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PROCEEDI NGS

MR. CARPENTER: Good afternoon and wel cone to our
policy forum "A Robust United Nations in the 21st Century:
Benefit, Danger, or Fantasy."

| am Ted Gal en Carpenter, Vice President for Defense
and Foreign Policy studies here at the Cato Institute. The
United Nations has opened its millenniumsummt and in the
buil dup to that summt, we have seen a plethora of proposals to
strengthen the organi zation, everything fromcreating a taxing
power on international financial transactions to establishing a
standby U.N. arny for far nore robust peacekeeping and i ndeed
peace-maki ng enterprises, revitalizing the trustee systemto
allowthe U N to take failed States under its institutional w ng
and basically create international protectorates.

W have seen ot her proposals such as the permanent
international crimnal court to bring those accused of war crines
and crinmes against humanity to justice. That, of course, raises
a nunber of questions, including whether any of these proposals,
much less all of them are feasible. And, even if they are
feasi bl e, whether they would be in the best interests of the
United States of Anerica. Wuld the United States really want to
be an active nmenber of an organization with the kinds of powers

that are being proposed?
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We have a distinguished panel this afternoon to address
t hese and an assortnent of other issues. Qur first speaker is
Al an Tonel son, who is a Research Fellow with the U S. Business
and I ndustry Council Educational Foundation, where he focuses on
U.S. economc, technol ogy and national security policy. He has a
new book com ng out in just a few weeks, "The Race to the
Bottom" That w |l be published by West View Press in Novenber.

Previously, Alan was a Fellow at the Econom c Strategy
Institute and an Associate Editor at "Foreign Policy." He is the
co-editor of "Power-nom cs: Economcs and Strategy After the
Cold Vr" and the author of "Made in China: Anerica's Failed
Trade Policies Toward the People's Republic.” His articles on
i nternational economc policy and foreign policy have appeared in
a variety of major publications, including "Foreign Affairs,"”
"Foreign Policy," "The National Interest,” The New York Tines,
t he Washi ngton Post, and "Atlantic Mnthly."

M. Tonel son received his B.A. in History with highest
honors from Princeton University. Please join nme in welcomng
Al an Tonel son.

(Appl ause.)

ALAN TONELSQON, SENI OR FELLOW

U S. BUSI NESS AND | NDUSTRY COUNCI L
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DR. TONELSON: Thank you very much, Ted. | still find
nmysel f chal l enged by the possibility of raising the actual podium
as opposed to the m crophone. Let's see what happens. OCh, ny
goodness, look at that. GCee, welcone to the 21st century.

| would I'ike to thank you all for com ng and | woul d
like to thank Cato for once again holding a very tinely and, |
hope, useful foreign policy forum

The Anerica foreign policy community, you know, that
cluster of current officials, former officials, think tank types,
journalists, academ cs, has-beens, forner has-beens, wannabe's,
has beconme very good at debating major issues in a strategic
vacuum Think of many of the foreign policy controversies of the
| ast few decades: Should we be as a nation interventionist or
non-interventionist? Should we be nmultilateral or unilateral or
maybe even, | guess, bilateral or trilateral or quadrilateral?

s mlitary force losing its utility or not? None of
the principals in these controversies has ever favored the
Anerican people with a detail ed, conprehensive description of the
| arger purposes and ains of U S. foreign policy. Even a high
profile debate in the Reagan years, for those of you out there
who are ol d enough to renmenber them between Secretary of State
Ceorge Shultz and Secretary of Defense Caspar Wi nberger over
when to use mlitary force was stunningly devoid of any

di scussions of the geopolitical or economc priorities that have
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to shape the decision to use force. It was a debate about neans
that conpletely ignored ends.

Today we witness the opening of the U N's mllennium
summt, a summt whose very thene is the UN's role in the 21st
century. At first glance, however, this mllenniumsumt seens
all too likely to globalize the Arerican tendency to debate
foreign policy in a strategic vacuum But the run-up to the
mllenniumsummt and the | onger |asting discussions of the
UN's role in the post-Cold Wrld -- because after all it was
the end of the Cold War that really energized not only the
nati onal, but gl obal debate, over what should the U N do now
that the paralysis of great power relations had been renoved --
this long-1lasting debate has displayed another, but | think
related and, equally inportant problem

And this is the reluctance, it seens, of U N
supporters, U N reforners, including Arerican Presidents, U N
Secretary- General s, nenbers of Congress and that |arger foreign
policy community that | just described a few nonments ago, their
reluctance to tell the American people exactly what they mean
when they press for a stronger and nore effective U N, a phrase
t hat you conme across frequently in their reports and vari ous
other witings and statenents.

In other words, what is the goal? Wat is the goa

that we should be, to be sure, gradually and responsibly and
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pragmatically working toward? Wat do they nean when they say a
"stronger and effective U N ?" To do what exactly?

Now, | fully understand the uses of anmbiguity in
politics and al so di plonacy in many instances, especially when
such grand and conplex ideas |ike global governance are being
considered. But in the |ast analysis, foreign policy has to
consi st of nore than anbiguity. The U N supporters have been
pushing for a stronger world organi zati ons for 50 years now. The
Col d War has been over for nore than ten years.

Sone of the ideas that have been bandi ed about, however
general ly, mght be fantastic ideas. M nmain purpose here is not
to judge themon their content, but to call attention to the need
to flesh out this content. |, nore often than not, can't figure
out what that content is. So | find it very difficult to see how
we can have a useful debate about U N reformor strengthening
the U N. or what the organization's role generally should be if |
don't know what the advocates for change want.

| think we are entitled to nore specifics than we have
received so far. And the need for nore specifics is nmade all the
nmore urgent by U N supporters' standard disclainmer that we are
not tal king about world government. Relax, it's not on the
agenda. W know better. And also by the continuing practice of
of fering proposals that, nonethel ess, seemto incorporate many of

the essentials of what world governnent schenes would have to
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involve if we are serious about this. Mybe we are not, | don't
know. | just don't know.

Specificity is also urgent because there is a
remar kabl e anpunt of activity currently underway in what we m ght
call the nonprofit global governance industry. Mich of this
activity has pointedly included senior U S. governnent officials,
who rarely throw could water on the ideas raised in these venues.

It would be rather easy to conclude that many of the
nost prom nent U. N supporters in the U S. Governnent, or those
recently departed fromthe U S. Governnment, are playing sonething
of a double ganme here in this "what should the role of the U N
be debat e?"

For exanple, the Conm ssion on d obal Governance, a
private group of 28 prom nent forner international |eaders, nakes
clear on its Wb site that, and I'll quote, "W make it clear
that we are not proposing even novenent toward world governnent, "
and it is italicized, so it's got to be true.

In his new report, prepared for this mllenniumsunmmt,
U.N. Secretary-Ceneral Kofi Annan, clains that, quote, nothing is
| ess desirable, ungquote, than standard, quote, imges of world
governnent, of centralized bureaucratic behenoths, tranmpling on
the rights of people and states.

And yet, when the admttedly vague proposals for

strengthening the U N are discussed at greater |ength, although
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not necessarily greater specificity -- you can have |l ength
W t hout specificity, it seens, at least inthis field -- the
disclainmers start to look a little hollow. For exanple,
President Cinton, an awfully good politician, knows better than
to push terribly specific U N inprovenent blueprints, much |ess
nore anbitious gl obal governnment schenmes. Although he did, of
course, spearhead Anerica's entry into the Wrld Trade
Organi zation, arguably along with the International Monetary
Fund, the nost powerful international organization ever created,
an organi zation that has great authority over Anerican |aws and
American regulations. That is a whole other debate, of course.

But inalittle noticed speech in Canada | ast Cctober,
he spoke favorably of becom ng "nore of a Federalist world," as
the U.N. becomes nore active in peace naki ng or peacekeepi ng.
And al t hough Federal i sm obviously entails much decentralization
of political power, by definition this decentralization takes
place within a central context, within a context of suprene
authority. Sonmebody has got it. Various things becone del egated
to various kinds of sub-national entities, but there remains a
central power, a suprene authority.

