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CHALLENGES AND OPPORTUNITIES FOR AD-
VANCING U.S. INTERESTS IN THE UNITED
NATIONS SYSTEM

WEDNESDAY, NOVEMBER 20, 2019

U.S. SENATE,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON MULTILATERAL INTERNATIONAL
DEVELOPMENT, MULTILATERAL INSTITUTIONS, AND
INTERNATIONAL EcoNOMIC, ENERGY, AND
ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY,
COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS,
Washington, DC.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 2:33 p.m. in room
SD-419, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon. Todd Young, chair-
man of the subcommittee, presiding.

Present: Senators Young [presiding], Romney, and Merkley.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. TODD YOUNG
U.S. SENATOR FROM INDIANA

Senator YOUNG. This hearing of the Senate Foreign Relations
Subcommittee on Multilateral International Development, Multilat-
eral Institutions, and International Economic, Energy, and Envi-
ronmental Policy will come to order.

Today the subcommittee will hold a hearing to examine an im-
portant question: what challenges and opportunities exist for ad-
vancing U.S. interests in the United Nations system?

Now, to fully assess this matter, we will hear testimony from two
panels of well qualified individuals, one comprised of executive
branch officials, and the other comprised of individuals from the
private sector. With their help, I anticipate a thought-provoking ex-
amination of whether or not United States foreign policy objectives
are being fulfilled within the U.N. framework, and I look forward
to hearing their testimony shortly.

I will add that we expect votes in the Senate to be called in just
moments, and so what I will be doing as chairman of this com-
mittee is reading my opening remarks here. I will ask the ranking
member to do the same, and then each of our witnesses. I will have
you read briefly your opening remarks. At that point, we are likely
to recess, go vote, and return into session.

So as we look at the news today and we see the range of conflicts
around the world, one thing is clear. Those conflicts are increas-
ingly complex and have impacts that extend beyond their region.

Iran continues to extend its tentacles throughout the Middle
East, sowing instability and conflict wherever it goes.
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Russia no longer even attempts to hide its aspirations to influ-
ence foreign elections around the globe, including here in the
United States.

China’s unfair trading policies and practices affect every one of
its trading partners.

The common thread with each of these challenges is they will be
more easily resolved if we work together with international part-
ners and allies. Our role in multilateral organizations is one that
continues to be debated among government officials, think tanks,
and academics. And while this debate is very important, we cannot
lose sight of the changing landscape at the United Nations and
other multilateral organizations where the United States and our
allies are at risk of ceding moral and policy grounds to those who
do not share our conviction for standards and norms.

Today Chinese nationals are at the helm of four U.N. agencies.
Americans are only at the head of three. One of the key issues we
hope to explore in today’s hearing is the implications for senior
Communist Party members leading the United Nations in these
agencies: the Food and Agricultural Organization, the International
Telecommunications Union, the International Civil Aviation Ad-
ministration, and the Industrial Development Organization.

What types of policies will these Communist Party members im-
plement? Who will they bring in? U.N. staff—will they represent
the interests of the United Nations and its members or those of the
Communist Party of China? And how should we advance our inter-
ests, which we believe to be universal given this backdrop?

President Trump has repeatedly said that other countries need
to step up and do more to shoulder the weight of addressing the
major crises around the world.

As China’s economy continues to grow and it exerts greater influ-
ence in the world, it is natural that it would seek more positions
of power within the U.N. system. But as it does so, it is incumbent
upon the United States and our allies to ensure China supports
and defends universal values rather than its own domestic political
agenda. Human rights, free speech, freedom of movement, freedom
of religion, due process, and access to information are just a few
of the values that are essential elements of the U.N. Charter and
its goal to maintain international peace and security.

We need look no further than Xinjiang or Hong Kong to have se-
rious concerns about China’s lack of respect for fundamental
human rights. We should be very concerned about how the United
Nations gives a platform to countries like Cuba, Venezuela, and
China to talk about human rights. The U.N. itself publishes reports
citing these and other members of the Human Rights Council as
countries that retaliate against their own citizens for defending
human rights.

We should be similarly concerned about Russia’s role at the
United Nations and its willingness to exercise its veto power to
protect Assad, Maduro, and other autocratic leaders.

Spending time on the council has not reformed these bad actors,
but rather given them a larger mouthpiece to share their mis-
guided view of what is considered a human right.

There is no issue more controversial and divisive in the U.N. con-
text than Israel. Each year, the U.N. takes up a disproportionate
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number of unbalanced resolutions that assign blame to Israel for
perpetuating unrest in the Middle East. These resolutions do not
include references to Hamas, a known terror organization. Further,
fellow U.N. member countries have resisted U.S. efforts to draw
any attention to Hamas activities in any forum.

We look forward to our witnesses’ statements on this complex
issue and examining how the United Nations can play a more pro-
ductive role in mediating and resolving conflicts in the Middle East
and elsewhere.

Finally, I feel it is necessary to again note why this sub-
committee and this hearing are important.

The United States remains the largest donor to the United Na-
tions, paying 22 percent of the regular budget and 25 percent for

eacekeeping operations. In 2017, the United States was assessed
%3.5;1 billion by the U.N. and volunteered an additional $7 billion in
unds.

Given these enormous sums of funds, it is essential that we as
Members of Congress keep a watchful eye on how these funds are
being used and ensure they are going toward issues that reflect our
values and our priorities.

All that being said, I would like to recognize my distinguished
ranking member for his comments. Senator Merkley.

STATEMENT OF HON. JEFF MERKLEY,
U.S. SENATOR FROM OREGON

Senator MERKLEY. Thank you very much, Chairman Young. It is
a pleasure to be here with you today working in a bipartisan fash-
ion to look at the challenges and opportunities to advance U.S. in-
terests and leadership in the United Nations.

Thank you to our distinguished guests and for your willingness
to testify on this important topic.

The United Nations was stood up after the oppression, brutality,
and destruction of World War II. In fact, the U.S. Constitution
served as an inspiration for the United Nations Declaration of
Human Rights. The United States played an instrumental role in
shaping that post-war order and laid in a concert of nations to col-
laborate in defending liberty, human rights, and religious freedom
to ensure that the horrors of the past did not reproduce them-
selves.

In this era of great power competition where countries like China
and Russia attempt to rewrite the global rules of the road, the
United States is needed more than ever to push back. It is with
great concern that I have seen the United States retreat from glob-
al leadership in recent years to our detriment and to the detriment
of the world. Our withdrawal from the Human Rights Council and
a repeated hesitance, even refusal to act meaningfully on human
rights issues have created a void in the United Nations system that
Clhina(,1 Russia, and other likeminded countries have eagerly ex-
ploited.

The challenges we are facing today on existential threats such as
those posed by climate chaos to the threats to democracy and
human rights in authoritarian states are global in nature and re-
quire a global response. In the battle of ideas, China’s vision puts
development ahead of human rights, seeks to curtail access to the
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United Nations to human rights activists who challenge China’s
human rights record or policies and applies economic pressure on
nations to support its interests.

I look forward to hearing from our first panel on what we are
doing to preserve and strengthen the post-World War II inter-
national order and to our second panel on how we work with the
United Nations to best advance our interests and values. This is
the first oversight hearing on the United Nations in a couple years,
and I very much appreciate the chairman scheduling this hearing
to take a closer look.

So with that, let us get going. Thanks.

Senator YOUNG. Well, thanks so much, Senator Merkley.

We will now turn to our first witness, Mr. Moore. Mr. Jonathan
Moore serves as Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary for Inter-
national Organizations at the State Department. He is a career
member of the senior Foreign Service with decades of diplomatic
experience. Mr. Moore, your full statement will be included in the
record, without objection. So if you could please keep your remarks
to no more than 5 minutes or so, we would certainly appreciate it
so that members of the committee can engage with you on their
questions. Mr. Moore?

STATEMENT OF JONATHAN MOORE, PRINCIPAL DEPUTY AS-
SISTANT SECRETARY, BUREAU OF INTERNATIONAL AF-
FAIRS, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF STATE, WASHINGTON, DC

Mr. MOORE. Chairman Young, Ranking Member Merkley, thank
you very much for the opportunity to appear before you today.

As you said, Mr. Chairman, I am here on behalf of the State De-
partment’s Bureau of International Organization Affairs. We are
dedicated to ensuring that the views of the administration and the
values of the American people are accurately reflected and re-
spected in multilateral fora, including in United Nations resolu-
tions, statements, reports, correspondence, and activities.

In addition to our foreign affairs professionals, we are extremely
fortunate to have energetic, expert, informed, and influential am-
bassadors and permanent representatives in New York, Geneva,
Rome, Montreal, Vienna, and Nairobi. Thank you very much for in-
cluding Ambassador Kip Tom in this hearing.

Mr. Chairman, as the ranking member cited as well, the United
States played the lead role in founding the United Nations nearly
75 years ago, and we continue to host the U.N. Security Council
and General Assembly in New York. The U.N. and other inter-
national organizations have key responsibilities on the global stage,
and American leadership is crucial.

The challenges we face are real: active conflicts, humanitarian
crises, terrorism, threats to global health.

The opportunities are also real from protecting intellectual prop-
erty to improving aviation safety, reinforcing human rights, and
helping people in need.

The administration has repeatedly demonstrated its determina-
tion to promote American interests and prosperity in and through
international organizations.

As you noted, Mr. Chairman, the United States remains by far
the largest financial contributor to the U.N., well over $9 billion
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last year, the vast majority of which supports humanitarian re-
sponse efforts.

U.N. peacekeeping operations are among the most effective
mechanisms to address global challenges to international peace and
security and remain an essential tool in protecting the most vulner-
able populations.

Across the multilateral system, the administration’s commitment
to reform is unwavering. Much more can and must be done to cut
waste and overlap, improve hiring practices, including for Amer-
ican citizens, and embrace transparency.

Eliminating sexual exploitation and abuse is another critical as-
pect of reform, both in peacekeeping operations and throughout
U.N. agencies.

Reform also extends to fixing parts of the multilateral system
that have failed to keep pace with global trends. At the Universal
Postal Union, grossly outdated pricing systems created market dis-
tortions that harmed U.S. business. In October 2018, the President
announced his intent to withdraw from the UPU unless corrective
action was taken. Over the following year, we coordinated intensive
diplomatic outreach and accomplished that goal, with the result
that U.S. businesses will no longer face severe disadvantages re-
lated to the international shipping of small packages. This is just
one example.

The U.N. Human Rights Council, however, as cited, is a less
positive example. Our efforts to spur reform of the council were
genuine and sustained, but it remains fundamentally broken. Nev-
ertheless, with the strong support of Congress, the United States
remains vigorously engaged in protecting human rights around the
world. My colleague, Scott Busby, will speak to this.

As a further example of our multilateral engagement, the admin-
istration is considering our return, with the consent of Congress,
to the U.N. World Tourism Organization, recognizing that tourism
is a significant economic driver in many areas of the United States.

Mr. Chairman, as we approach the U.N.’s 75th anniversary, we
need the U.N. to remain relevant and serve our national interests,
particularly as other centers of power, such as China, become in-
creasingly assertive.

Over its history, the U.N. has been responsible for some impres-
sive successes and some spectacular failures. Your attention and
that of Congress are invaluable in helping us serve the United
States and keep the U.N. on track.

Thank you again for the opportunity to discuss these and other
important issues today. I look forward to my colleagues’ testimony
and to your questions.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Moore follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF JONATHAN MOORE

Chairman Young, Ranking Member Merkley, and Members of the Subcommittee,
thank you very much for the opportunity to appear before you today.

I'm here on behalf of the State Department’s Bureau of International Organiza-
tion Affairs. We are dedicated to ensuring that the views of the administration and
the values of the American people are accurately reflected and respected in multilat-
eral fora, including in United Nations resolutions, statements, reports, correspond-
ence, and activities.

In addition to our foreign affairs professionals, we are extremely fortunate to have
energetic, expert, informed, and influential ambassadors and permanent representa-
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tives in New York, Geneva, Rome, Montreal, Vienna, and Nairobi. Thank you for
including Ambassador Kip Tom in this hearing; he will speak to his perspectives
from our mission to the U.N. in Rome.

Mr. Chairman, the United States played the lead role in founding the United Na-
tions nearly 75 years ago, and continues to be the proud host of the U.N. Security
Council and General Assembly in New York. The U.N. and other international orga-
nizations have key responsibilities on the global stage, and American leadership is
crucial.

The challenges we face are real—active conflicts, humanitarian crises, terrorism,
and threats to global health.

The opportunities are also real—from protecting intellectual property to improv-
ing aviation safety, reinforcing human rights protections, and helping people in
need.

The administration has repeatedly demonstrated its determination to promote
American interests and prosperity in and through international organizations.

As you know well, Mr. Chairman, the United States remains by far the largest
financial contributor to the United Nations—well over 9 billion dollars last year, the
vast majority of which supports humanitarian response efforts.

U.N. peacekeeping operations are among the most effective mechanisms to ad-
dress global challenges to international peace and security, and remain an essential
tool in protecting the most vulnerable populations.

It’s important to note that the U.N. has recently concluded peace operations in
Cote d’Ivoire and Liberia, and that the peacekeeping mission in Haiti has
transitioned to a special political mission.

Across the multilateral system, the administration’s commitment to reform is un-
wavering. Much more can and must be done to cut waste and overlap, improve hir-
ing practices, and embrace transparency.

Eliminating sexual exploitation and abuse is another critical aspect of reform,
both in peacekeeping operations and throughout U.N. agencies.

Reform also extends to fixing parts of the multilateral system that have failed to
keep pace with global trends. At the Universal Postal Union, grossly outdated pric-
ing systems created market distortions that harmed U.S. business. In October 2018,
the President announced his intent to withdraw from the UPU unless corrective ac-
tion was taken.

Over the following year, we coordinated intensive diplomatic outreach and accom-
plished that goal, with the result that U.S. businesses will no longer face severe dis-
advantages related to the international shipping of small packages.

This is just one example of how the administration is scrutinizing international
organizations to guarantee that our international commitments do not result in un-
fair or inequitable treatment for the United States.

