vote
32 to 38, with 114 members abstaining or absent, they wouldn’t
even consider the allegations and at the behest of France, the Eu-
ropean Union likewise went against it.

ould a real authentic bona fide, not bogus, but real U.N. In-
spector General, with powers similar to those in our own Federal
agencies have avoided these problems, exposed those problems?
And what would you recommend that I tell Boutros-Ghali and Mr.
Connor later on today?

Mr. Rubpby. Well, the question—the question you asked to take
up first, yes, there is no question about it.
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The real issue, and this thing has gone on for 4 years, the real
issue is to say to Morocco and the Pollsario, are you serious about
this? Do you really want this thing to go forward?

In the beginning, of course, they both agreed to the basic imple-
mentation plan. And as i{ progressed, what the—what the function
of the inspector general would be would be to say, look, these very
significant abuses are going on. They are verified by—well, they
would be verified by the people in MINURSO if you asked them,
but they are verified by the Human Rights Watch, the New York
Times reporter, blah blah blah. And the point then was simply to
say to Morocco, look, you either have to stop this or we are going
to just cut and run, and we are going to say why we are cutting
and running because you are not cooperating.

The alternative would be to say to Morocco, if the United Nations
has that prestige, you have to do the right thing here. If one of
those options had been taken a long time ago we wouldn’t have
spent $250 million and still counting for absolutely nothing.

The referendum is, I am told, virtually stalled, dead in the water
again, and there is no fixed date. So the answer is it is a long way
of saying, {yf:es. I think the inspector general could have done quite
a bit, an effective inspector general.

Mr. GILMAN. Would the gentlemen yield?

Mr. SMITH. I yield.

Mr. GILMAN. With regard to the Western Sahara, we have had
reports that there are a number of Moroccan troops that are wan-
dering around the desert trying to return to Morocco, but Morocco
will not accept them back. Do you have any comments about that?

Mr. RubpDY. Yes, Mr. Chairman. It's bizarre, but it is true. I
think the number is about 200. And, again, in the Human Rights
Watch Report, there was a Human Rights Watch person who was
just over there who can give you up-to-the-minute details, but it is
bizarre. I mean, these are Moroccan soldiers who were captured by
the Polisario and the Polisario wants to give them back and Mo-
rocco won't take them. It is a bizarre situation.

Mr. GILMAN. Thank you. Thank you for yielding, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. SMITH. Could you tell us what has happened to Mr. Paschke?
Is he still on the job?

Mr. Ruppy. Oh, I think so. Yes. I mean, he was in—I saw his
pictll:re in Time or something with Mr. Connor just within the last
week.

Mr. SMITH. Even though he, as you put it, whitewashed this en-
tire episode and his investigators were the ones who said, “Keep
your mouth shut if you ever want to work for the United Nations™?

Mr. RuppY. Oh, yes, yes. The interesting thing is when his re-
port came out, which was some time in early March, almost imme-
diately the Security Council blew it off and said that they were
sending out their own people to take a look. I mean, they didn’t ac-
cept it.

Ambassador Cardenas of Argentina, who was Chairman of the
Security Council at that time, said that the Security Council had
heard enough of these tall tales coming out of MI SO, words
to that effect, and they were quoted in the Washin .

Mr. SMITH. As you point out in your testimony, the U.N. Inspec-
tor General, as now has been acknowledged, may not investigate
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anything that might cause embarrassment to a member state of
the United Nations Who acknowledged that and is that policy? Is
that written anywhere or is that just a modus operandi?

Mr RuDDY. I don’t know if it is written, but it was actually—
there was a congressional staffer who went up to interview Mr.
Paschke after this report, and he was surprised that there was this
absence of any reference to any of these Moroccan abuses in a re-
port that was supposed to investigate Moroccan abuses and that is
how that came out. -

Mr. SMITH. That is something we ought to look into as well.

Mr. RupDY. I would think so.

Mr. SMITH. Really, just one final question. Again, your testimony
has been outstanding, very helpful for this subcommittee to follow
up.

The expert consultation that resulted in the Schell-Blaustein

study, of which you were a part, has anything like that occurred

since the publication on February 11, 1995? And what kind of con-

tact do you have for interface with the U.N. leaders to deal with

that, so that they hear from true experts, so they can have more

:ivqll-r‘;)unded and hopefully insightful views on what they should be
oing?

Mr. WARRICK. Mr. Chairman, the budget cycle of the United Na-
tions is such that there should be a need for this, I think, in late
November or early December.

Certainly everyone who participated in that—it was a wide rang-
ing body of experts, from people with private sector experience,
government experience—all of those individuals have expressed to
me their enormous interest to build on that work.

There is a lot that has been learned from the experience in tribu-
nals in the last year. As you saw, there are still some things that
can be improved on, and we are certainly ready to do that. It is
up to the United Nations to decide whether it wants to listen to
outside experts, and it is entirely up to them.

Mr. SMITH. There is no doubt that Prosecutor Goldstone has a
very good reputation. Does he reach out to individuals such as
yourself?

Mr. WARRICK. Oh, yes, very much so. Justice Goldstone, in fact,
has two people on his staff—whom I know he can hardly spare—
their role is to reach out to experts, to NGO’s, and to make sure
that he gets the benefit of their experience and advice. He is excep-
tional in doing that.

The other key tribunal official, the registrar, Judge de Sampayo,
is starting to do that, and we are certainly hoping to work very
closely with her in the next few weeks.

Mr. SMITH. As you pointed out in your testimony, that part of the
pie that is dedicated to the prosecutors was enhanced because of
his objections and input.

Mr. WARRICK. Yes.

Mr. SMITH. HHow does the chain of command actually work? If
this is what we need, absolutely, to get this job done, I mean
does—I have never seen that made public, and it would be nice to
know what we can do to provide some pressure and perhaps even
appropriate additional resources ourselves.

~—
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Mr. WARRICK. Mr. Chairman, it is one of the strangest things I
have ever seen. Justice Goldstone holds the rank of Under Sec-
retary General, reports to Secretary General Routros-Ghali. Never-
theless, he doesn’t have control over his own budget. All he can do
is make requests to the registrar, who actually ranks below him in
the U.N. pecking order, Assistant Secretary General.

The previous registrar to Judge de Sampayo, the current reg-
istrar—the previous registrar had academic experience but no prac-
tical court manafement experience, and I am afraid that showed.
It is almost mind boggling how Justice Goldstone had to make his
requests in December a year ago. Things were cut for the most ir-
rational of reasons.

For example, computer legal research, which is—every law firm,
every prosecutor’s office, in this country uses it because it is cost
effective; you can do things so much faster by computers than you
can with humans. The registrar doesn’t understand that, said we
are the United Nations, we don’t have that sort of thing. People
were stupefied. I mean that is not the way the world works.

And in other areas as well, there were cuts made in the prosecu-
tor’s requests that the prosecutor didn’t know about until the budg-
et had gone off to New York. Things simply couldn’t be f