Internationally speaking, that is a sobering thought.
The Comm ssion on d obal Governance has, | think, quite usefully
enphasi zed the inportance of not trying to achieve at the gl obal

| evel goals that still can't be achieved at national |evels.
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think that is a very useful point that they have nade; one that |
wish U N reformtypes would pay nore attention to, in fact.
But in the sane report, this Conmm ssion speaks of the

need for a global forumthat can "provide | eadership in economc

social, and environnental fields." WIlIl, that is kind of a vague
phrase, to be sure, but "provide | eadership,” it seens pretty
active to ne. It seens |ike you are tal king about sonething with

a fair degree of oonph behind it and also a fair degree of
aut onony.

You al so see phrases in this report |like "creating an
econom ¢ security council to give political |eadership and
pronot e consensus on international econom c issues.” Yet, at the
sane time, we just heard, they said, "W can't try to address
probl ens on the gl obal |evel that even states can't resolve."
detect sone inconsistency there.

The Secretary-Ceneral, for his part, while on record as
opposi ng highly centralized world governnent schenes and
enphasi zing that the U N. nust work with States and i ndeed seek
to strengthen them has also witten that, "States need to
devel op a deeper awareness of their dual role in our globa
worl d.” He has added, and this is where it gets interesting,
that this dual role inplies that "decision-naking structures,

t hrough whi ch governance is exercised internationally and on an

ongoi ng basis, nmust reflect the broad reality of our tines."
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Again, that seens to be quite active. It seens to
i nvol ve sone authority sonewhere that is rather autononous and
rather powerful. A final passage worth quoting fromthe
Secretary-Ceneral's report, and it is contained in Paragraph 355,
whi ch neans you do really have to read these things all the way
through: "In many areas we cannot do our job because
di sagreenents anong nenber states preclude the consensus needed
for effective action.”

| amreading that and | think, gee, on the one hand, he
is tal king about an organi zation that nust already rest on and
reflect the interests of the individual nenber states and yet
here we have a quite explicit conplaint: you know, these nenber
States and their inability to get together, they keep cranping ny
style. | can't do what | would like to do. | can't do what the
Secretariat should be doing, what |I think the Secretary ought to
be doi ng.

Again, that is a funny definition of reflecting the
interest. And then, he goes on to say, "Moreover, the highly
i ntrusi ve and excessively detail ed node of oversight that nenber
states exercise over programactivities nmakes it very difficult
for us to maximze efficiency and effectiveness."

So, on the one hand, we are here to serve nenber

States. On the other hand, you know, this inspection stuff is
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real ly again cranmping our style. Get out of our faces. Let us
do our job, whoever we are and whatever that job is.

Again, | don't think it is being excessively
deconstructionist to ask what do they nean by these words. These
words in these reports are always there for very specific
reasons. |If they are not expressly clear right away, it is fair
to ask, what are they trying to suggest or to convey?

And the nost inportant answer, | think, or | should say
the nost valid answer that anybody can come up with at this stage
is, "I don't know."™ | don't know. But that is troubling.

Now, al so participating in the debate over the U N's
role in world affairs are groups of nore ardent and, in fact,
not ably nore candi d supporters of a strengthened U N. and
strengthened international institutions per se; not that they are
above what | ooks an awful |ot |ike dissenbling thensel ves.

There was a wonderful ad run in the Washi ngton Ti nes.
| don't know why they ran it in the Washington Tines. It was by
the Wrld Federalists. | don't know what kind of an audience
t hey thought they m ght reach. The typeface is so small that |
w Il have to break out ny reading glasses. It is |like a half a
poi nt type.

"On the one hand,"” and it is an ad witten by forner
Congressman John Anderson, who is the President of the Wrld

Federal i st Association. He is calling for "a strengthened United
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Nations to take the lead in international relations.” "Take the
| ead,” that sounds, again, like sonmething with a | ot of oonph
behind it and its own ideas of what that oonph ought to
acconpl i sh.

He al so quotes Walter Cronkite, saying, "W need a
system of enforceable world law, a denocratic federal world
governnent, to deal with world problens.” Again, that sounds
like a pretty specific, pretty powerful organization to nme. Yet,
at the sane tine, he says, "W need a systemthat will conpl enent
t he work of individual nations.”

Well, that is kind of pulling back a little bit. But
agai n, which point should |I believe? Wich point should | take
nore seriously? They are obviously clashing points.

But even nore inportant than these obvi ous tensions
bet ween various planks and their platforns is a conplete failure
of these nore ardent world government types, but it is also
shared by the nore mainstream or nore "respectable" world
government, U.N. supporter types. It is a conplete failure to
come to grips in any useful pragmatic way with the really tough
gquestions that gl obal governnents woul d raise.

| would single out two in particular. One, where does
the | ocus of sovereignty lie? You can hire any nunber of
political scientists and bureaucrats to try to parse out

sovereignty and try to share it and split it. Utimtely,
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sovereignty is indivisible. You either have it or you don't.
There are no "if," "ands" or "buts" about it.

Where does the | ocus of sovereignty lie in all of these
schenes? It is never clear. But if it remains with
nation-states, as many of these proposals insist that it woul d,
then U N supporters are left with the sane kinds of problens
that they keep conpl aini ng about, especially in the security and
peacekeeping fields; i.e., you can't nobilize troops quickly
enough. You wind up waiting six or eight nonths after this or
that atrocity occurs, and that is not acceptable. So we have to
nobi | i ze them faster.

But if the nation-states can continue to hem and haw
and in fact resort to their own constitutional processes, to
figure out, do we want to get involved in this or that Security
Counci| authorized operation or not, you are left with the sane
problem You are waiting six nonths. The problem my be over
wi th already.

Second, wi thout a powerful, truly autononous
i nternational organization, how can consensus and cooperation be
fostered where none exists right now? Mre inportant, how can it
be done w thout conventional diplomacy, which ultimately invol ves
the use of power of sone kind, not necessarily mlitary power,
maybe econom ¢ power, but power of sone kind, sonething that

nation- states have al ways done?
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So, do we really want something big and centralized
replacing the group of things that are relatively small, of
course not the U S., but, generally speaking, relatively snal
and very, very decentralized? Again, | amnot sure, but | don't
think they are sure either. | think this brings us to maybe the
nost i nmportant conclusion that could be drawn about this U N
reformor "what should the role of the U N in the 21st century
be" debate that is occurring in New York right now.

And that is, despite all of the world |eaders
assenbl ed, all of the linousines, all of the hotel roons
occupied, all of the restaurant reservations made, all of the
traffic held up, we still lack the basic prerequisites of a U N.
reform debate. Because either the U N reforners don't really
know what they want after all these reans of paper are exam ned,
or they won't tell us.

Thank you.

(Appl ause.)

MR. CARPENTER: Thank you, Alan. That gets us off to a
fairly provocative start.

Qur second speaker is Stefan Halper. He is a Senior
Managi ng Partner at Hal per, Roosevelt and Brown, Incorporated, a
| ocal consulting firm He is also the Chairman of the Anerican

Jour nal i sm Foundati on, which does trenmendous work in sending U S.
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journalists overseas to broaden their know edge of other
countri es.

He is al so the host and Executive Editor of This Wek
from Washi ngton, a weekly radi o program syndi cated by Radi o
America and heard on sone 150 stations across the United States.

During the Reagan Admi nistration, Dr. Hal per was Deputy
Assi stant Secretary of State, working at the Bureau of Political,
Mlitary Affairs at the U S. State Departnment. From 1971 to
1977, he worked at the Wiite House wth President Richard N xon
and President Gerald Ford.

Dr. Halper's colums on foreign affairs and nationa
security policy have been published wi dely, appearing in the New
York Times, Wall Street Journal, Los Angeles Tines, Wekly
St andard, National Review, and nany ot her newspapers and
magazi nes.

He al so has a British connection. He received his
Ph.D. from Oxford University at, | believe, roughly the sane tine
as our Commander-in- Chi ef.

Stef Hal per.

(Appl ause.)