The U.N. Human Rights Council is a less positive example. Our efforts to spur
reform of the Council were genuine and sustained, but it remains fundamentally
broken. Nevertheless, with the strong support of Congress, the United States re-
mains vigorously engaged in protecting human rights around the world. My col-
league, Scott Busby, will speak to this.

As a further example of our multilateral engagement, the administration is con-
sidering our return—with the consent of Congress—to the U.N. World Tourism Or-
ganization, recognizing that tourism is a significant economic driver in many areas
of the United States.

As we approach the U.N.’s 75th anniversary, we need the U.N. to remain relevant
and serve our national interests, particularly as other centers of power such as
China become increasingly assertive.

Mr. Chairman, over its history, the U.N. has been responsible for some impressive
successes and some spectacular failures. Your attention, and that of Congress, are
invaluable in helping us serve the United States, and keep the U.N. on track. Thank
you again for the opportunity to discuss these and other important issues today. I
look forward to responding to your questions.

Senator YOUNG. Thank you, Mr. Moore.

Our next witness is Ambassador Kip Tom. Ambassador Tom
serves the United States now at the United Nations Agencies for
Food and Agriculture in Rome. He is a farmer with a lifetime of
agricultural and development experience, and I would be remiss if
I did not mention his most important attribute. He happens to be
a fellow Hoosier. Mr. Ambassador, please proceed.
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STATEMENT OF HON. KIP TOM, REPRESENTATIVE TO THE
UNITED NATIONS AGENCIES FOR FOOD AND AGRICULTURE,
U.S. MISSION TO THE U.N. AGENCIES, ROME, IT

Ambassador ToM. Chairman Young, Ranking Member Merkley
and to all members of the committee, thank you for the opportunity
to appear here today.

The U.S. Mission to the United Nations Agencies in Rome rep-
resents the United States’ interests to the three U.N. principal or-
ganizations dedicated to food and agriculture, as well as our three
international organizations handling the rule of law, harmonization
of commercial law, and cultural heritage preservation.

As a successful seventh generation farmer and businessman, I
came into this job knowing what it takes to grow a business, create
jobs, and empower youth. I also came into this position appre-
ciating the strong leadership of this committee and the United
States on global food security. After more than 6 months in Rome,
I am pleased to report to you on the central leadership role that
the United States takes at the United Nations as we advance our
nation’s interests.

First, the World Food Programme, or WFP, is in the good hands
under the leadership of Executive Director David Beasley, the
former Governor of South Carolina. The scale of humanitarian need
and forced displacement around the world is unprecedented, and
WFP provided food, cash-based transfers, and commodity vouchers
to over 86 million people in 2018. The United States remains a
leader in generosity and assistance, as we are likely to donate
nearly $3 billion USD through the WFP this year alone. With a
staggering 821 million people globally who are under-nourished,
WFP demonstrates the value of the international community com-
ing together under strong U.S. leadership to deliver critical life-
saving support to so many of the world’s most vulnerable. Our con-
tinued leadership is saving lives and furthering the interests of our
country each and every day.

The Food and Agriculture Organization, or FAQ, is equally crit-
ical to American interests, given its role in Codex Alimentarius and
setting the food standards that give the framework for American
farmers and food companies to be the leading exporter of agricul-
tural products globally. FAO must also provide the tools and policy
support for agriculture practitioners and rural communities to
transform in response to modern challenges. These tools should in-
clude biotechnology and other innovations so farmers can make
sustainable choices. If FAO works the way it should by enhancing
people’s livelihoods and economic potential in all communities, we
can advance key American objectives, including by addressing some
of the root causes of conflict and economic migration. Simply put,
if we do not get the FAO right, we can never put enough money
into the World Food Programme.

However, there are challenges at FAO. Like other U.N. agencies,
FAO needs to address issues such as opaque hiring practices, waste
and overlap, and concerns about misconduct. FAO, like U.N. agen-
cies, has just begun to undertake specific commitments to fight sex-
ual exploitation and abuse of humanitarian workers operating its
auspices. FAO is under new leadership, with former Chinese Vice
Minister of Agriculture, Dr. Qu Dongyu, taking office in August of



8

this year. As Dr. Qu himself has said, we can and must hold FAO’s
leadership to account in ensuring that FAO is an organization that
meets the interests of all member states and directly addresses the
significant challenges facing rural communities today.

Dr. Qu has promised to improve FAO’s models by giving farmers
expanded access to all tools and knowledge to help them feed them-
selves and grow their economies. He also recognizes that the world
is changing and his team needs to increase partnerships with the
private sector to ensure agriculture and rural communities are eco-
nomically sustainable. We will both hold FAO and Dr. Qu to these
promises.

With this leadership change, the strong U.S. voice at the FAO is
more critical than ever. We provide more than $100 million in as-
sessed contributions annually and almost an equal amount in vol-
untary funding to support critical work such as addressing animal
and plant health globally and responding to agricultural crises. But
we are also working to ensure that FAO is held accountable and
is transparent in decision-making and crafting the programs that
truly impact the global community.

I am proud of our strong team at U.S. U.N. Rome Mission as
they work daily to ensure American citizens are equitably rep-
resented amongst the FAO employees, including at the senior level.
Our scientists and agriculture experts, for instance, are best in
class. We need the critical thinking skills and evidence-based deci-
sion-making they bring to the table for discussions about agri-
culture policies and tools. We also seek to ensure a fair playing
field for American agricultural interests through negotiations and
policies on agriculture and standards.

Today I am proud to uphold the work we do in Rome as a clear
example demonstrating that the United States remains a central
leader at the United Nations and in the multilateral sphere. We
need to increase our presence to further American interests glob-
ally. As a business leader, I have always believed that there is
nothing more important to a leader’s success than the ability to
unify those with different backgrounds and interests behind a com-
mon purpose. We see this daily at the U.N. agencies in Rome, and
with your support, we will continue our work to ensure American
leadership in addressing food insecurity and the rule of law around
the world.

Thank you, and I look forward to your questions.

[The prepared statement of Ambassador Tom follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF AMBASSADOR Kip ToM

Chairman Young, Ranking Member Merkley, and all Members of the Committee,
thank you for the opportunity to appear here today.

The U.S. Mission to the United Nations Agencies in Rome represents the United
States’ interests to the three U.N. principal organizations dedicated to food and agri-
culture, as well as three international organizations handling the rule of law, har-
monization of commercial law, and cultural heritage preservation. As a successful
seventh-generation family farmer, I came into this job knowing what it takes to
grow agriculture, create jobs, and empower youth. I also came into this position ap-
preciating the strong leadership of this Committee and the United States on global
food security. After more than 6 months in Rome, I am pleased to report to you on
the central leadership role that the United States takes at the United Nations, as
we advance our nation’s interests.

First, the World Food Programme (or WFP) is in good hands under the leadership
of Executive Director David Beasley, the former Governor of South Carolina. The



9

scale of humanitarian need and forced displacement around the world is unprece-
dented, and WFP provided food, cash-based transfers, and commodity vouchers to
over 86 million people in 2018. The United States remains a leader in generosity
and assistance, as we are likely to donate nearly 3 billion U.S. dollars through WFP
this year. With a staggering 821 million people globally who are undernourished,
WFP demonstrates the value of the international community coming together, under
strong U.S. leadership, to deliver critical life-saving support to so many of the
world’s most vulnerable. Our continued leadership is saving lives and furthering the
interests of our country every day.

The Food and Agriculture Organization (or FAO) is equally critical to American
interests, given its role in Codex Alimentarius and setting the food safety standards
that give the framework for American farmers to be the leading exporters of agricul-
tural products globally. FAO must also provide the tools and policy support for agri-
cultural practitioners and rural communities to transform in response to modern
challenges. These tools should include biotechnology and other innovations so farm-
ers can make informed choices. If FAO works the way it should, by enhancing peo-
ple’s livelihoods and economic potential in all communities, we can advance key
American objectives, including by addressing some of the root causes of conflict and
economic migration. Simply put, if we don’t get FAO right, we simply cannot put
enough money into WFP to meet future challenges.

However, there are challenges at FAO. Like other U.N. agencies, FAO needs to
address issues such as opaque hiring practices, waste and overlap, and concerns
about misconduct. FAO, like all U.N. agencies, has undertaken specific commit-
ments to fight potential sexual exploitation and abuse by humanitarian workers op-
erating under its auspices. FAO is under new leadership, with former Chinese Vice
Minister of Agriculture Dr. Qu Dongyu taking office in August of this year. As Dr.
Qu himself has said, we can and must hold FAQ’s leadership to account in ensuring
that FAO is an organization that meets the interests of all member states and di-
rectly addresses the significant challenges facing rural communities today.

Dr. Qu has promised to improve FAO’s models by giving farmers expanded access
to all the tools and knowledge to help them feed themselves. He also recognizes that
the world is changing and his team needs to increase partnership with the private
sector to ensure agriculture and rural communities are economically sustainable.
We will hold both FAO and Dr. Qu to these promises.

With this leadership change, the strong U.S. voice at FAO is more critical than
ever. We provide more than $100 million in assessed contributions annually—and
a similar amount in voluntary funds—to support critical work such as addressing
animal and plant health globally, and responding to agricultural crises. But w are
also working to ensure that FAO is held accountable and is transparent in decision-
making and crafting the programs that impact the global community.

My team works daily to ensure American citizens are equitably represented
amongst FAO employees, including at the senior level. Our scientists and agri-
culture experts, for instance, are top-notch. We need the critical thinking skills and
evidence-based decision-making they bring to the table for discussions about agri-
culture policies and tools. We also seek to ensure a fair playing field for American
ag(liicultural interests through negotiations and policies on agriculture and stand-
ards.

The United States demonstrates similar leadership at the other international
agencies in Rome. For example, as the president of the Standing Committee of the
International Development Law Organization, we just led a process to select a
strong new Director General to lead this critical organization in addressing rule of
law challenges globally. This week, our negotiators are concluding a protocol to fa-
cilitate financing for the sale of mining, agriculture, and construction equipment to
developing countries. We work with institutions like the International Fund for Ag-
riculture Development to ensure low-cost loans or grants for growing new small
businesses in rural areas, thereby generating jobs.

Today, I am proud to uphold the work we do in Rome as a clear example dem-
onstrating the United States remains a central leader at the United Nations and
in the multilateral sphere. We need to maintain and increase our presence to fur-
ther American interests globally. As a business leader, I have always believed that
there is nothing more important to a leader’s success than the ability to unify those
with different backgrounds and interests behind a common purpose. We see this
daily at the U.N. agencies in Rome. With your support, we will continue our work
to ensure American leadership in addressing food insecurity and rule of law around
the world.

Thank you.

Senator YOUNG. Thank you, Mr. Ambassador.
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Our third witness, Mr. Scott Busby, serves as Deputy Assistant
Secretary for Democracy, Human Rights, and Labor at the Depart-
ment of State. He served his nation in a series of roles for over 25
years. Mr. Busby, you may now proceed.

STATEMENT OF SCOTT BUSBY, DEPUTY ASSISTANT SEC-
RETARY, BUREAU OF DEMOCRACY, HUMAN RIGHTS, AND
LABOR, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF STATE, WASHINGTON, DC

Mr. BusBY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Chairman, Ranking Member Merkley, thank you for this op-
portunity to testify on how the U.S. is promoting human rights in
multilateral fora and organizations. We are committed to working
closely with you on this issue.

The United States continues to work through a variety of multi-
lateral and multi-stakeholder venues and mechanisms to educate,
persuade, and fight for human rights. That said, all of these tools
have challenges ranging from simple disagreement among U.N.
member states to actions by malicious governments to thwart
human rights.

At the United Nations, the U.S. interacts with myriad U.N. bod-
ies, programs, special mandate holders, and agencies that address
human rights and democracy. From work on counterterrorism ef-
forts to development, the U.S. insists that human rights, good gov-
ernance, and respect for the rule of law are integral to achieving
the peace, prosperity, and security to which these entities and the
U.S. are committed.

Thus, for instance, at the U.N. Third Committee, the body
charged with taking up human rights issues within the General
Assembly, the U.S. recently led or supported a variety of resolu-
tions on troubling country situations, including Iran, North Korea,
Burma, Syria, and Russia, Russian occupied Crimea, as well as im-
portant thematic issues like a U.S.-sponsored resolution on elec-
tions and democratization.

We also seek to highlight human rights by organizing or joining
events or statements in U.N. fora on countries or issues of concern.
For example, during this year’s U.N. General Assembly high-level
week, the U.S. along with several other countries sponsored a wide-
ly publicized event on the horrible abuses occurring in the Xinjiang
region of China. Subsequently, we joined 22 other countries to de-
liver a strong statement of concern at the Third Committee about
the abuses taking place there.

At the Security Council, we have also sought to elevate attention
to human rights by, among other things, sponsoring discussions on
human rights in countries like North Korea and Syria and sup-
porting the inclusion of human rights and justice-focused mandates
in peacekeeping missions, where appropriate.

We also support the U.N. Secretary-General’s efforts to end im-
punity among U.N. peacekeeping forces, including by implementing
the U.N.’s zero-tolerance policy on sexual exploitation and abuse
and ensuring that peacekeepers are not drawn from security forces
responsible for human rights abuses.

Consistent with the recently released U.S. Women, Peace, and
Security strategy, we are also steadfast advocates for increasing
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the meaningful participation of women in peacekeeping operations
and at all levels of negotiation and dispute resolution.

We also raise and act on concerns about U.N. bodies that do not
live up to the human rights ideals of the United Nations. For ex-
ample, we withdrew as a member of the Human Rights Council out
of concern about the process for electing its members and its bi-
ased, unfair, and unacceptable singling out of Israel. Just last
month, for instance, U.N. member states inexplicably elected Ven-
ezuela over Costa Rica to the council. While we chose to leave the
council for these reasons, we will continue our reform efforts so
that the council might realize its potential.