STEFAN HALPER

FORMER DEPUTY ASSI STANT SECRETARY OF STATE
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DR. HALPER  Actually, that is right, Ted. W were in
the same class. But we will |eave that alone for now.

Let nme thank the Cato Institute, particularly Ted
Carpenter and Gary Denpsey, for inviting nme to think again about
a favorite topic, the United Nations and where it is going.

As we speak, New York is gridlocked with the |argest
gat hering of heads of state ever. That gridlock could well stand
as a netaphor for the U N itself: so nmuch hope, so nuch
di sappoi nt nent .

Every nmenber and head of state will be there with his
own agenda, playing to audi ences back hone and around the world.
They are likely to adopt Secretary Kofi Annan's proposals for a
revitalized U N in the century ahead that will, "do everything
we can to end war and poverty, support globalization, halt the
spread of AIDS, and increase econom c devel opnent.” Mre on that
in a nmonent.

It is particularly tinmely to exam ne an institution
t hat has been around | onger than nost of us have been. The U N
has grown froma body of |argely European and Western Hem sphere
nations, alnost classically Western in outl ook, to one counting
nore than 185 nmenbers, stretching fromthe | one superpower, the
United States, to Pacific Atoll States |ike Nauru, admtted to
the U N last sumer, popul ation 11,845, and each with exactly

one vote in the CGeneral Assenbly.
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The U.N., nost historians would agree, has l|argely
served the interests of the United States, at least in the first
several decades. Many find this unconfortable. | do not. The
point remains that the U N, until the 1960's, was a reasonably
reliable instrunment of U S. foreign policy. Under its unbrella
t he war agai nst North Korean aggressi on was waged; Sovi et
outrages in East Gernmany, Hungary, and Czechosl ovaki a were
condemmed; the international financial was buoyed by the | M,
allowing countries to recover rapidly from bal ance of paynents
crises; the world's hot spots were nonitored, in the Mddle East,
Kashm r and el sewhere; and, even later, the U N presence in
pl aces |ike Cyprus and El Salvador have kept the peace or hel ped
nonitor an end to bl oody conflicts.

Now, we should ask what the U N should do in the
century unfol ding before us, and particularly what the UN is
capabl e of doing that falls within our interests.

To achi eve the goal set up by the Secretary-Genera
begs a sinple question: |Is the organization able, nanagerially,
financially and politically, to function effectively? A candid
answer to that question requires a |look at how the U N has
managed its own operations over the years.

If there were a report card on that, | amafraid the
answer woul d be "needs inprovenent, lots of it." Consider this:

the U N bureaucracy remains today |argely unaccountable, despite
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efforts to clean up its act. Exanple: It was only in 1994 and
under heavy pressure from Congress that the U N appointed its
first inspector general, a feature nodern bureaucracies around
the world have had for decades.

What that first Inspector CGeneral, Carl Poshkie, did
was not entirely reassuring. 1In his first report he found
outright fraud and corruption. |In Somalia, for exanple, $369, 000
was paid for fuel distribution that never happened. The
contractor sinply pocketed the noney. And there are many nore
exanples. Yet, the Inspector General's inquiries on these and
other matters fell short. WMadeleine Al bright, no apol ogist, had
hoped the new |.G would be a junkyard dog. |Instead we got, she
said, "A junkyard puppy."

That was six years ago. Are we better off now?
According to a 1999 GAO study, the answer is "not really." For
exanple, the U N Secretariat's swollen staff and their inflated
sal ari es has not changed, despite a U N claimof 1,000 positions
that were elimnated. |In fact, these 1,000 positions were
al ready vacant. They were sinply taken off the rolls.

Too often structural reformwas sinply shifting around
titles. Two departnents, in fact, were renamed. Two others were
merged with no staff reductions.

Meanwhi | e, the nore energetic |I.G"'s office uncovered

nmore and | arger exanples of fraud and waste. In Angola, for
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exanple, nore than $15 mllion in unneeded goods and services for
t he Angol an peacekeepi ng m ssion, which was itself an abject
failure, were ordered while established financial rules and
regul ati ons and procedures were sinply ignored.

O course, the UN |.G continues to serve at the
pl easure of the Secretary CGeneral, a rule that can only inhibit a
t hor ough housekeepi ng going forward. The |ist goes on, but the
fundanmental point is the U N still has substantial problens in
managing itself. So, how does it manage the affairs of others?
Not very well, if you | ook at the peacekeeping efforts.

Besi des the abject failure in Angola, we can add
Bosni a, Burundi, the Congo, Ethiopia, Somalia, Sudan, and, nopst
recently, Sierra Leone, in which poorly trained U N. units found
t hensel ves captured by a ragtag band of cut-throats, who could
only be saved by the tinely intervention of British troops.

Let me as an asi de nmake one comnment on Somalia. It has
not been nmuch in the news |ately, but what has cone out is
illustrative. At the end of |last nonth, Somalia's experience as
"a territory without governnent” canme to an end with a new
President, its first in ten years. Yet, it remains questionable
whet her M. Hassan will ever rule or even reign. The warlords
have yet to be heard from

Even this nodest achi evenent was not the result of U N

nation-buil ding, but the result of a conference held and
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organi zed by the |l eader of Djibouti. The humliations from
Somal ia, and now Sierra Leone, should have been a red-light
warning. But in the manner of the U N, the |lessons are only
seeping in.

But the peacekeeping failures go deeper than its
mlitary ineptitude. Am dst proposals for reform which are
badly needed, is buried the question of what the U S. role should
be. Some would have U. S. forces commtted to conflicts that have
little to do wth our national interests. Under a velvet cloak
of internationalismis a stark surrender of U S. sovereignty, of
choi ce, spanni ng budgetary questions, how our tax dollars are
spent, how our sons and daughters are depl oyed, who will command
them and where in fact the deploynents wll be.

The report on the Panel on U N Peace Qperations, for
exanpl e, envisions the possible sacrifice of American lives in
conflicts and disputes that have little of no relationship to
U.S. national security. That issue, of course, is the pivot on
whi ch an inportant part of the national security debate turns in
this country. And, | mght add, a very substantial ngjority of
the Anmerican peopl e oppose such depl oynents.

Whet her the failure to generate support for far-flung
mssions in the U S or Russia or China is a lack of realism

about what peacekeeping at its best can acconplish, | am not
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sure. My point is that there is limted support in the US.,
Chi na, Russia, and other places.

The peacekeeping can stop or perhaps Iimt damage done
to lives and property. It cannot by itself rebuild a society or
create sonething that has never existed. After nore than a half
century of technical advice and well-paid advisors, their
theories and prograns, we don't yet understand the technol ogy
required to build civil societies.

Once an election is held, for exanple -- and even the
record on that is spotty -- how do you establish an i ndependent
judiciary in a political culture with alien traditions or a
comercial code in places with no market experience in societies
as distinct fromeach other as the former Soviet Republics or
Par aguay?

One size does not fit all. Cultures and the conditions
and arrangenents surrounding authority and |l egitinacy vary
greatly fromplace to place, a truth the U N 's rigid bureaucracy
seens unable to grasp. It has often assumed wongly that
somewhere out there are nation-building magicians, Benthamte
social engineers with the tools to do the job. But they don't,
and it's not wise to pretend that they do.

Fai |l ure at peacekeepi ng has becone al nbst routine at
the U N., but what about other international responsibilities

i ke preventing the spread of weapons of mass destruction? Here
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the failure in Iraq is clear enough. Richard Butler's book anply
denonstrates the inability of the United Nations and its agencies
to pursue its task in the face of determ ned resistance.

Central to these nmanagenent and operationa
difficulties is the U N nenbership itself. Menber governnents
are unable to surnmount their domestic political realities and
curb their aspirations, often extrene, and very different from
ours. And that will be true a century from now.

The present-day U N Security Council, for exanple, is

a oligarchy of permanent representatives. But, |ike nedieval
Poland, it is a divided oligarchy. 1t was during and after the
Cold War. These nenbers now and then will use their veto when it

cones to their national interests as they define them

Russia will not let the U N intervene in Chechnya,
whi ch Moscow sees as a sovereign territory to do with as it sees
fit.