While we are no longer members of the council, the U.S. does
participate in the Universal Periodic Review process, through
which every member state of the U.N. undergoes an evaluation of
its human rights record. We have also supported certain country
and thematic mandates and mechanisms created by the HRC that
genuinely advance human rights including, for instance, country
mandates on Iran, North Korea, Cambodia, Eritrea, Burundi,
Syria, South Sudan, Venezuela, and Myanmar, as well as thematic
mandates on freedom of expression, freedom of association and
peaceful assembly, and freedom of religion.

We also regularly engage with the U.N. High Commissioner for
Human Rights and her office and support its activities in a number
of countries and on a range of issues.

Moreover, we continue to strongly support the International
Labor Organization, which serves as a key U.S. partner for com-
bating exploitative child labor and human trafficking, promoting
worker rights, and improving working conditions.

In addition to our work at the U.N., we continue to actively pro-
mote human rights and democracy in regional organizations and
other multilateral and multi-stakeholder initiatives. For instance,
for more than four decades, the United States has been the fore-
most champion of human rights within the Organization for Secu-
rity and Cooperation in Europe. Among other things, we support
OSCE missions in Ukraine, the Balkans, and Central Asia that
work with host governments and civil society to monitor and ad-
vance human rights, the rule of law, good governance, and rights-
respecting approaches to security.

Closer to home, the Department also works with the Organiza-
tion of American States and the inter-American human rights sys-
tem to promote and defend the democratic principles in the Inter-
American Democratic Charter. For instance, in June at the OAS
General Assembly, we led efforts to adopt new text paving the way
for coordinated action to hold the former Maduro regime account-
ablle for its ongoing violations of human rights and democratic prin-
ciples.

We also contribute similarly to the African Union and its organs
to build their capacity to promote human rights.

In recent years, we have also strongly supported the establish-
ment of new multi-stakeholder processes that bring together
likeminded governments and other key players such as business
and civil society to work on specific human rights problems. We
have played a leading role in developing and sustaining a number
of such initiatives, which are described in my written testimony.



12

Promoting human rights and democracy in international fora is
a lengthy, iterative, and often slow process. Since the end of the
Cold War, we have made progress, but there has been backsliding,
as well as significant pushback. China, as both of you mentioned,
seeks to weaken human rights action in international fora with
flowery resolutions that use benign phrases like “mutually shared
beneficial cooperation” or “win-win” outcomes. Russia pushes reso-
lutions that try to elevate undefined traditional values over rights
in the Universal Declaration of Human Rights. And many try to
ensure that independent NGOs have no voice at the U.N. Despite
these efforts, we continue to believe that the U.N. and other inter-
national fora are crucial arenas in which to advance human rights,
and we will continue to fight there for the unalienable rights and
fundamental freedoms in America’s founding documents and the
Universal Declaration.

Thank you very much.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Busby follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SCOTT BUSBY

Chairman Young, Ranking Member Merkley, and distinguished Members of the
Subcommittee on Multilateral International Development and Multilateral Institu-
tions, thank you for this opportunity to testify on how the U.S. is promoting human
rights in multilateral fora and organizations. I commend the committee for its atten-
tion to these issues. The Bureau of Democracy, Human Rights and Labor at the
State Department is committed to working closely with the committee to address
pressing human rights problems around the globe through multilateral organiza-
tions.

On the occasion of the seventieth anniversary of the Universal Declaration on
Human Rights, Professor Mary Ann Glendon wrote:

Ultimately, promoting human rights depends on deep support across cultural and
ideological divides. This is what Eleanor Roosevelt envisioned, when she declared
that documents expressing ideals “carry no weight unless the people know them, un-
less the people understand them, unless the people demand that they be lived.”?!

These words provide insight on what any successful promotion of human rights
and democracy, particularly in a multilateral setting must do—build support across
divides. The Government of the United States works through a variety of multilat-
eral and multi-stakeholder venues and mechanisms to educate, persuade, and fight
for human rights. Our task in these institutions is to establish and sustain plat-
forms where governments can seek to reach consensus on international human
rights law, where human rights defenders and civil society voices can be heard, and
where the international community can call to account those governments and indi-
viduals that violate or abuse human rights. That said, all of these mechanisms have
challenges ranging from simple disagreement among U.N. member states to actions
by malicious governments to thwart attention to human rights.

At the United Nations, the U.S. interacts with myriad U.N. bodies, programs, spe-
cial mandate holders, and agencies that address human rights and democracy
issues. From work on counterterrorism efforts to development, the U.S. insists that
human rights, good governance, and respect for the rule of law are integral to
achieving the peace, prosperity, and security to which these entities and the U.S.
are committed. During UNGA High Level Week, for instance, the President hosted
the Global Call to Protect Religious Freedom with the Secretary General of the U.N.
Over 130 delegations from U.N. member states, observers, and U.N. agencies at-
tended, as well as religious leaders, business leaders, and civil society.

At the U.N. Third Committee, the body charged with taking up human rights
issues within the General Assembly, the U.S. supports a variety of resolutions on
troubling country situations and important thematic issues. The Third Committee
is concluding its session now and we have actively advocated for resolutions on the
human rights situations in Iran, North Korea, Burma, Syria, and Russian-occupied
Crimea, as well as the U.S.-sponsored resolution on elections and democratization.
Last year, we led efforts to get the Third Committee to pass important resolutions
on Freedom of Expression and Freedom of Association and Peaceful Assembly.

1https:/www.the-american-interest.com/2018/12/19/the-universal-declaration-turns-70/
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We also seek to highlight human rights by organizing and co-sponsoring events
and marshalling joint statements in U.N. forums on countries or issues of concern.
For example, during this year’s U.N. General Assembly high-level week, the U.S.
along with several other countries sponsored an event on the horrible abuses occur-
ring in the Xinjiang region of China. Hearing from Uighurs who have suffered or
whose families have experienced abuses, we learned more about the repressive
measures the Chinese Communist government has undertaken. We brought the
international community together to hear about mass detentions in internment
camps; pervasive, high-tech surveillance; draconian controls on expressions of cul-
tural and religious identity; and coercion of individuals to return from abroad to an
often perilous fate in China, and we challenged the international community to do
more. Subsequent to the event, we joined 22 other countries to deliver a strong joint
statement of concern at the Third Committee about the abuses taking place in
Xinjiang. The U.S. hosted a similar event on Xinjiang on the margins of the March
U.N. Human Rights Council session and has hosted similar events on Nicaragua in
conjunction with its Universal Periodic Review; on Venezuela, also on the margins
of the March U.N. Human Rights Council; and, together with the European Union,
on female detainees in Syria on the margins of the July U.N. Human Rights Council
session.

At the Security Council, we have sought to elevate attention to the link between
human rights and international peace and security by, among other things, spon-
soring discussions on the human rights situation in countries like North Korea and
supporting the inclusion of human rights and justice-focused mandates, and
strengthening of civilian institutions in peacekeeping missions, where appropriate.
For example, in Haiti over the last year, we successfully pushed for the reconfigura-
tion of the peacekeeping mission to focus on justice, police, and the rule of law and
added a robust human rights monitoring mandate, including recognition that more
must be done to counter pervasive gender-based violence. As the justice mission in
Haiti progressed, the U.N. Security Council transitioned from a justice-focused
peacekeeping operation to a special political mission. The U.N. special political mis-
sion in Haiti now joins other U.N. civilian missions charged with strengthening po-
litical stability and good governance while monitoring and reporting on human
rights abuses, including in Afghanistan, Guinea-Bissau, Iraq, Libya, and Somalia.
In the Central African Republic, we have supported the peacekeeping mission’s
mandate to assist the CAR specialized domestic court to hold accountable those re-
sponsible for atrocities. Last month, we noted the critical role the U.N.—AU Mission
in Darfur plays in promoting accountability for human rights abuses.

At the United States’ urging, the U.N. Security Council in August held the first
standalone session on the Assad regime’s ongoing practice of arbitrarily detaining,
torturing, and extrajudicially killing hundreds of thousands of Syrian civilians in
order to silence calls for reform and change. The session provided an unprecedented
platform for raising the concerns of Syrian civil society, as well as former detainees,
and bolstered international consensus on the importance of tangible progress to-
wards the release of those arbitrarily detained in Syria, greater access for families
to information on their detained loved ones, and improved prison conditions as a key
component of efforts towards a political resolution to the Syria conflict in line with
UNSCR 2254.

We also support the U.N. Secretary-General’s efforts to end impunity among U.N.
peacekeeping forces, including implementing the U.N.’s zero-tolerance policy on sex-
ual exploitation and abuse. As the leading bilateral partner for peacekeeping capac-
ity-building assistance, the U.S. demands the best of our partners and of ourselves
as we support effective development and delivery of peacekeeping training that
meets or exceeds U.N. standards. We regularly reiterate the importance of pre-de-
ployment and in-mission training of all peacekeeping personnel on preventing sex-
ual exploitation and abuse and gender-based violence, including in context-specific
scenario-based training and early-warning preparedness.

We have also supported the U.N. Secretariat’s efforts to ensure that peacekeepers
are not drawn from security forces that have been responsible for human rights
abuses. For instance, the U.N. recently suspended future Sri Lankan Army deploy-
ment to peacekeeping operations in response to Lieutenant General Shavendra Silva
being appointed as Sri Lanka’s army chief, a person who is credibly alleged to be
responsible for gross violations of human rights. We are also steadfast advocates for
increasing the meaningful participation of women in peacekeeping operations, which
results in “higher reporting of sexual and gender-based violence, as well as lower
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incidents of sexual exploitation and abuse.”2 The State Department’s Global Peace
Operations Initiative (GPOI) increases women’s participation in peacekeeping train-
ing and peacekeeping deployments. Since 2007, more than 9,300 female peace-
keepers have participated in GPOI training events. Moreover, since 2010, GPOI
partners have increased the number of deployed women military peacekeepers by
105 percent, while non-GPOI countries have only increased their numbers by 21
percent.

Women peacekeepers are able to more effectively engage with women at the local
level, and therefore, can gather more valuable information on threats to the civilian
population, including conflict-related sexual violence, than their male counterparts.
Similarly, consistent with the recently released U.S. Women, Peace, and Security
Strategy, we are actively promoting the meaningful participation of women at all
levels of dispute resolution, including in decision-making and negotiating bodies and
meditating teams. We know that meaningfully including women in decision making
and peace processes, highly contributes to whether that peace process will be suc-
cessful and sustainable.

Furthermore, throughout the U.N. system, the United States works to ensure that
the voices of human rights defenders are heard and that they may speak without
fear of reprisals. In this respect, one of our focuses is on the Economic and Social
Council’s NGO accreditation committee, which is populated by a number of states
that prefer to silence human rights defenders and non-governmental organizations.
In this respect, we recognize the unique threats that women human rights defend-
ers face and have mobilized attention and support to this issue. We are also strong
supporters of the Secretary-General’s efforts to collect and call out reprisals taken
against members of civil society for their participation in U.N.-related meetings or
processes. And we have fought to counteract efforts by other countries to prevent
human rights defenders from speaking at the U.N.

We also raise concerns about U.N. bodies that do not live up to the human rights
mandates of the United Nations, and act on those concerns when necessary. For ex-
ample, we withdrew as a member of the Human Rights Council out of concern about
the criteria and process for electing its members, which has resulted in some of the
world’s worst human rights abusing governments serving on the Council. Just last
month, for instance, U.N. member states inexplicably elected Venezuela to join the
HRC over Costa Rica—an outrageous outcome for a body founded to advance human
rights. Similarly, we object to the Human Rights Council’s biased, unfair, and unac-
ceptable singling out of Israel, which remains the only country that has a Council
agenda item specifically devoted to it. While we chose to leave the Council for these
reasons, we will continue our efforts to try to reform the Council to address these
shortcomings and realize its potential.

While we do not engage on Human Rights Council resolutions, the U.S. does par-
ticipate in Universal Periodic Review—a process in which every member state of the
U.N. submits a self-evaluation of its domestic human rights practices and engages
in an interactive dialogue with other governments their recommendations for im-
provement. As every U.N. member state participates in the UPR, we use the process
to raise our concerns and make human rights recommendations to every country in
the world. We continue to believe that the UPR process sets benchmarks that the
country under review agrees to uphold, allowing the international community to
hold every member state accountable for its commitments. We have also supported
certain country and thematic mandates and mechanisms created by the HRC that
genuinely advance human rights, including, for instance, the special rapporteurs on
Iran, North Korea, Cambodia, and Eritrea; the Commissions of Inquiry on North
Korea, Burundi,, and Syria; the Commission on Human Rights in South Sudan; the
Fact Finding Missions on Venezuela and Myanmar; the thematic rapporteurs on
freedom of expression and freedom of peaceful assembly and association; and the
independent expert on sexual orientation and gender identity, among others.

We also regularly engage with the High Commissioner for Human Rights and her
ogﬁce (OHCHR) and support their activities in a number of countries and on a range
of issues.

OHCHR has field presences throughout the world that provide technical assist-
ance, monitor human rights, serve as the human rights component of peacekeeping
operations and respond to immediate crises. The U.S. is the second largest donor
to OHCHR so far in 2019.

We further support work on human rights, good governance and democracy issues
in a variety of other U.N. independent agencies, offices, including U.N. Women,
UNICEF, the U.N. Development Program, the International Labor Organization,
the International Telecommunications Union, the U.N. Democracy Fund, the U.N.

2 https://www.un.org/press/en/2019/s¢13773.doc.htm
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Office of Drugs and Crime, and the World Bank. The United States remains
UNICEF’s largest donor both in terms of core funding and overall resources, helping
the U.N.’s flagship agency promote and protect children’s welfare and well-being.

At the ILO, which serves as a key U.S. partner for achieving international labor-
related objectives, such as combating exploitive child labor and human trafficking,
promoting worker rights, and improving working conditions we have focused on the
problem of forced labor in Myanmar and have supported the Government of Qatar’s
attempts to reform its kafala system, which can facilitate forced labor. The tripartite
nature of the ILO—where governments, workers and business all have an active
role—encourages a balanced and representative discussion on international labor
standards.

The U.S. continues to actively engage with the U.N. and other multilateral insti-
tutions to enhance coordination on atrocity prevention, mitigation, and response ef-
forts, while also advancing the institutionalization of this agenda within the U.N.
system. Additionally, we are a member of the Group of Friends for the Responsi-
bility to Protect (R2P) where we continue to reaffirm the United States’ commitment
to atrocity prevention and strengthen U.S. ties to partner nations and civil society
actors. Further, we regularly participate in exchanges with likeminded countries to
develop shared recommendations and coordinated action to mitigate the risk of mass
atrocities.

We also support mechanisms that lay the ground for accountability for atrocities
through our diplomatic and/or financial support to a number of U.N. investigative
mechanisms, including the U.N. International Impartial and Independent Mecha-
nism (ITIIM) for Syria, the U.N. Investigative Team to Promote Accountability for
Crimes Committed by Da’esh (UNITAD), and the U.N. Independent Investigative
Mechanism for Myanmar (IIMM).

In addition to our work at the U.N., the State Department does a great deal of
human rights and democracy promotion work in regional organizations and other
multilateral and multi-stakeholder initiatives. For instance, for more than four dec-
ades, the United States has been the foremost champion within the 57-member Or-
ganization for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE) of fundamental freedoms
and of human rights defenders targeted for repression by their governments. The
United States uses weekly meetings of the OSCE’s Permanent Council to speak out
about ongoing human rights concerns—from abuses against Crimean Tatars and
others opposed to Russia’s occupation of Ukraine’s Crimea, to Russia’s persecution
of Jehovah’s Witnesses and members of other religious minority groups, the under-
mining of the rule of law in Turkey, the crackdown on dissent in Azerbaijan, the
plight of political prisoners in the post-Soviet states of Central Asia, and the rise
in anti-Semitism and other forms of intolerance in the OSCE region. We also are
a leading participant in the OSCE’s annual Human Dimension Implementation
Meeting (HDIM) in Warsaw, which constitutes the largest human rights gathering
in Europe and Eurasia, drawing hundreds of frontline civil society activists and rep-
resentatives of human rights advocacy organizations in addition to governments.

We also support the work of the OSCE’s independent institutions, such as its
High Commissioner on National Minorities, its Representative on Freedom of the
Media, and its Office for Democratic Institutions and Human Rights (ODIHR).
ODIHR’s methodologies are considered the world’s gold standard for independent
elections observation. We also support OSCE field missions in Ukraine, the Balkans,
and Central Asia that work with host governments and civil society to advance
human rights, the rule of law, good governance, and rights-respecting approaches
to security. The OSCE’s Special Monitoring Mission provides invaluable reporting
on the mounting human cost of Russia’s continuing aggression against Ukraine. We
use OSCE diplomatic tools to spotlight other serious abuses. For example, in Decem-
ber 2018, the United States and 15 other countries invoked the OSCE’s Moscow
Mechanism in response to reports of serious abuses committed against LGBTI indi-
viduals, human rights monitors, and others in Russia’s Republic of Chechnya. The
resulting fact-finding Mission drew unprecedented international attention to the
alarming human rights conditions in Chechnya, which the Kremlin allows to con-
tinue with impunity.

In addition, the U.S. also engages with and supports the work of the Council of
Europe (COE), which promotes democracy and the rule of law in its 47 member
states, including all EU members. The U.S. is an observer to the COE and a full
member of some COE subsidiary bodies, including the European Commission for De-
mocracy through Law (Venice Commission) and the Group of Countries Against Cor-
ruption (GRECO).

Closer to home, the Department works through the Organization of American
States and the Inter-American human rights system to promote and defend,
throughout the entire hemisphere, the democratic principles enshrined in the Inter-
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American Democratic Charter. We actively participate in Permanent Council meet-
ings on matters of shared concern, as well as other bodies including sessions of the
Inter-American Commission on Human Rights, the Inter American Women’s Com-
mission (CIM), and the regional anti-corruption peer review mechanism (MESICIC)
supporting the Inter American Convention Against Corruption.

For instance, at the June OAS General Assembly in Medellin, we took decisive
action to strengthen the OAS’s role in forging a hemisphere distinguished by democ-
racy, peace, respect for human rights, and cooperation. In particular, we adopted
new texts paving the way for coordinated action to hold the former Maduro regime
accountable for its ongoing violations of democratic order. We also established a
clear process to review the state of democracy in Nicaragua, through a new high-
level fact finding commission of the OAS. And we sponsored the first ever OAS text
on religious freedom, allowing us to partner with countries around the hemisphere
to strengthen best practices and dialogue in support of liberty and religion or belief.

As an observer at the African Union (AU), we have worked with the AU and its
organs to build their capacity to promote human rights, strengthen democratic gov-
ernance, and support the rule of law and access to justice. For instance, the United
States is working with the AU to stand up the Hybrid Court for South Sudan to
hold perpetrators of violations of international law and applicable South Sudanese
law accountable.

We have long believed that getting like-minded governments and other key stake-
holders such as business and civil society together to work on specific human rights
problems can reap benefits and have strongly supported the establishment of such
processes in recent years. We have been active participants in the Organization for
Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) as it develops guidance for compa-
nies on respecting human rights. The OECD is a venue to share best practices and
help develop guidance alongside governments, companies, NGOS, and labor and pro-
vides an important venue to discuss corporate implementation of international best
practices around human rights. In the wake of the human rights tragedies in the
Niger delta in the 1990s, the U.S. led the founding of the Voluntary Principles on
Security and Human Rights—an initiative involving governments, businesses, and
civil society organizations that seeks to promote human rights in the security oper-
ations of extractive companies. We have also played a leading role in developing and
sustaining the International Code of Conduct for Security Providers and its related
association, which seeks to encourage all private security providers to respect
human rights; the Freedom Online Coalition—a group of like-minded governments
committed to advancing human rights online; the Centre for Sport and Human
Rights, which is committed to addressing human rights concerns throughout the
lifecycle of mega-sporting events; the Equal Rights Coalition, a group of likeminded
governments that addresses human rights and dignity of LGBTI individuals, the
Open Government Partnership—a multi-stakeholder initiative in which govern-
ments and civil society work together to promote accountable governance and em-
power citizens, and the Community of Democracies—the primary international
gﬁouping of governments working to advance democratic values and principles glob-
ally.

Promoting human rights and democracy in international fora is a lengthy,
iterative, and often slow process that moves in fits and starts. It is a long-term en-
deavor. It was only in 1948 that the Universal Declaration on Human Rights was
approved. The High Commissioner’s position was created in 1993. Since the end of
the Cold War, we have made progress, but there is also significant pushback as well
as backsliding. The People’s Republic of China seeks to weaken respect for human
rights and deflect and water-down human rights criticism and action in inter-
national fora with flowery resolutions that use seemingly benign phrases like “mu-
tually shared beneficial cooperation” or “win-win” outcomes to advance its policy pri-
orities. Russia pushes resolutions that try to elevate indeterminate “traditional val-
ues” over the rights enshrined in the Universal Declaration. Cuba, Venezuela, Iran,
Russia, China and others fight to ensure that NGOs that are critical of governments
will have no voice at the U.N. These efforts seek to avoid or thwart accountability
for human rights violations and abuses at the U.N. and elsewhere. On the contrary,
we believe that the U.N. and other international fora are crucial arenas in which
to advance human rights internationally and we will continue to fight for American
values and for the unalienable rights and fundamental freedoms in the Universal
Declaration of Human Rights.

Senator YOUNG. Well, thank you, Mr. Busby.
I appreciate each of you gentlemen for your testimonies, and we
will be adjourning and then going to vote, as I said earlier, and
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then back as soon as possible. So in just minutes, I know Senator
Merkley and I will return. We are eager to hear your answers to
all of our questions.

[Recess.|

Senator YOUNG. The subcommittee reconvenes. I thank everyone
for their patience, including the tens of viewers we have on C—
SPAN too.

[Laughter.]

Senator ROMNEY. I was going to say that would be our peak.

Senator YOUNG. That is right.

My apologies to Hoosier Brian Lamb.

So, listen, we will run with questions for about 30 minutes be-
cause I am very eager to dive into those. I am actually going to
take the chairman’s prerogative here, if the ranking member is
ready, and defer to him, allow him to begin questions. We will do
7-minute rounds until we get to about the 30-minute mark, and
then we will bring on the next panel.

Senator MERKLEY. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I am
happy to jump in.

I want to start first on the human rights front. And I appreciate
your testimony, Mr. Busby. But I am concerned. I am concerned
that I did not hear the names of Russia in your presentation. I did
not hear the names of the Philippines. I did not hear Saudi Arabia.
I did not hear North Korea. It seems to me, as we get feedback
from across the world, that the inconsistent advocacy for human
rights and the U.S. routinely dissing its allies while promoting dic-
tatorships from the Oval Office is really damaging our inter-
national credibility. I know it is your job to say otherwise, but I
wanted to raise the concern and just hear what you have to say.

Mr. BusBy. Thank you for the question, Senator.

I did, in fact, mention Russia and North Korea in my testimony.
Russia in particular has undertaken several resolutions in the
Human Rights Council, one on traditional values, which we have
consistently opposed. And on North Korea, we recently agreed with
the consensus on a resolution at the Third Committee in New York
and continue to work closely with the special rapporteur on North
Korea who is cataloging abuses there.

We have not shied away from calling out human rights abuses
in places like Saudi Arabia and the Philippines and other places.
In Saudi Arabia, we did apply Global Magnitsky sanctions against
I think 16 of the individuals implicated in the death of Jamal
Khashoggi. And in the Philippines, we also have called attention to
the unjust killings of many people in conjunction with the drug war
there. So we are calling out other countries.

We do continue to publish our annual human rights reports,
which do cover every country in the world, and we do not pull any
punches in those reports.

Senator MERKLEY. I know you could go on at length about all the
effects and so forth. But it does not look that way to the rest of
the world.

And on Saudi Arabia, do you not think there is something fun-
damentally wrong with us attacking the 16 who were following or-
ders from the crown prince while ignoring the crown prince and
promoting him as a leader we can work with in the world?
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And I must say you did mention Burma in your remarks, but the
President of the United States has never said a single word about
Burma. Not a single word. And he did not know what the Rohingya
were when he had a Rohingya in his office. He said I think, where
is that or what is that. It is very clear that when you have the
worst genocide on the planet back 2 years ago, that not having the
President of the United States take a stand on it sends a message,
even when all of you in the State Department are working very
hard. So I just wanted to express that concern.

I want to turn to the role of China in the United Nations and
specifically its increasingly assertive use of the United Nations,
various agencies. My colleague pointed out that they now head a
number of agencies. They have been quite assertive in the Human
Rights Council in tabling resolutions, which is very concerning.
They have used their influence in the General Assembly to neuter
resolutions on peacekeeping mandates and funding related to
human rights.

Share a little bit with us about the strategy of how we address
the growing role of China in the United Nations.

Mr. MOORE. Senator, thank you very much for that question.

It is a very comprehensive problem and it is being dealt with in
a very comprehensive way. We are working with coalitions at many
levels and in many regions to push back on China’s efforts to erode
or co-opt the norms of the U.N. system, and we are strengthening
those coalitions in particular with likeminded states. We are seeing
China seeking the leadership of U.N. institutions, particularly
those which are responsible for setting rules and standards. We see
in many cases China seeking exactly those positions to subvert the
standards and the rules of the U.N. system for its own national
purposes. This is something which is recognized by other countries
and other partners in the U.N. We are combating this again
through building coalitions, through bilateral and multilateral di-
plomacy to seeking to make sure that key U.N. institutions have
the strongest possible leaders, persons who are expert and who
have the goals and values of the U.N. and all of its member states,
not just China, in mind. It is a very comprehensive effort.

Senator MERKLEY. Well, let us take an individual example. The
International Telecommunications Union is under the leadership of
a Chinese official, which some argue gives China a platform to
push its concept of a digital Silk Road. Is there a risk that the ITU
can be used to push other countries to adopt Chinese models of sur-
veillance or other key issues related to communications?

Mr. MOORE. Senator, thank you for raising the ITU. It is one of
those organizations that is absolutely at the top of our list of con-
cerns. Our mission to the U.N. in Geneva works directly every day
to focus on the work of ITU. We have directly criticized the head
of the ITU for having engaged in a memorandum of understanding
with Huawei, the Chinese company, on the subject of 5G. We are
very concerned that the leadership at all levels of ITU again reflect
international standards, and ITU should not be used by anyone,
not its head and not by external actors for the interests of a spe-
cific country.

Senator MERKLEY. Thank you. I pass it back.

Senator YOUNG. Mr. Romney.
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Senator ROMNEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

And thank you to each of the participants today for your testi-
mony.

There are some people in my party, my wing of the world, if you
will, that are very wary of international institutions of any kind,
particularly the U.N. I got a lot of questions when I was cam-
paigning about support for the U.N. They feel a degree of skep-
ticism about what role these institutions have, and I think there
is a fear that international institutions will, in some way, impede
on American sovereignty, our right to set our own course and do
what is in the best interests of America.

But at the same time, these international institutions are shap-
ing international standards, and those standards affect everything
from agriculture to communications, electronics, and so forth. And
so if you want to have America participate in the global economy,
it would strike me as important for us to participate in the inter-
national institutions.

I would also note that if we want to see, I will call them, malign
players having less influence in international institutions, the only
way that I know how to effectively do that is by having us play a
greater role. And when we pull back from participating in inter-
national organizations, then obviously someone else is going to step
in. It will be someone who considers themselves the heir apparent
to become the super power of the world.

So let me ask each of you. First of all, Mr. Tom, with regard to
Chinese leadership in the Food and Agriculture Organization, what
does that mean? What kind of things can they do? Is it just a nice
title to have, or is there actual impact that might have that would
affect America’s farmers, America’s growers, America’s packagers,
and so forth?

Ambassador ToM. Senator, thank you for that question.