China has said no, and it will always say no, to the
U.N. when the question of Tibet arises. Wtness the PRC s
refusal to allow the Dalai Lama to address a U N. Conference on
Rel i gi on, even though the Dalai Lama was not resident on Chi nese
soi | .

Australia, outraged by a U N report on its aborigi nal
problem has now limted the nunber of visas provided to U N.

I nspectors.
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Robert Kaplan, in his book, "The Com ng Anarchy," had
it right in commenting on what he said about a divided Security
Council during the Cold War. That conflict "was actually about
sonet hi ng, rather than a value-neutral affair in which both sides
were unfortunately divided."

| ndeed, because the Cold War was a totem c struggle of
enl i ght ened val ues versus despotic ones, divisions such as those
in the Security Council were far nore preferable than any
conprom sing unanimty. And Kaplan adds, "The U.N. bureaucracy,
along with others who seek a peaceful world, worship consensus.
But that consensus can be a handmai den of evil, since the ability
to confront evil neans the willingness to act boldly and
rut hl essly and wi thout consensus."

Unfortunately, that good advice froma journali st
acquainted with the rough side of the real world is mssed in
Kofi Annan's wel |l -intentioned diplomatic attenpts at consensus,
apparently at all costs.

In light of that, what can the U N. do realistically?
The tasks are five-fold and anbitious enough for an arny of
internationalists.

First, assistance prograns, health/education relief.
By nowit is clear that disease is also globalized, as New York
residents worry about the West Nile virus. The U N can do nore

to provide basic public health in regions suffering froma | ack
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of potable water and preventative nedicine along with basic
nutrition, not to mention the further spread of AIDS. Oten
sinpl e measures can vastly approve human wel | -bei ng and
productivity. The real question is howto target and how to
deliver these services. The sane thing is true for relief
operations, especially in the wake of disasters.

Second, nonitoring el ections and peace agreenents,
whi ch often are bound up in the sane process. These tasks are
consi derably nore doabl e than peace-making or the new el astic
cl ause, peace-building. WlIl-trained nonitors have acted
successfully as a deterrent to war.

Third, and this requires patience and persistence, we
don't know how to transformpolitical societies. That is true.
But we can work at individual problens. For exanple, we can give
advice on | egal systens, help professionalize police and civil
servants. W can assist in small- and nedi umsized business
devel opnents and with social services.

Fourth, managenent reform bloated staffs, redundant
and conflicting prograns, excessive budgets, all too apparent.

Finally, the U N mnust not proceed on the assunption
that its mandate permts interference with sovereign states. To
do so is to invite unyielding opposition fromthe very sources of
political and fiscal support critical to success. And | include

Russi a and Chi na here.
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Finally, Kofi Annan's vision of the future, a nore
effective U N, is welcone and in many ways | audable. But any
vision has to be clear eyed and sensitive to both donestic
political realities and questions of sovereignty.

Progress can be achieved, history shows us that. But
hi story al so shows how slow, halting and difficult that progress
can be.

| thank you very nuch

(Appl ause.)

MR. CARPENTER: Thank you, Stef.

Qur final speaker is WIliamDurch, who is a Senior
Associate at the Henry L. Stinson Center and serves as Project
Director for the United Nations Panel on Peace Operations, which
recently rel eased a conprehensive study on the U N 's engagenent
i n peacekeepi ng m ssi ons.

Dr. Durch al so teaches courses on internationa
organi zati ons at Johns Hopkins University's Paul Nitze School for
Advanced International Studies, and he teaches courses on
peacekeepi ng at Georgetown University.

He is the editor and co-author of "The Evol ution of
U. N. Peacekeeping: Case Studies and Conparative Analysis," St.
Martins was the publisher of that in 1993; and "U. N.
Peacekeepi ng, Anerican Policy and the Uncivil Wars of the

1990's," also St. Martins in 1996.
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Dr. Durch holds a doctorate in Political Science from
MT and is a graduate of Georgetown University School of Foreign
Servi ce.

Pl ease help nme wel cone WIIiam Durch.

(Appl ause.)

W LLI AM DURCH, SENI OR ASSCCl ATE

HENRY L. STI MSON CENTER

DR. DURCH. Thank you, Ted. It is a pleasure to be
here, although |I feel a little bit like the internationalist
snack at the Cato snorgasbord. But we will see how things go.

Cat o makes you work for lunch, so that if you do a bad
job, there's no soup for you

| have sone brief remarks, and then I think I wll
respond to sonme of Ted's comments and some of the other things
that we have heard, taking advantage of being the tail-end
Charlie here.

The United Nations as an institution is really a series
of institutions that spin out fromthe Charter and the Breton
Wbods Agreenent, so there are lots of different peace parts to
the system The parts that we hear npbst about are the security
structures, the Security Council, and so forth. But there are a

| ot of others that serve many functions that | think probably
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nost of the people on the panel will probably agree with. There
is a rules and standard-setting function for coordi nating of
cross-border activities anongst governnents, legitimating joint
probl em sol ving activities, addressing the needs of refugees,
addressing i nternational peace and security issues and pronoti ng
basi ¢ human rights, individual rights, and not corporate rights
entirely or even primarily.

The rul e on standard setting goes back 150 years, with
the Universal Postal Union, so that you put a stanp on your
| etter here and sonebody accepts it at the other end, a basic
functional requirement for international comunications. That
has been continued through the G vil Aviation Oganization for
air and navigation standards and safety standards, the
| nternational Tel ecomruni cations Union that helps to allocate
satellite frequencies for international comunications, and
things like the dialup standard on your nodemthat you use to
call up the Internet.

Probl em solving, the Wrld Health Organi zati on,
coordi nating the eradication of small pox or polio or neasles;
t he needs of refugees, the H gh Comm ssioner for Refugees, seeing
to the needs of 12 mllion statel ess fol ks who have been
di spl aced by war or persecution.

Peace and security is probably where we are going to

focus the nost. For exanple, where the Security Counci
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legitimates coalition action, as against Irag. Under Article 51
of the Charter, we certainly could have taken that action at
Kuwait's request, collective and individual self-defense, but the
Security Council resolution broadened that |legitinacy to greater
acceptance by the rest of the globe. That is handy.
The Council authorizes international operations to
i npl enent peace accords in war-torn states, which serves
certainly the industrial states as well as the region's interest
in peace, stability and econom c growth and devel opnent. \Wet her
an individual case is doable, whether particular tasks are doable
is a different question, and we will come back to that shortly.
In terns of human rights, starting with the 1948
Decl aration, noving through the Convention on Civil and Political
Rights in the md-1960's that the U S. recently ratified -- it
has chosen not to ratify the conpani on agreenent on Econom ¢ and
Social Rights -- and that is certainly the U S. prerogative.
Turning to some of Ted's comments and in fact the
enunci ati ng paragraph for this nmeeting and goi ng down sone of
these points, "formng a standby U N. arny, recent suggestions.”
| presune that refers to the report that | was director for, but
it is a msreading of what the panel report suggested, which says
only that forces commtted by states to peacekeeping shoul d be
commensurate with the task at hand, that states should cooperate

wi th each other to inprove |evels of readi ness and

ARTI Transcripts
(202) 347-0030 and wwwe.artitranscripts.com



interoperability of forces that they would commt to those
operations -- so that you don't get a ness like Sierra Leone if
the operation is challenged by some crimnal outfit that refuses
to live up to the prom ses that they have nade in a peace accord.
And of course states remain free to say "no," if the U N asks
themto join an operation

Subordi nati ng national sovereignty to humanitarian

concerns, Alan had sone comrents on this, as well. Basically,
any tinme a country signs a treaty -- and it is not just with the
UN, it is with any other state -- there is a boundary on

sovereignty. And that boundary is established because there has
been a deci sion nade by sonebody, sonewhere, at sone |evel, that
you are going to be better off as a country with the treaty than
without it. Oherw se, you don't signit.

So, there is a tradeoff always to be nmade between
absol ute, say, autarchic control of everything that goes on
wi thin your borders and the anmount of cooperation that is
necessary to grease the wheels of conmerce, make gl obali zation
wor k, and to deal with common problens that extend beyond your
bor ders.