Over the past 6 months since arrival in Rome, I can assure you
I have spent significant time at the World Food Programme where
we provide aid around the world. And the role of FAO was to cre-
ate resilience and capacity. And I can share with you. On my many
mission trips to South Sudan, Rwanda, Zimbabwe, and in conversa-
tions at the WFP, I can share with you that it continues to be a
problem across the Sahel, from the east coast to the west coast of
Africa, where we see people giving up hope. They migrate. And
when they migrate, tens of thousands, sometimes hundreds of
thousands go into IDP camps, some of whom have been there for
four generations. Some give up hope from that and join extremist
groups that are moving across Africa. We see people involved in
human trafficking, guns movement, and illicit drugs. All this is be-
cause we are not holding our line in the continent of Africa to make
sure we can have reliable food systems to feed people that want to
stay home.

We will work hard at the FAO to make sure that the standard-
setting at Codex Alimentarius stands for American values and has
a high standard to make sure that our nations in the global food
supply remain safe. At the same time, we will keep a watchful eye,
as we would on any nation that leads the Food and Agriculture Or-
ganization regardless of whether it is China or whoever. We would
be held to those standards. So we have got a lot of work to do.
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Thank you.

Senator ROMNEY. And that certainly has wonderful salutary im-
pact on other nations and the poor and those that are destitute
around the world. Does it also have impact on us and our national
interests?

Ambassador Tom. It has a significant impact on our peace and
security and our national standards to make sure that the United
States remains safe. If we continue to see these migrations and
these people joining Boko Haram, ISIS, al-Qaeda, we are not living
in a safe world any longer. And if the population of the continent
of Africa doubles in the next 32 years, the problem exponentially
grows. We have to play a role to making sure the world is food se-
cure. Our own national security and peace counts on that.

Senator ROMNEY. Thank you.

Mr. Moore, why is China becoming so actively involved in some
of these international organizations? What are their objectives?
What are they doing this for?

Mr. MOORE. Senator, we are seeing China taking on an increas-
ingly large role. For many years, China, despite having a perma-
nent seat in the Security Council, together with us and three other
countries, took rather a passive role, hid behind the G77 and other
blocs. Over the past few years, China is taking an aggressive role
not looking at it from a Cold War perspective, what does Wash-
ington have, what does Moscow have, but rather seeking control of
those specific U.N. institutions that do set rules and standards.
They are engaging in this in a very direct and extremely aggressive
way to ensure that they get the votes that they want, to ensure
that they have the influence they want throughout the world, op-
portunities for their companies who, of course, in nearly every in-
stance are state-owned, and that they have control of all of the
world’s regions and sympathy for policies, including the so-called
Belt and Road Initiative and other things of which you are famil-
iar.

It is a concerning and comprehensive approach. It has forced all
of us to remind ourselves what the true goals and values of the
U.N. are and why some of those institutions exist. And at the same
time, it has also led us to reevaluate some elements of the U.N.
system which may not be as relevant, may not serve the interests
of the American people, those parts of the U.N. where the adminis-
tration has made a principal decision to leave them, for example,
UNESCO, which previous administrations have stepped away
from, which Israel has also stepped away from because of inherent
anti-Semitism, or the Human Rights Council, which we discussed
earlier, which we see, as I mentioned in my testimony, as fun-
damentally broken. We need to focus our energies on those parts
of the U.N. system where again the rules and standards are set.
As we heard for ITU, the World Intellectual Property Organization
also in Geneva is extremely important. And there are other parts
of the U.N. system. I would be very happy to brief you or your staff
in a separate setting in greater detail.

Senator ROMNEY. Thank you.

Mr. Busby, I am going to just end with a question here. We do
not have time to have you necessarily respond to it, but it would
probably be something all of you would respond to. But that is that
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China has been extremely successful in getting itself installed in
places of significance where they can set standards and can influ-
ence the world. Has that happened because we are ineffective? Has
that happened because we have not tried? Why have they been
able to be so successful and we have not? Is it lack of effort on our
part, just lack of prioritization, or is it that we just do not know
how to do it?

Senator YOUNG. Mr. Busby, feel free to respond.

Senator ROMNEY. Yes, to answer that easy question.

[Laughter.]

Mr. BusBy. Thank you, Senator, for the attention to China.

In the human rights space, China is being equally aggressive.
They have yet to seize any of the senior positions relating to
human rights, but they are trying to change the nature of the dis-
course on human rights from one focused on the individual and the
rights that accrue to the individual to a discourse focused on gov-
ernments, on the state. So China is saying before we address the
rights of the individual, we should require that the state concerned
agree to that discussion, and that is deeply troubling to us.

China exercises a lot of influence because, as Jonathan men-
tioned, they have a strategy through the Belt and Road Initiative
to sort of buy off the votes of other governments. And that I think
has been extremely successful. It is a bit harder for us to unilater-
ally do what they have done, but we are working to fight back by
coming up with our own strategies for demonstrating to countries
that the U.S. approach is better by developing programs and
projects to help these countries and to show why it is that China’s
approach is simply not a healthy or a long-term productive ap-
proach.

Senator YOUNG. Thank you.

Mr. Moore, I note that each of you indicated in various ways that
China is ramping up its engagement in the United Nations and af-
filiated agencies. Chinese nationals—it seems like there has been
a concerted effort to lead more specialized agencies for a period of
time. In fact, the last three appointments prior to this Food and
Agriculture Organization election, if my reading informs me cor-
rectl‘?y, occurred under the previous President’s watch. Is that cor-
rect?

Mr. MOORE. I believe so, Mr. Chairman.

Senator YOUNG. And then China has used its veto to block a
U.N. Security Council resolution 12 times by my reading since
1971, and all but three of those vetoes occurred since 2007 and
served to prevent Security Council action against Burma, Syria,
Venezuela, and Zimbabwe.

So that suggests to me—I would conclude just from that limited
information—tell me if this inference is correct—that expansion of
Chinese influence at the U.N. is not a new phenomenon, nor is it
solely attributable to this administration.

Mr. MOORE. Mr. Chairman, I would be pleased to take the ques-
tion to give you a more detailed response. But from what I know
in my present position, this is something which has been going on
for several years, including prior to the beginning of the present
administration. They are looking for a variety of opportunities to
build influence, to take control, to build indebtedness. And it must



22

be added, Mr. Chairman, China does not feel remotely constrained
by some of the same tools and legislation that we fully respect in
the United States, notably the Foreign Corrupt Practices Act or the
standards of OECD, by which U.S. businesses and U.S. Govern-
ment operate. And those are formidable obstacles to us combating
some of the tactics that China chooses to engage in.

Senator YOUNG. Mr. Moore, like Senator Romney indicated, I see
great value in multilateral organizations like the one we created in
the United Nations. And the reason I started with that question is
to make sure that this conversation steers very far from any sort
of partisanship, recognizing that China has a strategy. They have
a strategy in this area as they do seemingly in all areas. It is part
of their society. It is part of their economic model as well.

With respect to China’s influence at the U.N., what issues are of
greatest concern to your bureau in terms of China’s actions within
the U.N. system?

Mr. MOORE. Mr. Chairman, we are particularly concerned exactly
about those elements of the U.N. system which set rules and stand-
ards, the rules and standards which apply to all of us in the world,
the work that the ITU does, for example, to set radio frequencies.
There are other U.N. agencies like the U.N. Office of Outer Space
Affairs, which is quite small based in Vienna. That still has huge
responsibilities for any number of items in orbit around the earth
on any given day.

We need to make sure that throughout all of those elements of
the U.N. system, that we are vigilant to make sure that those insti-
tutions do not fall solely into Chinese hands, that everyone in the
U.N. system, including in the U.N. Secretariat, recognizes, again as
we face nearly 75 years of the U.N., the principles and the stand-
ards by which the very organization was founded.

Senator YOUNG. So, Mr. Moore, briefly. You know, Secretary
Guterres called for an inclusive, sustainable, and durable develop-
ment, speaking at China’s Belt and Road Forum in April of this
year. In other media interactions, he has seemingly praised the
Belt and Road Initiative such that some have seen it as an unoffi-
cial endorsement of China’s premier development effort.

Now, I have had some hearings on the Belt and Road Initiative,
and I recognize that there is some value that countries receive with
respect to the investment, but there is oftentimes predation and de-
ception involved as well.

So is it appropriate for the United Nations as an organization to
endorse China’s project?

Mr. MOORE. Mr. Chairman, as you note, this is a topic which we
have raised with Secretary-General Guterres on many occasions.
He did participate in the summit in Beijing on the Belt and Road,
and we have stressed to him exactly as you have just said, the im-
portance of ensuring that the United Nations does not engage in
or directly support any single country’s particular initiative, but
rather looks out for the interests of all member states.

Senator YOUNG. Are there other countries sending similar mes-
sages to Mr. Guterres, and are you speaking from the same song-
book, as it were?

Mr. MOORE. I would say there are any number of member states
who agree with us that the Belt and Road Initiative, also referred
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to as “One Belt, One Road,” is an obstacle and is a concern, and
it is not the task of the United Nations to support it, to spread
word about it, or certainly to build the foundations of any activity
on the basis of it.

Senator YOUNG. Thank you.

Ambassador Tom, you are our representative in Rome where the
Food and Agriculture Organization, or FAO, is based. You spoke
earlier to the importance of this organization and its future. It is
led by the recently elected Chinese national Qu Dongyu. There
were a number of media reports about alleged Chinese manipula-
tion and strong-arm tactics as part of that election.

What did you and your counterparts witness at the U.N. mission
in Rome in the events surrounding that election?

Ambassador ToM. Our observations were that the Chinese had
been focused on this role for a long time, maybe 8 or 10 years, as
all these U.N. organizations. They had a very strong presence lead-
ing up to that vote.

There was no means to try to change the outcome of that vote
in the weeks leading up to or even probably the year or 2 leading
up to it at that point in time. They wanted it. They got it.

Senator YOUNG. In the months since the new Director General
has taken the reins, have you seen anything in his leadership role
that raises concerns for you or makes you question his support for
the United Nations?

Ambassador ToMm. Yes, sir. Thank you for that question.

We stay very close to the FAO organization. I stay very close to
the Director General. We are working with the Director General to
make sure that we get as many Amcits employed at the FAO to
make sure we can help support and have impact. But we will hold
him accountable like we would any other nation in that role, in
that position. We will keep a watchful eye on to make sure that
we drive outcomes.

As I said, David Beasley at the World Food Programme can
never raise enough money if we do not get the FAO right, and it
has been broken for many decades.

Senator YOUNG. So, Ambassador Tom, I am going to have to fol-
low up. I asked you if you had seen anything in his leadership that
would raise concerns.

Ambassador ToM. Not at this time.

Senator YOUNG. All right. You were just expressing your vigi-
lance and professionalism, which I appreciate.

According to the latest figures, Mr. Ambassador, the United
States contributed $2.5 billion to the World Food Programme in
2017. You indicated that if we do not get the FAO right, we can
never put enough money into the World Food Programme.

So with that in mind, given the significant amount of money that
is funding the World Food Programme, what is your assessment of
the value that the U.S. has received from that contribution?

Ambassador ToM. Quite candidly, in the field you are seeing re-
turns on investment. In Rome, Italy, maybe not so much. They
have been working on policy that is very skewed. It is idealistic
driven by a number of member states and NGOs running across
Africa thinking the food systems that they support, which are food
systems that my grandfather put to the side 50-60 years ago. We
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will not feed this nation unless we bring some of the modern inno-
vations in biotech to the place where farmers across the continent
of Africa can use.

Senator YOUNG. So with an eye towards U.N. reform and ac-
countability to U.S. taxpayers and other member countries, what
recommendations might you have provided to the World Food Pro-
Eg‘ra?mme and other agencies to improve what you have seen thus
ar?

Ambassador ToMm. Absolutely. Thank you, Senator, for that ques-
tion.

I have worked tirelessly with Director Beasley, and we work to-
gether. He is very connected to a number of presidents and leaders
around the world. And it is disheartening when we go places and
we see countries that have the resources, the people can feed them-
selves, yet policy blocked by certain member nations has not al-
lowed them to bring in some of the modern innovations that Amer-
ican farmers have at their access. They are available. They will
make a difference, and we need to stop denying them the access
because nothing good comes of it except for migration, human traf-
ficking, and people involved in extremism. It is our own national
security. It is a risk.

So I encouraged Director Beasley to weave that into his con-
versation with presidents and leaders around the world that they
need to have a policy framework to allow these modern innovations
to come to their country.

Senator YOUNG. Thank you, Mr. Ambassador.

And lastly, Mr. Busby, one question. We held a hearing, myself
and Ranking Member Merkley, some time ago about the Human
Rights Council. At the time, the United States had not withdrawn
from the entity. There was I think among the expert witnesses, I
believe there was uniform belief that for the time being we should
uncomfortably stay in, but at some point pull out. We did at some
point disengage.

Now my question for you is, has our withdrawal in your assess-
ment from the Human Rights Council reduced our effectiveness in
promoting important values, human rights?

Mr. BusBy. Thank you for the question, Senator.

As I tried to lay out in my testimony, despite our withdrawal
from the Human Rights Council, we have sought to up our game
on human rights in the wide array of fora and agencies that ad-
dress the human rights issue, whether it is in New York at the
Third Committee and the General Assembly, whether it is in the
OSCE, the OAS, which has become a far more robust advocate for
human rights. We have sought other ways of increasing U.S. atten-
tion to human rights and trying to move the needle on the ground.

When it comes to the council itself, I should point out that we
do remain engaged in the Universal Periodic Review, and we do
that because every country in the world is reviewed there, includ-
ing Israel and the United States. And we felt that that is a fair
forum in which to make our concerns known.

We also continue to engage with mechanisms of the Human
Rights Council that we think are genuinely advancing human
rights, whether it is special rapporteurs focused on particular coun-
tries or mechanisms focused on particular issues.
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Senator YOUNG. Thank you, Mr. Busby.

We are on schedule. In fact, we are a couple of minutes ahead
of schedule, and I am comfortable with that.

So I want to thank the members of our first panel for your testi-
monies and responses.

For the information of members, the record will remain open
until the close of business on Friday, including for members to sub-
mit questions for the record.