Not interested in creating institutions of globa
governance. This kind of nelds Ted's comends and Alan's. And
it really is the case that, I think, UN folks are not

interested in creating institutions of governnent. They do see
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t hensel ves as the public servants of the nmenber states. And
havi ng had ny head stuck inside the Secretariat bureaucracy for
six nonths, | can tell you that that attitude is alive and well
and, to sone extent, inhibits creativity because they are | ooking
to their international masters for gui dance, and perhaps too
much.

There have been 150 years' worth of institutions of
gl obal governance. Sone of the things | rattled off: the
Tel ecommuni cations Union, the Postal Union, the Cvil Aviation
fol ks, functional applications, international agreed standards,
procedures, rules that you agree to because it makes the world
work a little easier than if you had to negotiate each aircraft
| andi ng si mul t aneously, separately, all around the world, and
worried about what |anguage the pilot was speaking at the sane
tinme.

CGovernance, where states, in other words, meet to work
out jointly agreed and voluntarily supported, stressing
"voluntary," supported rules with respect to i ssues of comon
interest or to address problens that they are unable to resol ve
al one. d obal governance in different functional issue areas,
not governnent, really is a grow ng necessity as economnic
gl obal i zati on sweeps the planet. Public institutions of

governance are way behind private gl obalization, certainly by
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conparison with [evels of regulation you face within a sovereign
state in terns of econom c managenent.

I ndeed, it is ironic that a good fraction of the
efforts at governance recently have been ai ned at opening up
mar kets, opening up polities at pronoting individual rights that
woul d, to ny mnd, pronote the kind of civil society-building
that Cato Institute would favor. So | don't consider that trend
necessarily a bad thing.

Just noving on a little bit to sone of Alan's remarks
about the foreign policy conmunity, for exanple, and debating
issues in a strategic vacuum | think that is probably true. W
don't have enough debate on the general and ultimate objectives
of U.S. foreign policy.

But what | can say standing here before you is that the
United States is the top dog in a large international kennel.
And we are engaged, economcally, politically with the rest of
the world, whether we Iike it or not. There is really not nuch
of an option. And ny argunent would be that we are better off
because we are engaged.

And at the level of engagenent, where the mlitary is,
how nuch presence, doing what, that is all a matter of debate.
We coul d experinment with these things and kind of w thdraw t hem
all and see what happens. | would argue that the position is

correct that the Anmerican presence, physical presence, mlitary,
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vi si bl e presence and engagenent in places |ike Europe, places
i ke East Asia, that have been very fractious in the 20th
century, helps to nmaintain stability that is good for us, at a
certain cost, of course, to our mlitary budget.

What do foreign policy elites want in a stronger U N
to do what? Interestingly, the report of the panel that | was
director for was quite specific in its recomendations. You can
see themon the Wb site, either the Stinson Wb site or the U N
Wb site.

Al an's exegesis on the Conm ssion on d obal Governance,
those nice liberal folks that got together for a few years and
came up with a lot of utopian ideas; you know, people that smart
couldn't be so dunb as to not have nore power behind them |
think Alan is worried there is sonething dark and powerful behind
t hat Comm ssion, or simlar panels, because nothing that
anbi ti ous soundi ng coul d possibly be as weak as it | ooks.

Well, the Soviets could not understand how t he Western
econom es could run on the basis of markets and invisible
international and national regulation that kept them going.

There had to be sonebody running it. And | think many of them
probably believed that until their systemwth the visible hand
running it fell apart.

The world of globalization is a networked world, not a

hi erarchical world. And the hierarchies of governnent have to
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catch up to that. And they are catching up slowly. The U N.
systemis an even nore hierarchical institution. Even if it
wanted to, these institutions are not fit for the kind of span of
control you would try to exercise if you wanted to be a world
gover nnent .

The point is, however, that a networked world, a world
of individual enterprise, a world of individual rights and
freedons, a world of many states conpeting with each other and
cooperating when they need to, still need standards. A network
needs standards. The Internet doesn't work unl ess everyone is
using the Internet protocol to comunicate. You still need to
agree on how you are going to do these kinds of interactions. So
you still need to get together and decide these sorts of things.
It doesn't happen autonmatically. It is not entirely
sel f - organi zi ng.

| agree with nuch of Stefan Hal per's comrents about the
U N. and the need to reformand the problens of failure in
peacekeeping. Not all operations were conplete failures. | am
not really prepared to do a dot-by-dot |ist of success, parti al
success, and failure. Suffice to say that the panel that | was
asked to direct the witing for energed out of this sense of
di saster in peace operations.

In the md-nineties, the kind of harrow ng operations

that Stefan was tal king about in Somalia and Angol a and Bosnia
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were ended and the nenber states turned away fromthe U N
Not hi ng was done to fix the problens. And then, about a year
ago, suddenly they turned back. They needed sonebody to run
Kosovo. They needed sonebody to help East Tinor transition from
25 years of dom nation by the Indonesian Governnent that nobody
recogni zed, but that was so flat on their back they couldn't
bootstrap thensel ves into i ndependence. And that has been a
rocky road.

The U. N. was not prepared, nor did they expect to have
to do these operations. 1In fact, they are afraid they are going
to be given these kinds of operations again. They don't want
them They really don't. It is nore responsibility than they
want and that they feel confortable handling.

So, what we have done with the panel's report is to try
to adapt to a world in which the Security Council, on which the
United States always has a veto -- the Security Council is not --

[End Side A. Begin Side B.]

DR. DURCH. -- you know, U.S. arned forces out to
conduct a peacekeepi ng operation or to invade sone country or
what ever, that the United States hasn't already signed on the
dotted line and said this is a good thing to do, and notified the
Congress, and provided noney to support it. W are in control of

this thing. W are in control of it. There is no way they can
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act without us or one of the other five permanent nenbers of the
Council| agreeing or failing to agree.

In terns of the consequences of the U N being a
handmai den of evil, | absolutely agree. But you will also
notice, if you go back and | ook at Kofi Annan's speeches from a
year ago, all this stuff about humanitarian intervention that has
caused a big kerfluffal with the developing world in particul ar
has been addressing just that issue, that you cannot be neutral
in the face of evil.

The panel also faces this squarely in our
recommendati ons, that when you go out to inplenent a peace, if
sonmeone attenpts to undercut or walk away fromtheir obligations
like the rough in Sierra Leone, you can't just let themwal k over
you. In fact, it's worse having the operation out there and | et
t hat happen than not having an international operation at all

So, think very carefully about whether you do these
t hi ngs, given the resources and the rul es of engagenent to enable
themto do themeffectively, and then undertake them but not
bef or e.

Finally, Stefan closed with nmentioning juxtaposing the
"can't be the handmai den of evil on the one hand and you can't
interfere with sovereignty on the other.”™ WIlIl, you can't
interfere with evil without interfering with sonebody's

sovereignty. And the question is: At what point does governnent
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behavi or beconme sufficiently egregious, as in the case of, let's
say, M. MIlosevic in various places in the Bal kans, or the
governnent and mlitias in Rwanda, where the outside community
has not only an interest, but an obligation to conduct that kind

of intervention on behalf of fighting evil?

Thank you.

(Appl ause.)

MR. CARPENTER: Bill, thank you very mnuch

We now have tinme for your questions and coments. | do

ask that you keep your questions or conments brief and to the
point. If you have a question that is directed at just one of
t he panel nenbers, please indicate that. Wit for me to call on
you and wait for the m crophone to cone around, because we all
want to hear your question or comrent. And please, if you would,
identify yourself and your affiliation when you are called on.

MR. KRAUSE: Don Krause, Canpaign for U N Reform

For Dr. Hal per. You nentioned that the substantial
maj ority of Americans oppose such peacekeepi ng operations. | was
wonderi ng where you were getting that information from Every
single bit of polling that | have seen, fromour friends up the
street at the Programon International Policy Attitudes or other
pl aces, consistently show Aneri cans supporting the U S. doing its
fair share wi thin peacekeepi ng operations. So | was curious

where you were getting that kind of perception from
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DR. HALPER: Gallup reports that 86 percent of
Anericans support the United Nations. |'msorry, 60 to 70
percent of Anmericans support the United Nations. They add that
86 percent of the tinme, menber nations vote with the United
States in the CGeneral Assenbly.