Thank you again, gentlemen. This hearing will now adjourn for
a few minutes to allow preparations for our second panel.

[Pause.]

Senator YOUNG. This hearing will now reconvene. We will now
be hearing testimony and responses from our second panel.

First, we are joined by Mr. Brett Schaefer. Mr. Schaefer, cur-
rently serves as the Jay Kingham Fellow in International Regu-
latory Affairs at The Heritage Foundation. Mr. Schaefer, your full
statement will be included in the record, without objection. So if
you could please keep your remarks to no more than 5 minutes or
so, we would appreciate it so that members of the committee can
engage with you on their questions. You may proceed, sir.

STATEMENT OF BRETT SCHAEFER, JAY KINGHAM FELLOW IN
INTERNATIONAL REGULATORY AFFAIRS, THE HERITAGE
FOUNDATION, WASHINGTON, DC

Mr. ScHAEFER. Chairman Young, Ranking Member Merkley,
thank you for inviting me to testify today.

My written testimony is too long to discuss fully, so I will only
cover a few key points that I think are particularly relevant consid-
ering recent events.

First, I want to point out that the U.S. is extraordinarily gener-
ously in funding international organizations. I raise this issue be-
cause some have criticized the U.S. for being “a deadbeat” or not
honoring its obligations. To correct this mischaracterization, let me
present a few key facts.

The U.S. is currently a member of nearly 200 international orga-
nizations and contributes over $12 billion to those organizations,
according to the most recent data. In most cases, the U.S. pays it
assessment fully and on time and often provides voluntary con-
tributions above its obligations. The vast majority of this U.S. fund-
ing goes to the United Nations, U.N. peacekeeping operations, and
dozens of other entities affiliated with the organization—a total of
over $10 billion a year.

The U.S. has contributed, on average, nearly 19 percent of all
U.N. system revenues since 2010. The second largest contributor
has paid, on average, about 6 percent. China, which has garnered
attention for its increased payments in recent years, contributed
$1.4 billion to the U.N. system in 2018—fifth overall. The U.S. paid
over seven times that amount.

Second, even taking U.S. withholding into account, the U.S. is by
far the largest source of U.N. funding. Nevertheless, the U.S. does
withhold funding at times. It does so because the U.S. Government
has a higher obligation to the U.S. taxpayer than it does to the
United Nations. Our government has a responsibility to make sure
that taxpayer dollars are not misused or put to purposes that harm
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U.S. interests. Often this requires withholding because other mem-
ber states do not share our concerns and pressure is necessary to
spur changes. Why? In part because of the vastly different level of
financial contributions among the member states. The U.N. as-
sesses some countries less than $37,000 a year while the U.S. is
charged over $2.4 billion. For the majority of U.N. member states,
the financial impact of wasteful spending or budgetary increases is
so minuscule that they have very little incentive or reason to fulfill
an oversight role or to consider budgetary restraint.
Unsurprisingly, in the vast majority of cases, U.S. withholding tar-
gets budgetary issues, mismanagement, and threats to the inter-
ests of the U.S. and our allies such as confronting anti-Israel bias
in the United Nations.

American leadership can be decisive in improving the perform-
ance of international organizations and focusing them on their
original missions and purposes, but if the U.S. is to succeed, it
must not hesitate to use the tools available to it. This includes fi-
nancial withholding to bolster efforts to reform those organizations
and to advance U.S. interests.

Third, some believe that membership in international organiza-
tions automatically conveys benefits to the United States. This is
not true. Membership in international organizations is not an end
in itself. It is a means for securing the safety, prosperity, and op-
portunities of the American people. Not all international organiza-
tions meet this standard. For instance, the Clinton administration
withdrew from the World Tourism Organization and the U.N. In-
dustrial Development Organization because they provided poor
value for money and were unable to define their purpose or func-
tion to any real specific value.

Just as the Clinton administration deserves recognition for look-
ing out for the interests of the American people at that time, so
should the Trump administration for its recent decisions to with-
draw from UNESCO and the International Coffee Organization.

Every administration should conduct a regular evaluation of the
costs and benefits of membership and, in coordination with Con-
gress, use the results of that analysis to shift funding to best sup-
port U.S. interests.

In short, the U.S. should participate in international organiza-
tions where membership benefits U.S. interests, adjust its support
when the costs outweigh the benefits, and always seek to improve
performance, efficiency, and accountability.

Finally, I want to conclude my remarks by briefly addressing
Chinese influence in the United Nations system. This is an exam-
ple of how the United States must routinely reevaluate its policy
and approach to international organizations.

Twenty years ago, China was not particularly active in the U.N.
Today it is a major player. China is increasingly acting to protect
itself and other repressive regimes, place its nationals in leadership
positions, and modify U.N. resolutions and statements to reflect
Chinese policies, values, and interests. This is concerning because
China’s policy priorities are in many areas antithetical to U.S. in-
terests. As China becomes more economically and militarily power-
ful, its influence will grow. The U.S. cannot reverse that trend,
which is based on political and financial realities. However, the
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U.S. must take steps to counter Chinese influence through aggres-
sive diplomacy, strategic action, and applying financial incentives
to advance U.S. interests in the U.N. and other international orga-
nizations.

Thank you very much for inviting me to testify today, and I look
forward to your questions. Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Schaefer follows:]
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member states combined. biennial regular budget as amended in
p : December 2018. By comparison, the U.S. is
As illustrated in Table 2 at the end of my assessed $639 million.
testimony:
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TABLE1

U.S. Funding of the U.N. System and International Organizations

UMITED NATIONS CHIEF EXECUTIVES BOARD FOR
COORDINATION REPORTS TO CONGRESS
Total Revenue United States U.5. Contributions
Total Revenue for  from the United Share of U.N. to
Year the U.N. System States” Revenue to the U.N. System
2010 $39,526,833.430  $7,075 BE8 246 17.9%% 2010 $8,518,300,409 $7,691,822,000
2011 £39,509.014.336  $6,176.742,945 15.6% 011 $5.372,801.191 $4.715922.111
2012 $42,323,684.975 $8,237.873,575 19.5% 2012 §7.473,284.288 %6,716,965,814
2013 £44,638,863,032  §7,680,181,185 17.25% 2013 $6,741,127,985 $5,999,534,918
2014 $48,079.838,381  $10,066,592,972 20.9% 2014 $7,360,833,363 $7,942,662,070
2015 $47.979,602,491  $9,914,072,653 20.7% 2015 $10,821.521.001 $8,783,808,135
2016 $49,333,227 820 $9,718,025,938 19.7% 2016 $10,487,783,062 $8,670,580,612
2017 $53,199,702441  $10,427,924,316 19.6% 2017 $12,124,205,262 $10,202.104.430
2018 $56,018,773.165  $9.976,039,097 17.8% 2018
Total  $420,609,540,071 $79,273,340,927 18.8% $68,899 856,561 $60,723,400,090
* UNCER dlid not incluce I from 013 50 fream the United States™ adds peacekesping
aszessments from “United States G L il O lDrFYIOIQ F¥ 201, and FY 2012 a5 a proxy,
NOTES:
Diata on LS. contributions to the United Mations Sydom for FY 20112013 compiled by Ih(- author wsing hll"l"] o US. Dep
of Stats annual reports on “United States Contributions to rt of the LN system =
based on the table of UN. in Office of “Report to Congress of United States Contributions to btemational Organiza-
tions for Fiscal Year 20147 on pages 35-37. "U.S. Contributions 1o the LUN. System” does nof include contributicns. to the Pan American Heaith Organization
(PAHD) and the tor Migeaticn (IOM though Natiors Chiet b tor Incluged thoss
orgarzations a5 part of ll\v LN, system for the pueposes of calculiting revenue, The 10M ol fically Became o relafed oeganizalbion (o the LN, in 2006, The
Office of I+ Inchsdes Loy e JOM i it 2007 report bo Congeess. Data on LS. contritartians Lo the Lintted Nations, System
for FY 2004-17 and FY 2000 a3 reported by the Office of Management and Budget 1o Congress.
SOURCES:
United Nabons Chest Executives Board for C s A S-KDO-02page-title
(accessed November 15, 200); United Nations Chief F)mrn'eﬁ Boaed for (Dcumnmn:r Iua[ﬂwenneuy Donor,” hiips4 /
(mhw.u’FS—Oﬂl IJ.? {accessed Novemnber 15, 2009 ULS. Department of State, "ULS. G { i . O sonal Repaots,
htrn and httos: 10 (accessed Movernber 15,
2019); Office of Management and Budget, “Report to Cnnwss on United States Contributions to the United Hations and Affilisted Intemational Organi-
Zations bor Fiscal Year 20177 25,2019, 0. 1, https) 2019/ 09/UN-C -20V7.odl (accessed
Novermber B3, 2019); Office of Management and Budget. “Report ID Wﬁs af UMN blatesf o For Fiscal Year
20047 huly 31, 2006, pp 35-37, httpe) it ER%I05ec %20312% 200MB% 20Report_final pdf
{aoressed Nowvemnber 15, 2009); and Office of Managoment and R.lm mulﬂl‘pﬂf‘ mlJnI N‘J Stales Contributions to the United Nations: mﬂlﬂ us
Contributicns 1o the Uinited Nations System.” June 6, 2011, 0. 2, gislative_reports/

us_contributions_1o_the_un_0606201 0df, (accessed Noverrber 15, 2019).
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comparison, the U.S. is assessed $1.8 billion.

The vast discrepancy between the amounts that
different member states are charged for the
expenses of the UN.—with some countries paying
less than $37,000 per year, while the U.S. is
charged over $2.4 bllllon—llclp explain why most

ber states are disi 1in to make
sure the U.N. more efficient and accountable or to
priontize spending. When governments pay
minimal amounts—a majority of UN. member
states are assessed less than $700,000 per year for
both the regular and peacekeeping budgets—they
have little incentive to fulfill their oversight role
and take budgetary restraint seriously. The U.S., on
the other hand, has a huge financial interest in
efficiency and prudent use of resources.

"

Even within the U.N. system. however, fi

Opportunities

America’s position in the UN. system presents
both opportunities and challenges. One opportunity
that should not be overlooked 1s that th: U.S. was
insts 1 in establishi g the ion and
continues to value its fi 1g purposes, including
maintaining mlemalmnnl peace and security,

i 1£-d ion of peoples. and
prrmmtmq and cnccumgmg re:.pecl for human
rights and for fund fir * Although the
organization has too often ignored these prmmples,
highlighting them gthens U.S. arg| and
can provide justification for its actions and
proposals that can be controversial with other
member states.

America’s position as one of five veto-wielding

mechanisms vary widely. Some organizations, such
as the Food and Agriculture Organization, base
their rate of assessment on the U.N. regular budget
to fund their core expenditures even though they
receive significant voluntary contributions. By
contrast, the International Maritime Organization
bases its assessment on economic factors and

hant fleet ge, which lted in a
relatively low U.S, assessment of 2.76 percent in
2017. As another the World Intell I
Property Organization receives only about 4 percent
of its income from member states and nearly 95
percent from fees and services.

Overall, despite these funding disparities, the
U S. is by far the largest contributor to the UN.
system. As ill 1 in the mpanying Table 1,
between 2010 and 2018, the U.S. contributed, on
average, nearly 19 percent of all UN. system
revenues according to the UN. Chief Executives
Board for Coordination. The second-largest
contributor over that span has shifted between
Gem’mny Japan, and the UK. On average,

, the d-largest

Jjust over 6 percent of total U.N. system revenues

China has gamered a lot of attention for its
increased UN. payments. In 2018, however, China
remained a distant fifth at $1 .42 billion in total
contributions to the U.N. system. By contrast, the
U.S. provided over 7 times more funding to the
U.N. system than China.

*United Nations Charter, Article 1,
hitps://'www.un org/en/sections un-charter/chapter-

bers of the Security Council also
glves it considerable influence. The Security
Council is the most powerful body in the UN.
system with the authority, in service to addressing
threats to international peace and security, to
impose sanctions, authorize military action, and
require compliance from the other U.N. member
states. The veto gives the U.S. unilateral authority
to block Security Council actions deemed
detrimental to U.S. interests and positively
influence the text of resolutions.

Another opportunity is the influence our
financial contributions provide to guide the UN.
from within and without. For instance:

Employment in International Organizati
Many international organizations i&:-rmzall:.r or
informally link staff recruitment to geographical
distribution, bership status, fi i
contributions, and share of the global popu!anon
Because of these arrang us
comprised 5 percent of total U.N. system staff in
2017—more than any other nation.” In addition, as
a major contributor, U.S. preferences on candidates
for senior U.N. positions—though far from
dispositive—are influential.

Addressing U.S. Concerns and Priorities.
Organizations pay significant attention to concerns
and criticisms of their largest source of funding.
However, to be credible, there must be genuine
belief on the part of the organization that failure to
address those concemns and criticism could affect

*UN Chief E Board for Coordmation, “Human
Resources Nationality,”
hittps://www unsyst ‘hr-nationality

i November 19, 2019).
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funding.

Voluntarily funded intemnational organizations
tend to be most responsive to U.S. concems
because they know that funding relies on the
support and goodwill of their member states. This is
why Ambassador John Bolton has written that the
LIS, objective should be to move the entire U.N.
system to a voluntary funding structure.*

Organizations funded through assessed
contributions are less responsive because the
member states have legally committed to providing
funding at levels determined by the organization.
Nonetheless, the U.S. has enacted a number of laws
over the years limiting or conditioning U.S. funding
to the U.N. and other international organizations to
achieve specific outcomes when diplomatic efforts
fell short.

A previous successful assertion of this pressure
oceurred in 1994, Former U.S. Attomey General
Richard Thomburgh, who served as U.N. Under-
Secretary-General for Administration and
Management in 1992 and 1993, informed Congress
of his failed attempts to clamp down on
mismanagement and waste. Congress decided to
withhold 10 percent from the U.N. regular budget
until the General A bly created an insp
general. As a direct response, the Office of Internal
Oversight Services (O10S) was created in 1994 as
the U.N."s primary investigative and auditing unit.”