The support that you are pointing at is a general
support that people have for what they believe the United Nations
stands for. But in ternms of individual deploynents, Rwanda,
Somalia and so on, if you look at the Gallup data, you will find
that it is very different.

M5. O NEILL: | amKatherine ONeill and | amthe
Director of the United Nations office here in Washington.

| just would Iike to refer to Dr. Hal per's coments on
t he excessive, bloated U N budget. So that all of the audi ence
is very clear, the budget for the entire Secretariat is $1.2
billion a year, and it has been that for seven years. It is
| ower now than it was in the beginning of the 1990's. The U. S.
share of that is $300 mllion. That is one-tenth of one percent
of the Pentagon budget for this com ng year.

Secondly, on the issue of peacekeeping, of the 27,000
mlitary soldiers who are dispatched in peacekeepi ng around the
worl d today, zero of themare United States soldiers. The United
States does not participate in the mlitary aspects with troops

on the ground, and has not for some nunber of years, of U N
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peacekeepi ng operations. Menbers of the United States society
who currently are in peacekeeping are individual police officers
fromindividual cities in the United States who have vol unt eered
on an individual basis to | eave their honmes, their famlies,
their wives, their children, and go and serve in Bosnia, Kosovo,
and East Ti nor.

Finally, the U S share for this peacekeeping, for
which it does pay, is one-fourth of one percent of the Pentagon
budget. And, sadly, this Congress has cut the President's
request back by one-third. So that, of the noney the nenber
countries who are neeting today in New York owe the United
Nations, two-thirds of all of the noney owed to the U N is owed
by the U. S

So | just wanted to clarify for Dr. Hal per sone of the
actual budget specifics of what he referred to as this
excessi vel y bl oated budget.

MR. CARPENTER: Dr. Hal per, do you want to respond?

DR. HALPER: | was taking ny nunbers fromWIIiam
Lord's article in "Foreign Affairs.” | believe he is the
Chairman of the U N Association. | think he points out that the

budget is $1.3 billion for the Secretary's Ofice, and that it
has remai ned the sane for four years, not seven, and that the
i ssue, of course, is the degree to which inflation has reduced

its purchasing power.
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| don't have any comment on the people who are depl oyed
around the world. | think the issue is whether the depl oynents
are clearly within the Anerican national interest. The anmount of
noney that the Pentagon is or is not spending is really a
separ ate question altogether.

MR. CARPENTER: Al an?

DR. TONELSON: | would just anmplify that final point
made by Stefan. And that is that the question is not whether the
U S contribution to U N peacekeeping is one one-tenth of one
percent of something. | would argue quite strongly that that
Pent agon budget gives us -- and | amfeeling kind of
mat hematically chal |l enged here -- 100,000 tines nore security,
nore national security, which is ny concern -- not gl oba
security; | ammuch | ess concerned with that -- that that U S
Pent agon budget gives us 100,000 tines nore national security
than any U. N. peacekeeping, if those are in fact the right
nunbers.

DR. DURCH. Wth reference to the "bl oated bureaucracy"
argunent, the panel and | didn't take this on, except to say
that, in the peacekeeping area where we are | ooking specifically,
there are way too few people. So if the total resources are too
much, certainly they are largely msallocated. And nore of those

resources ought to be allocated toward peace operations,
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prevention of conflict, dealing with conflict, supporting
peacekeepi ng.

And we had a few nunbers within the report. There are
32 mlitary officers within the Department of Peacekeeping
Operations to hel p guide, support, do rules of engagenent for the
27,000 troops deployed in U N operations. There are nine police
of ficers doing all the guidance support, recruitnent, vetting of
8,600 cops in U N operations. And there are 16 civilian desk
officers to nonitor 16 or 17 operations.

Now, think about that. There is no backup. There is
no depth. You can't take a vacation or get sick and have your
post covered. Now, if you look at any national mlitary or any
national foreign office, you would six, ten, 12 tines that many
peopl e doing those jobs. And that is one of the shortfalls that
we pointed to. And it is part of what constrains the U N's
ability to support the operations effectively in the field.

MALE VO CE: | think Bill raises a very inportant
point, the issue of msallocation of resources, not just the
total quantity of resources. A nunber of years ago,

t hen- Secretary- General Boutros-Boutros Ghali was asked how nmany
peopl e worked at the United Nations. H's response was "about
hal f."

(Laughter.)
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MALE VO CE: | think that is indicative of sone of the
pr obl ens.

MALE VO CE: Can | add sonething to that, Ted?

MR. CARPENTER:  Yes.

MALE VO CE: Anot her issue, of course, in the staff
guestion, is the apparent inability of the Secretariat to reduce
its staff, as it has indicated it is going to do, or promsed to
do. The shifting of headi ngs, the conbination of departnents,
the claimthat 1,000 slots were elimnated when in fact they
never were filled, all of that sort of magic gives the Congress
reason for hesitation.

The final point is that the U N Association itself has
pointed out its distress with the lack of a nerit pronotion
system anongst U.N. staff, and the old boy network which seens to
sinply pronote friends of friends.

MR. CARPENTER: Leon

QUESTION: This is to Alan or to anyone el se who wants
to respond.

It seenms to nme that this notion that the U N has
created this Frankenstein that is going to take over U S. foreign
policy, | don't buy it, really. | think if you go back to Dag
Hammar skj ol d or Boutros-Boutros Ghali or Kofi Annan, the idea
that they will control U S. foreign policy doesn't nmake sense to

me, especially since, for political purposes, the United States
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fired Boutros-Boutros Ghali recently after he didn't really
foll ow what we consider to be U S. national interest.

It seens to ne that if you |l ook at since Korea to the
Qulf War, the U N was utilized by American Presidents, in the
struggle with Congress, to advance what they considered to be
U.S. national interests. O in other cases, such as in |Indonesia
and so on, it is being used as a substitute for U S
i ntervention.

But in any case, the debate is really over U S. foreign
policy, not over the United Nations. That was a debate over the
@Qulf war, and actually the U S. went to the U N before it
recei ved approval from Congress. So isn't this the horse and the
carriage here or the egg and the chicken debate?

MR. TONELSON: Well, | think your are right in that the
mai n debate should be over U S. foreign policy. Wat ny
presentation was seeking to call attention to is the fact that,
for reasons that | amnot entirely clear about, there is a great
deal of activity that is going on today, a great nany
organi zations, and a great many world | eaders, about 250 mles of
us, who are tal king about what should the U N do or what should

the U N be. The presunption is that they are not satisfied in

sone inportant way. | assune that they don't nake trips to New
York City on a lark. | don't know, maybe they do. | certainly
woul dn' t .
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But, again, there seens to be a feeling anong nany
governnents, anong many specialists who study this -- not that
their views really count for all that nuch -- but, again, anobng
t he nenber governnents that sonething has got to be done. There
certainly is a viewin the UN Secretariat that sonething has
got to be done.

Al that | was trying to do was call attention to a
problemthat | see in that, reading what they wite -- and |
can't read their mnds, | can only read what they wite -- | am
not convinced that they know what they want to do. But they are
sure spending a lot of tinme talking about it. | find this an odd
situation and | thought it was worth calling attention to.

MR. CARPENTER: Anyone el se?

(No response.)

MR. CARPENTER If not, Stanley Kober, in the back.

MR. KOBER: The question has to do with the fundanent al
pur pose of the United Nations. W can tal k about the Postal
Union and so forth, and that is all very good. But, ultimtely,
the United Nations was designed, out of the experiences of the
two Wrld Wars, to deal with the problem of war and peace. And
t he expectation was the great powers would be able to get
together. That expectation never fully materialized. They
di vided again. You couldn't get the agreenent to deal with

aggr essi on.
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But, in addition to that, | amjust wondering if a part
of the problemisn't a sense of exhaustion on the part of United
States. Wth all this talk about resources and m sall ocations
and so on, Anmericans are tired of all the wars and all the
conflicts. And that is the reason you don't get sone of the
support. And that is not unreasonable. | nmean, because there is
the idea that you woul d have this overarching organization that
coul d deter these conflicts, and the conflicts continue. They
just go on. So there is sonething el se at work, even beyond the
inability of the great powers to get together.