Another example is the Helms—Biden Act that
conditioned payment of $819 million in arrears and
forgiveness of $107 million owed by the UN. to the
U.S. in return for lower assessments and other
reforms.*

A current example of this tactic is the
“Transp v and A bility™ d 1
in recent appropriations bills that requires the State
Department to withhold 15 percent of U.S.
contributions to the UN. and a few other

*Ambassador John Bolton, “The Key To Changing the
United Nations System,” forward to Brett D. Schaeffer,
ed., Comundrum: The Limits of the United Nations and
the Search for Alternatives (Lanham, MD: Rowman &
Littlefield, 2009).
“Luisa Blanchfield, “U.S. Funding to the United
Nations System:
Overview and Selected Policy Issues,” Congressional
Research Service, R45206, Apnl 25, 2018, p. 35,

f

i 2019).
Thid., pp. 35-36.

organizations until the Secretary of State reports to
Congress that the organizations are meeting
specified standards for whistlebl 1
and transparency.”

P

Challenges

Inter 1 org have many L
states whose interests are at odds. This means that
actions and decisions in these organizations often

fall victim to a lowest-common-denominator
process and gridlock. Inefficiency, mismanagement,
and other problems fi 1y beset o1 i
but remain id 1t some b
states benefit from the ammangement.® All too often,
countries that are opposed to U.S. policies use the
TN, and other intemational organizations, in which
they are on a more equal footing with the U.S_, to
assert their infl: in order to bal. uU.s.
policy.

The ability of the U.S. to counter these efforts is
limited for several reasons:

Reglonal and Ideological Voting. Within the UN.
system, there is a strong tendency to vote in bloes,
whether regional groups or ideological groups like
the Group of 77 (G-77, 133 member countries) and
the Organization of Islamic Cooperation (OIC. 56
member countries), to heighten their influence. In
practice. this creates a logrolling dynamic wherein
countries that have hittle interest in the substance of
a resolution adhere to a group position favored by
countries that have a strong interest in the
resolution in order to secure their support on
resolutions in which they have a strong interest.

Significant overlap in the membership of the groups
facilitates extension of positions from one to the
others. For instance, while the OIC lacks the
numbers of the G-77, most of its members are also
members of the G-77, and can influence the G-77 to
support OIC p on Israel. In addition, there is
also a strong tendency in the U.N. for regions to

"Consolidated Appropriations Act, 2018, Public Law
No. 115141, Division K, Section 7048,
https://www.congress. gov/1 1 5/plaws/publ141

115publ1 41 pdf (accessed November 19, 2019).
*An example is Russia’s efforts to block reform of UN.
contracting for commercial aviation in support of UN.
peacekeeping. See Colum Lynch, “The Inside Story of
Russia’s Fight to Keep the UN. Corrupt,” Foreign
Policy, June 25, 2013,

utps://foreignpoliey.com/201 3/06/25/the-inside-story-

of-russias-fight-to-keep-the-u-n-cormpt/

November 19, 2019).
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wvote together as blocs. This often reinforces the
solidarity of ideological groups because the G-77
and OIC comprise a majority of countries i Asia
and Africa. These regions together comprise a
majority of UN. member states.

The size of these voting bloes is important because,
under General Assembly rules, a simple majority
(97 votes out of 193 member states) is sufficient to
pass most resolutions. Decisions on “important
questions™ as specified in the U.N. Charter, such as
approving the U.N. budget, require approval by a
two-thirds majority (129 votes out of 193 member
states). It is relatively easy for these groups to use
the advantage of their numbers to push or block
various resolutions and reforms.

Inertia and Self-interest. The UN. habitually
Tenews previ lutions and lates” with
litile debate or scrutiny. For instance, in 2005, the
U.N. General Assembly instructed the Secretary-
General to compile a list of UN. mandates for the
member states to review for relevance,
effectiveness, and duplication. A Mandate Registry
was established to provide, for the first time, a
comprehensive list of the more than 9,000
individual mandates of the General Assembly,
Security Council, and United Nations Economic
and Social Council (ECOSOC). Some of these
ongoing mandates date back the to the 1940s. One
of the few efforts to examine these mandates found
that only 155 (56 percent) of the 279 mandates in
the Humanitarian cluster were “current and
relevant” and that only 18 (35 percent) of the 52
mandates in the African Development cluster were
current and relevant. The U.N, General Assembly
refused to act on these conclusions and, instead,
quietly killed the Mandate Review. Even the
Mandate Registry seems to have disappeared from
the U.N, website.

Similarly, the U.N. has complained recently about a
financial erisis but (| to fund Y
and duplicative activities like the Economic
Commissions for Africa, Asia and the Pacific,

“General Assembly Administrative and Budgetary

C ittee (Fifth C “List of d

relating to the proposed programme plan and budget for
2020: PART V. Regional cooperation for

development,” A/74/6 Sections 18-22,
: 12020, sltm

(aecessed November 19, 2019).

9Eileen A. Cronin and Aicha Afifi, “Review of
Whistle-Blower Policies and Practices in United
Nations System Organizations,” Joint Inspection Unit,

Europe, Latin America and the Caribbean, and
Western Asia. Together these Commissions cost the
U.N. over $250 million per year and employ more
than 1,800 staff to, essentially, organize
conferences, conduct policy research, and host
meetings to facilitate economic integration and
development.® This may be a fine goal, but it
largely duplicates the efforts of the World Trade
Organization, the International Monetary Fund, the
World Bank Group, the regional development
banks, the European Union, the African Union,
ASEAN, and the other dozen or so U.N.
organizations that also try to promote economic
develop and cooperation. B support
for the issions is robust k they offer
plum jobs and are regionally placed, i.e., they
ensure U.N. funds are disbursed to multiple
countries via regional offices.

Finally, whether to conceal scandal or just to
protect senior officials, the UN. system continues
to resist robust transparency and accountability,

pecially in its of whistlebl s and
holding peacekeepers and U.N. officials to account
for sexual exploitation and abuse.'”

Political Agendas, Particularly Bias Against
Israel. According to UN Watch, the Human Rights
Council had adopted 169 cond Y luti
on countries as of the end of May 2018 just prior to
the U.S. decision to withdraw. Of those, nearly half’
(47 percent) focused on Israel. The Human Rights
Council also has the authority to convene special
sessions to address human rights violations or
related emergencies. Of the twenty-eight special
sessions convened to date, eight focused on Israel.
Next came Syria (the focus of five special sessions)
and Burma (the focus of two). Each year the UN.
General Assembly adopts around 20 resolutions
condemning Israel and about five for all of the
other human rights situations in the world. In 2018,
the U.N. General bly adopted 21 I
condemning Israel and six focused on other
nations—one each for Burma, Iran, North Korea,
Russia, Syria, and the U.S (for its Cuba policy)."!

JIU/REP/2018/4, and Carley Petesch, “Leaked UN
report shows failed investigation on sexual abuse,™
Associated Press, October 31, 2019,

https://apnews com/671330¢575b44272bbabe69e43740
ac9 (accessed November 19, 2019).

YUN Watch, “2018 UN General Assembly Resolutions
Singling Out Israel - Texts, Votes, Analysis,”
November 18, 2018, hitps://unwatch org/2018-un-
general- bly-resolut ingling-israel-texts-

lysis/ (. d N ber 19, 2019).
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Israel should not be immune from scrutiny or
criticism for its human rights practices. On the
contrary, a credible Human Rights Council must be
able and willing to examine the human rights
practices of each nation. However, year in and year
out, the council and the U.N. member states single
out Israel for different treatment from other nations,
which is unacceptable.

A more recent, but increasingly urgent,
challenge are Chinese efforts to increase its
influence in the U.N. system. As its political and
economic power has risen over the past 20 years,
China has become increasingly assertive in its
efforts to insert Chinese terminology and
endorsements of Chinese policies and initiatives
into U.N. resolutions and statements."” China has
used its veto to block a U.N, Security Council
resolution 12 times since 1971, when the United
Nations recognized the People's Republic of China
as the official government. All but three of those
vetoes occurred since 2007 and served to prevent
Security Council action against Burma, Syria,
Venezuela, and Zimbabwe."* Smee 2013, China has
becomie increasingly assertive in UN. human rights
institutions, promoting “its own interpretation of
international norms and mechanisms "

China has also successfully capitalized on its
historical relationships with developing countries,
abetted by financial and political carrots and sticks,
to secure lcadn-rshnp of the Food and Agriculture
Organi the I ional Civil Aviation

Org the I ional Tel

"See, for instance, Frédéric Burnand, “China’s *Win-

Win' Rights Initiative Makes Waves in Geneva,”

swissinfo.ch, March 26, 2018,

hntps:/fwww swissinfo el
china-s--win-win--fi

ts-initiative-makes-waves-in-

geneva/44000588 (accessed November 19, 2019), and
Associated Press, “China and US Cl.nsll Over 'Belt and
Road” Link to UN Afghani i

17,2019,
hrtps:/‘www.semp.com/news/china/diplomacy/article/3
027596/ china-and-us-clash-over-belt-and-road-credit-
un=security (accessed November 19, 2019).

DUnited Nations Dag Hammarskjold Library, “Security
Council-Veto List.”

hitps://research un.org/en/docs/sc/quick (accessed
November 19, 2019),

"*Ted Piccone, “China’s Long Game on Human Rights
at the United Nations.” Foreign Policy at Brookings,
September 2018, htips://www.brookings. edu/
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Union, and United Nations Industrial Development
Organization. A Chinese 1 has led four of the
15 U.N. specialized agencies in 2015, 2016, 2017,
and 2019."* China’s rising influence is concerning
because its policy priorities are in many areas
antithetical to U.S. interests and, unlike nationals
from most other countries who genemlly act

d dently in their positions, China d d
that its nationals pfrmecl and advance Chinese
interests.'® China does not hesitate to act when an
official fails to advance its interests. In October
2018, China arrested the president of Interpol,
Meng Hongwei, and charged him with abuse of
power and refusing to “follow party decisions.”"”
Hongwei was one of the Iug}ncst-lcw] Cllmcsr:

Is in any 1 ional org
Moving Forward
It is in the interests ofthe U.S. to participate and
work tl h internati ions to bolster

its security, foreign policy, and economic prospects,
but the U.S. also must be strategic and focused in its
efforts. To maximize its influence and administer the
resources of the American taxpayer as prudently as
possible, the U.S. should recognize both the
challenges and opportunities presented by
paﬂmpmlou in the UN. and its affiliated

to ad Us.i by:

*  Focusing on the international organizations
that are important to U.S, interests. This
process begins by conducting an analysis of and
publicly rcpomng on how US. pamclpnnon in
each inter e specific

wp-
content/upload=2018/09/FP_20181009 _clina_human_
nights.pdf (accessed November 19, 2019).

PThe last permanent member of the Security Council
to do this was the U.S. in 1956. A French national led
three U.N. specialized agencies and the World Tourism
Organization from 1978 to 1985, but that was before
the World Tourism Organization jomed the U.N. in
2003.

"Brett D. Schaefer, “How the U.S. Should Address
Rising Chinese Influence at the United Nations,”
Heritage Foundation Backgrounder No. 3431, August
20, 2019,

https://www.heritage org/sites/default/files/2019-
08/BG3431_0.pdf.

T“Wifie of China’s Meng, Former Interpol Chief, Sues
Agency,” Reuters, July 7, 2019,

Tuttps://www reuters comy/article/us-china-france-
I/'wife-ofchinas-meng-former-interpol-chief-

it

sues-agency-idUSKCNIU20L6 1 N 1
19, 2019),
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U.S. interests. The U.S. should conduct a regular
evaluation of the costs and benefits of

n i 1 or

and

use the results of this analysis to shift U.S.
funding to increase support where U.S, inferests
are served while reducing fimding where they
are not.

If an organization has proven to be critically
flawed. such as the Human Rights Council, the
U.S, should not lend it unwarranted prestige and
credibility by rewarding it with financial support
or participation. Likewise, if U.S. interests are
negligible or are being capably addressed by the
private sector, the U.S. should terminate its
support and membership. For instance, after a
comprehensive review, the Clinton
Administration decided to withdraw from the
World Tourism Orgalumt:ou and the UN.
Inds 1D O ion on the
basis that they, rcspecti\rely. provided poor value
for money and were unable to “define its
purpose and function very well."'* A more
recent example is the decision of the Trump
Administration to withdraw from the
International Coffee Organization in 2018
because U.S. stakeholders are able to represent
their interests without a U.S. government
intermediary. In addition, the threat of
withdrawal can sometimes spur desired reforms,
such as those adopted in September by the
Universal Postal Union to address U.S,
concems.'”

This process should be underiaken periodically
by every U.S. administration. In a handful of
cases, it could result in a reevaluation of U.S.
membership, but in most cases, the benefits of
U.S. membership in international organizations
will outweigh the costs. Overall, howevel it
serves U.S. Iﬂ periodi J. the
benefits of i izations and can
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be a powerful tool to prioritize funding and
identify organizations in need of reform.

Balancing U.S. support against other foreign
policy priorities. While supporting intermational
organizations often helps extend or amplify U.S.
influence, sometimes other foreign policy
priorities are so negatively affected that the U.S.
should withdraw or end its support. An example

of this d ic is the Israeli-Pal peace
process. The Palestinians have sought
bership in U.N. ions for years as a

way to achieve recognition without a negotiated
peace with Israel. In response, the U.S. enacted
legislation in the 1990s to withhold funding from
international orgamzancns that accord “the
Palestine Liberation O ion the same
standing as member states™ or grant “full
membership as a state to any organization or
group that does not have the intermationally
recognized attributes of statehood.™! The U.S.
did this because the Palestinian effort
undermines prospects for a negotiated peace
with Israel. When the United Nations
Educational, Scientific and Cultural
Organization (UNESCO) granted full

bership to the Palestinians in 2011, the U.S.
ceased funding to UNESCO and withdrew in
2018. Despite Palestinian efforts, other UN.
specialized agencies have heeded the U.S,
response to UNESCO and have not granted them
full membership if U.S. funding could be
effected, Todi U.N. organi from

b p to the P; before

Umy have concluded a mutually agreed peace
agreement with Israel, Congress and the
Administration should enforce U.S. law.