There is a sense that the problemof war is nore
conpl ex than when Whodrow W1l son canme up with the idea of the
League of Nations and when he thought, if sonething Iike this had
exi sted, you wouldn't have had a World War.

MR. CARPENTER: Bill, would you like to take that
first?

DR, DURCH. Well, | would agree that the U N was
desi gned as a peace and security organi zation and it was designed
to prevent World War 11l1. And it turned out that the wol ves were
inside the fence and it never quite worked the way it was
desi gned.

So what you got was a fall-back arrangenent, which was
peacekeepi ng, which sonetinmes had to be enacted outside the

Security Council framework by the CGeneral Assenbly. The first
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operation in the Sinai, some of the resolutions for the Congo
operation under the Uniting for Peace Resolution that was created
when the Russians objected to U N support for the operation in
Korea in the early fifties. So there are nechanisns for getting
around that veto.

| don't know how exhausted the United States is. |
don't know whet her Anericans are tired of all the wars. | think
Anmericans are largely clueless about all of the wars and things
that go on around the rest of the world except when they land in
the headlines. And then they just kind of want it to go away and
go to the next headline.

The question is, | think, as Alan and Stefan and sone
ot hers have said, what kind of strategic outl ook does the United
States, does the President, have in terns of the proper US. role
in foreign policy, strategic affairs, and how does the U N fit
into that? And how do they articulate that to the public?

At the Stinmson Center we have been puzzl ed about that
for five or six years, since we were working on the peacekeepi ng
studies in the early 1990's and noting congressi onal
indifference. Congress is not notably tuned into foreign
affairs, either. They are |ess traveled now than in past years.

And so there is a kind of disjuncture. And it is
ironic. As globalization proceeds apace and we all |inked

t oget her nore and nore at the econom c and the individual bases,
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and | can dial up a Wb site in Singapore as easy as | can call
across town, and the Congress really doesn't seemto get this and
seens to be sliding in the other direction. It's a puzzle.

MR. CARPENTER: Stefan, do you have a comment ?

MR, HALPER | was just going to add to that. | agree

wi th what was said. When you ask about the purpose of the

UN -- and it was to deal with war and peace, and the great
powers never did agree after World War Il -- but is it
exhaustion? | think not.

| s sonething else at work? Yes, there probably is.
Tip ONeill had it right when he said that, "All politics is
| ocal ."

So what you have are disputes which turn into wars, and
then crises, and are net at U N Plaza with questions of whether
these crises are priorities, whether the nenbers have the will to
address them and whether they have the resources. So it is not
so nmuch exhaustion. Sinply, it is a series of nmanagerial and
techni cal decisions that relate to responding to the flow of
human events.

QUESTION:  Thank you. | just wanted to find out from
t he panel whether it is advocating a di savowal of the notion of
col lective security as it is espoused in the Charter of the

United Nations by distinguishing the sense of focus on U S
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national security at the expense of all else? |Is that the idea
or is there sone other variant that |I have m ssed?

MR. CARPENTER Al right. Are the panel nenbers
di savowi ng the concept of collective security?

MR, TONELSON: | certainly am | don't think it has
much to do with U S. national security, as we showed in the
Persian Gulf War, the first post-Cold War conflict. The U N had
nothing to do with that whatever

One of the nost candid things that President Bush said
about that war was, he was asked at one point, at one press
conference, if he woul d have gone ahead without the U N Security
Counci | authorization. He said, "OF course, | would have.” And
his tone of voice was, "W have oil here. This is inportant. O
course, | would."

As Bill said, it's handy to have, but the idea that you
need this or that Presidents would | et the need for Security
Counci | authorization significantly influence their actions in a
maj or national security crisis like this is absurd. And it
shoul d be absurd. And | amglad that he realized that it was
absurd and that he didn't waste too nuch tinme on this. | think
that notions of collective security, whether enbodied in the U N
Charter or not, are really conpletely irrelevant to U S. national

security.
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And rather than taking the time and sort of accepting
all of the international political heat that would go with
explicitly renouncing it, | would just hope that U S. Presidents

woul d continue to recognize how very uninportant it really is.

MR. CARPENTER Bill, do you want to respond?

DR. DURCH: Well, it's hard to have an all -or-nothing
response to a question like that. | guess the short form woul d
be no, I'm not advocating we di savow col |l ective security.

Coll ective security is a tough enterprise to inplenent
effectively. And it stands apart fromcollective defense, which
i s sonething |li ke NATO, where you have a specified eneny, the
eneny is outside the fence and you are allied against it.

Col l ective security has a nore difficult intellectual
problem |et alone operational, which says your potential eneny
is inside the fence. But you have all agreed to a set of
standards and norns and behavior. And when there is a serious
breach of those norns or standards, then you are liable to
sanctions fromthe other nenbers of the community. It works in
fits and starts, but it is not that it fails conpletely. It is
certainly not that it is conpletely irrelevant, because there are
things that we would like to have help with around the gl obe in
mai ntai ning stability.

In fact, it would be nice to have nore hel p than we've

got, so that you could have then maybe a little reduced U S
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presence and still have stable alternative regions. So it is one
of those tools that it is not everything and it is not nothing.
It is useful to you sonetines.

MR. CARPENTER: Stef, do you want to comment?

MR, HALPER | would just add a tiny bit to that.
Article 51, obviously, it is on the books. But action in this
context is essentially a political decisions. It is a
case-by-case issue. It depends on nobilizing support within the
Security Council nmenber countries to proceed.

Just look at the difference in the response to the
Persian Gulf War, where it was a U N effort, and the effort in
Kosovo, which ended up being a NATO exercise. And, by the way,
just a point on NATO. It is not really collective defense
anynore. |In Kosovo, it was collective offense.

MR. CARPENTER:  Anot her question?

MR. KOPAKAN:. Bob Kopakan. M question is for M.

Dur ch.

In your studies of the U N peacekeepi ng operations,
have you been able to cone up with a satisfactory resolution of
the issue of unity of command and control? It seens to ne that
is one of the key unresolved issues in U N peacekeeping and
peace- nmaki ng.

MR. DURCH Yes, it is a key question. It is the

reason why the United Nations really can't do peace enforcenent.
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It presents you with a dilemma, when you get into a nore
difficult, let's say, internal conflict situation, where you get
what we and Steve Steadman and ot hers have called "spoilers" of
peace accords. That is where sonme guy signs an accord, figuring
on a tactical calculation, that they will be better off and they
will winit all politically rather than mlitarily what they
can't win on the battlefield. And you have to be able to resist
t hat successful ly.

So, as | describe it, it is sonmewhere between caving to
two drunks on a bridge and opposing the Ethiopian Arny if they
decide to go back over the border. You have sone |evel of
resistance within the operation you have to have. That does
require a certain anmount of unity of something. And the closest
that a U N operation is likely to get is unity of effort, not
unity of command. Because every national conmand authority, the
United States, France, U K., you nane it, India, all retain
ultimte conmmand authority back to their national capitals.

So what you need to do and what we are arguing for is
t hat you have to have sort of a maxi mum wor ki ng toget her or
consul tation in advance, in general, and with the specific case,
that you all agree, here is the rules of engagenent, here is the
pl an of action, and we are basically okay with this within sone

fan of options. But you are not going to get unity of command.
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That means that U N forces are not going to do an
opposed entry soneplace. They are not going to do the Gulf War.
And they shouldn't. That should be sonething that a coalition of
the willing states or an alliance does. That is beyond the
capacity of the organization, and it should renmain so.

MR. CARPENTER: Al an?

DR. TONELSON: | think that Bill's remark has just
really pointed out or really underscored one of the last points I
made in ny presentation. |[If you can't have unified conmand, that
i s because, obviously, as | said, sovereignty is not divisible in
any nmeani ngful sense. And it may be tenpting to think, well, we
can do peacekeeping, or whatever the current termof art is, in
regions where it is relatively stable and the mlitary chall enges
are not overwhel m ng.

But we have to renmenber that in these kinds of
situations, in regions like this, the situation doesn't stay
stable. That is why it is a failed state in the first place, and
fighting could always break out and mlitary action could always
break out.

So you have your jerry-built conmand structure there,
basically, G's from 16 countries, each reporting to their own
command structure. Suddenly a problem breaks out. For exanpl e,
spoilers. Strangely enough, sone of the folks who signed peace

agreenments aren't sincere -- unbelievable. Wen did that happen
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before? | nean that is predictable; that is inevitable. The
situation changes suddenly and you have this jerry-built commuand
structure that is incapable of decisive action. Wat a fornula
for a nmassive screw- up.

MR. CARPENTER We have tine for just a couple nore
guesti ons.

MR, HERSHEY: | am Bob Hershey. | am a nmanagenent
consultant. | have a question for Dr. Durch

You cited the Internet as an exanpl e of coordi nated
standards that was working. And this is sonething that the U N
isn't inat all. | wonder, for these other exanples, such as
Postal Unions and Aviation, if this could be done as well w thout
any U N participation, just in ad hoc international groups,
formed of participants.

MR. DURCH. There are sone things that clearly can be
done solely in the private sector. And elenents of the Internet
are a part of that. There are other elenments of the Internet
that require sone sort of governnent agreenent.

The International Standards Organization is a voluntary
private-public organization that goes back 75 years, | think, for
things |ike basic electronic standards and nmechani cal standards
and other things that nmake a standardi zed i ndustrial work place
feasible and nake it global. But there are other issues where

government needs to nmake a policy decision and where governnment
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has a role to play. |In those cases where public authority is

i nvol ved, then you need sone forum whereby public authority can
cooperate across long distance. And that is where the functional
institutions of the U N cone into play.

MR. CARPENTER: Al an, do you want to add sonethi ng?

DR. TONELSON: A real fast point. There are clearly
transnati onal problens where purely technical solutions are
advi sable. But that is a small nunber. And there are |lots of
various issue areas that are wi dely thought of as being very
technical in nature such as, for exanple, economcs, that are in
fact highly political, and inevitably political. And the
standards, or the rules of the road -- which are frequently
needed; | would never argue that for a mnute -- the rules of the
road are going to reflect the national interests and val ues of
sonme country or some group of countries.

And the thought that, in nost of the really inportant
cases, you convene sone U N group or sone group from sone other
i nternational organization and you resolve this on a
predom nately technical basis are, |I think, very, very
unrealistic.

MR. CARPENTER: We have tinme for one | ast question.

MS. BLEVINS: Sue Blevins. M question is for Dr.

Durch and al so Ted Carpenter.
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Dr. Durch, you nentioned that the Cato Institute would
support individual rights, and | believe they do. But | was
wondering if perhaps you would conment on how the U N 's
definition of individual rights would differ fromthe Cato
Institute's or a libertarian's definition of individual rights.

DR. DURCH. Well, the U N is nmade up of 189 countries.
Sonme of them have nore interest in economc, social rights, that
kind of thing, where devel opnent is considered a right. And that
is what | suppose you would call a policy tool for meking, say,
devel opnent funding a right as opposed to an option on the part
of wealthier countries to do devel opnent.

O course, wealthier countries resist this. And any
devel opnent spending that is done is voluntary and up to them
So there is a difference between, | suppose, and this is nore in
t he West, enphasis on civil and political rights fromwhich it
fl ows that you have other opportunities in the econom c sphere,
for exanple, if the political systemis open, and a systemthat
has nenber states whose interests are nore in the area of
"dirigisnt in the econom c and social sphere, as well.

But if you | ook at trends over tine, the nunber of
econoni es that are opening up, the nunber of polities that are
becom ng denocracies, the curves are all pretty much in the right

direction as far as the West's interests are concer ned.
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MR. CARPENTER: | wll just make a very brief conment
t hat, of course, those of us at the Cato Institute who have
wor ked on these issues enphasize: rights flow fromnatural |aw
and are designed to keep the individual secure from governnent,
and that when you start hearing rhetoric about a right to a job
or aright to Internet access or the right to welfare or the
right to good housing, people who advocate that need a renedi al
course in social philosophy. These are not "rights" by any
reasonabl e definition of the term

We have tinme for just one nore question and | hope it

is a brief one because we are running out of tine here.

QUESTION: | feel so sophonoric when | ask questions
like this. |If indeed the United Nations is a failed institution,
an organi zation now | ooking for a cause to be, you know, like a

fraternity | ooking for a reason, where would the world be if the
United Nations sinply ceased to function? Wat has it done that
is of any use to us today, if everything that m ght be an
acconplishnent is something that business in its own
self-interest would have naturally taken care of?

MR. CARPENTER: That is an excellent question. Wuld
we really mss the United Nations if it disappeared? How nuch
would we miss it if it disappeared?

Al an?
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MR, TONELSON: | think it is useful to have a talk
shop. It is useful to have a neeting hall, and it is useful to
have conference facilities. They need to be serviced on an
ongoing basis. It is useful to have certain agencies, possibly
like the Wrld Health Organi zation, that are engaged in
i nternational vaccination prograns and things of that nature.
Beyond that, | really don't see too nmuch need or use for the
present United Nations. Again, it is useful to have a central
pl ace where countries can neet and talk. Talking is usually
hel pful, not always, but usually hel pful. But beyond that, that
is where I have real problens.

MR. CARPENTER Bill?

DR DURCH Well, the Charter of the U N sets out the
sort of basic behavioral paraneters that states who sign up to it
are expected to adhere to: inviolability of borders and
nonaggr essi on and respect for human rights and so forth. It
provi des a nmechanismfor establish rules of the road. It
provi des a nmechanismfor authoritative legitimzation of certain
security behavior, whether it is tossing Iraq out of Kuwait and
getting a broader consensus on that or it is trying to restore
the peace in a country in Africa or in Asia or in Europe.

It provides a nmechani sm whereby countries can cooperate
and not have to invent the kinds of cooperation they would |ike

to have on a case-by-case basis. That is a very expensive thing
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to do. So you have a kind of a standing framework. You can
refer back to it. You can go fromthere. You can nake it as
small or as large as you like, or as cheap or as expensive as you
like. The whole thing needs a lot of work. And certainly in the
security area, the panel that | helped with this recent report is
reasonably nerciless in pounding the organi zation to say, | ook,
either do this right or, inplicitly, get out of the business. A
ot of that fire is directed at the nenber states.

So, getting back to the fundanental questions that were
raised initially by Al an, nmenber states do, and we hope at the
summt they will, although they are unlikely to, address sone of
t hese nore fundanmental questions: Wat do you want the
organi zation to do? And how much? And how effective do you want
it to be?

MR. CARPENTER: Stef, you have the final word. |If
there were a giant tidal wave in New York this afternoon, would
we mss the United Nations?

DR. HALPER: The answer is we might. | think it is a
very good question. | would just associate nyself with M.
Durch's coments on a framework, in the sense that one can
utilize it if it is appropriate. The fact is there have been a
range of assistance prograns, health, education, relief prograns,

t hat have been pronoted and sustained by the U N and its nenber
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States that have been very hel pful. They have done sonme good
work in the area of AlDS.

More than that, they have assisted in attenpting to
train police forces. There have been sone efforts at
professionalizing civil services, and they have nonitored the
concl usi on of disputes. So, in many respects, the organi zation
has made a contribution to U S. foreign policy objectives and to
the stability of the international environment. Ooviously, when
it starts noving into questions of sovereignty, as we have
expl ored here today, that is another issue altogether.

MR. CARPENTER: Thank you very nuch. W have to bring
our formal proceedings to a close at this point. You are invited
to a reception upstairs beginning i nmediately follow ng the event
t oday.

Wul d you please join ne in giving a round of appl ause
to our speakers?

(Appl ause. End of policy forum)
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