Using U.S. withholding purposefully. As
discussed earlier, the U.S. has successfully and
justifiably withheld funding from the United
Nations and other interational org 1o

"United States General Accounting Office, “U.S.
Participation in Special-Purpose International
Organizations,” GAO/NSIAD-97-35, March 1997,
hittps:/fwww.gao. gov/assets230/223708 . pdf (accessed

*H R, 3792, Foreign Relations Authorization Act,
Fiscal Years 1990 and 1991, Public Law No. 101-246,
1015t Cong., February 16, 1990, Title IV, Section 414,

: A1 . /content/pkg/STATUTE-
November 19, 2019), and Warren Christopher, hm”wm 3
“Readying the United Nations for the Twenty-First é_g%’:?i[."STA'I UTE=10PgL S pd € Dawobers;

Century: Some ‘UN-21" Proposals for Consideration,”
U.S. Non-Paper, July 20, 1995, p. 3.

Brett D. Schaefer, “A U.S, Victory at the Universal
Postal Union,” September 27, 2019,
hitps://www_heritage org/global-

politics v/us-victory-the-universal-postal-
union (. nber 19, 2019).

“'H.R. 2333, Foreign Relations Authonization Act,
Fiscal Years 1994 and 1995, Public Law No. 103-236,
103rd Ccllg Apnl 30, I994 Tllle IV Section 410,

108/ pd S!&TUT E-108-Pg382 pdf (accessed October
8,2019).
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secure specific reforms. When funding is
withheld for little di ble purpose, b
it can undermine U.S. interests. A case in poul'[

is the practice of paying U.N. assessments in the

last quarter of the year. This practice, launched
in 1984 to realize a one-time budget savings,

i today. The practical impact on the
U8, budget is negligible—the funds are
appropriated regardless, albeit delayed—but

provides grist for those eager to enticize the U.S.

for any number of reasons. Congress should
consider appropriating funds to reverse this
practice and its y damage to U.S.
influence for no clear policy purpose.

By contrast, the U.S. must be willing to withhold

funding to press the U.N. or other international

organizations to adcpt specific reforms.

Fllu.ncwl leverage is often necessary fo spur
states or L 1o

support reforms. A defensible illustration of this

practice is the 15 percent withholding to ensure
Ihat the UN. is }.u.\plemeutmg best pmc11ces on
A . Another principled

withholding is en.ﬁm:mg a 25 percent maximum

payment for UN. peacekeeping. Since the first
scale of assessments in 1946, the U.S. has
objected to relying excessively on a single

member state for the budget.™ Two decades ago,

Ambassador Richard Holbrook ified to the
Senate that he had secured a deal to lower the
U.S. peacekeeping assessment to 25 percent as
required under U.S. law and as a condition for
payment of U.S. arears under the Helms-Biden

agreement. By 2009, the U.S. share had fallen to

less than 26 percent. Starting in 2010, however,
the U.S, assessment began to rise again. Today,
it is 27 8012 percent. The failure to lower the
U8, assessment to 25 percent has cost U.S.

ZBrett D. Schaefer, “The U.S. Must Increase
Diplomatic Pressure to Change the United Nations
Scale of Assessments,” Heritage Foundation
Backgrounder No. 3397, March 19, 2019,
htips://'www.heritage.org/budget-and-

{i / ..DI"-'IEI.IE'II 11 fipl
pressure-change-the-united-nations-seale.
“Brett D. Schaefer, “U.S. Must Enforce Peacekeeping
Cap to Lower America’s UN. Assessment,” Heritage

Foundation Bﬂcl‘grmmder No. '.‘?62 .Tanunry 25,2013,

hitps: 1
must-enforce-peacekeeping-cap- Iowrr-nnu-nea s=1111=
assessment. and Brett D. Schaefer. “Diplomatic Effort
to Reduce America’s Peacekeepmg Dues Must Start
Now,"” Heritage Foundation fssue Brief No, 4781,
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taxpayers billions of dollars because Congress,
in past years, Ims appmved payments over 25
percent in ¢ and
appropriations bills. * When the U.S. does this,
the other U.N. member states have little
incentive to adopt a maximum peacekeeping
assessment of 25 percent. The U.S, should
enforce the 25 percent cap as an incentive for the
U.N. member states to change the scale of
assessments. As with the Helms—Biden Act, the
U.S. should pay these arrears only after the UN.
incorporates a maximum assessment of 25
percent in the methodology for calculating the

ing scales of

P

+ Initiating and maintaining aggressive
diplomatic efforts to achieve U.S. policy
objectives. Withholding funds will not achieve
the intended outcome unless other nations know
what the U.S. wants to accomplish. Broad-brush
goals are not sufficient, the U.S. must inform
other governments of the specific changes
necessary {o resume U.S. funding and initiate

For it
cnncmng the Human Rights Council for its anti-
Israel bias and poor membership—both valid
criticisms—is not sufficient. If the U.S. wants to
reform the council, it must explain what specific
reforms would lead it to continue its
participation and support and work with other
governments to achieve those reforms.**

Discussions about desired reforms must start and
continue in New York (or Geneva or other
locations where organizations are headquartered)
but suceess will require support from U.S.
ambassadors to individual countries and
occasional intervention by the Secretary of State
and the White House. Similar effort must be

November 1, 2017,
https:/'www heritage org/sites/default/files/201 7-

11/IB4781 pdf.

MSee. for instance, Brett D. Schaefer, “A UN. Human
Rights Council Reform Agenda for the Trump
Admunistration,” Heritage Foundation fssue Brief No.
4674, March 29, 2017,

htps:‘www . heritage org/sites/defaunlt/files/2017-
03/1B4674_0.pdf, and Brett D. Schaefer, “U.N. Human
Rights Conncll Reform Recommendations for

the Trump Adm 10n,” Hertage Foundation fisue
Brief No. 4788, November 27, 2017,

hittps://www heritage org/sites/default/files/2017-
11/IBA788_0.pdf,
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initiated early to help rally support for preferred
candidates to lead important international
organizations.

* ldentifying the purpose, scope, and means of
led Chinese infl in international

organizations. Congress should charge the U.S.
intelligence community with reporting on
Chinese objectives, tactics, and influence in
intemational organizations. These reports should
be the basis for adjusting U.S. policy and
resources to equip the executive branch to
counter Chinese influence where it undermines
us.i or the independence and |
of those organizations.

*  Making U.N. voting a mandatory
consideration in aid allocation. While the U.S.
uses its foreign assistance to advance a number
of goals, advancing U.S. interests in the U.N.
must be a priority, Considering the serious
matters di 1, debated, and decided in the
U.N., failing to include this goal among the
hundreds of legislative directives on aid
allocation is extremely imprudent. Not every
LN, vote is equally important to the United
States, but some affect important U.S. interests.
Between 1980 and 2017, voting coincidence
with the U.S. averaged 34.6 percent.”
Diplomacy alone cannot shift the balance: the
U.S. can and should exert more influence and
pressure on other member states to support its
positions when important U.S. priorities are at
stake. This consideration has acquired increased

ZBrett D. Schaefer and Anthony Kim, “The U.S.
Should Employ Foreign Aid in Support of U.S. Policy
at the U.N.," Heritage Foundation Backgrounder No.
3356, October 5, 2018,

hitps:/iwww heritage org/sites/default/files/201 8-
10/BG3356.pdf.

urgency now that China is using its bilateral
assistance to reward support in the UN.*®
Congress should make support for U.S. positions
in the U.N. a mandatory consideration when
allocating aid.

Conclusion

The U.S. should not regard multilateral
lationships and bership in intemational
Ives: they are means

as ends in tl
for securing the safety, prosperity, and opportunities
of the American people. Each intemational
organization has its own virtues and flaws. They
contribute differently to U.S. strategic, economic.
and political interests. The U.S. should participate
where membership benefits U_S. interests, cease
participation when the costs outweigh the benefits,
and always press for reforms to improve
performance, efficiency, and accountability.

American leadership can be decisive in
improving the perfi of international
organizations and focusing them on the missions and
purposes that they were created to pursue. It is
incumbent on U.S. policymakers to be responsible
and judicial in ing international
commitments. If the U.S. is to succeed, it must be
willing to work through international organizations
to address genuinely shared concems, but it must not
hesitate to use the tools available to it, including
withholding its financial support, to bolster its efforts
to reform these organizations and advance U.S.
interests,

*Axel Dreher, Andreas Fuchs, Bradley Parks, Austin
M. Strange, and Michael J. Tierney, “Apples and
Dragon Fruits; The Determinants of Aid

and Other Forms of State Finaneing from China to
Africa,” AidData Working Paper No. 15, October 2015,
hitp://does. aiddata.org/ad4/ files/

wps15_apples_and dragon_fruts pdf (accessed
November 19, 2019).
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TABLE 2

United Nations Scale of Assessments for 2019 (Page 10f 2)
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REGULAR BUDGET PEACEKEEPING BUDGET
Assessment (%) Doflars Assessment (%) Dellars
Total $2,905,898,900 $6,518,855,700
Members of the UN. Security Council
United States of America 22.000% $639.297,758 7.8912% 51.518,187.081
France A442T% $128,644,144 5.6125% $365,870,778
United Kingdom of Great Britain A56T% $132.712,403 5.7900% §377.441.745
and Northern Ireland
China 12.005% $348.853,163 15.2197T% $992,150,281
Russlan Federation 2.405% $69,836,869 5.0490% $198,759,510
Non-Permanent Hembers of
the LLN. Security Council
Belgum 0.821% $23.857,430 0.8210% $53,519,605
Cote d'voire 0.013% $377,767 0.0026% $169.490
Dominkcan Republic 0.053% $1540,126 0.0106% $690,999
Equatosial Guinea 0.016% §454,944 0.0024% $156,453
Garmany 6.000% $176.959,243 6.0900% $306,998,312
Indonesia 0.543% $15.779,031 0.1086% $7.079.477
Fuwait 0B 37.322,865 0.2331% 315,195,453
Peru 0152% 34,416,966 0.0304% $1,981,732
Poland 0.802% $23.305,309 0.2406% 315,684,767
South Africa 0272% §7.004,045 0.0544% £3,546, 258
Total All Current Security Councl Membaers 54.418% $1.581.332.063 65,1561% $4.247.432.139
Cther Highly Assessed Countries
Aurstralla 2210% $64,220,366 2.2100% $144,066,711
Brazl 2.94e% 85,655,900 0.5896% $38,435,173
Carada 27345 $70.447,276 2.7340% $178.225 515
Maly 130T $96,098,077 3.3070% §215,578.558
Republic of Korea 2267% 365,876,728 2.267% $147,782.459
Saudi Arabla 117 534057135 Lo841% $70,670.515
Japan B,564% 3248851182 B.3640% §558,274.802
Turkey 1371% $39.839,874 0.2742% $17,874.702
Spain 2.148% $62,350,590 2.1460% $139,804.643
Large Troop €
Bangladesh 0.010% $290,590 0.0010% 365,189
Ethiopia .01 $290,550 0.0010% $65,189
India 0.B34% $24,235,197 0.1668% 310,873,451
Hepal 0.007T% 203,413 0.0007% $45632
Pakistan ouss §3.341,784 0.0230% $1,499,337
Rwanda 0.003% $87177 0.0003% $10.557
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TABLE 2

United Nations Scale of Assessments for 2019 (Page 2 of 2)

REGULAR BUDGET PEACEKEEPING BUDGET
Assessment (%) Dollars Assessment (%) Dollars
Hotable
Lowest assessment (30 countries regular 0.001% 529059 0.0001% 36515
budget, 17 countries peacekeeping budget)
Least assessed 129 countries (regular budget] 1e3M 347,455,529
Least assessed 178 countries {regular budget) 21503% $627,761.339
Least assessed 185 countries 27.5256% $1.794,367.182
(peacekeeping budget)
Genava Group (17 countries) 57.462% $1960.377516 74.2753% $4,811,809.628
G-77 + Chitia (133 countries) 25477% $740,335863 20.2829% 31322212983
G-77 without China 13.472% $391.482,700 5.0632% $330,062,702
NAM (119 countries) 9.533% $277,019.342 4,1673% $271,660,274
OIC (56 countries) 6.515% $192,225212 3.0084% $201,980,225
NOTES:

* The regular budget amount is half of the biennial budget for 2018 and 2019 a5 adjusted mid-tiennium in December 2018, The peacekesping budget
amount is the approved resoarces for July 1, 2009 through June 30, 2020,

* The Genva Group is made up of countries who share a cammon view on administrative and budgetary matters, Membership s Australia, Belgiurm,
Canada, rance, Germany, Japan, aly, Mexco, the Netherlands, Norway, Russia, South Korea, Saain, Sweden, Sutzeriand, Tures, he United Kingdom

and Ihe United States. list The Group, “Abaut th (Group,” http.f et foms/ the:

geneva-group htrml

« The G-17 is made up of 132 countries and “Falesting." Membership list avadable 2t The Group of 77, “The Member States of the Group of T7," http:ffwww,

g77omg/gennfo/membershtmil.

* Tha NAM ts made up of 119 countries and “Palestine.” Membership kst auaiaueat IEthurnmitDI the Non-Aligned Movement, "NAM Members &

Obsarvers,” May 2012, https: h fwehy/ 20140208710706/ htto) dl/Home/ Default asp?CategoryiD=273Mb6-8a39-4448-b557-

BicTaaaTfTEf

» The OIC is made up of 56 courtries and the “State of Palestina.” i available at f Islarric G ien , “Members,” hitps:

wwwoic-ociom/states/Pan=en

SOURCES:

United Nations General Assembly, for jorts for the pe 1July 2019 to 30 June 2020, A/C5/T3/2),

Jl.h' I, 209, https:furcocs.ora/A/C.5/T3/21; Report of the Secretary-General (i 15, 201 ions General Assembly, “Scake
forthe of the ape Unitad of General Assembly resciutians

SJBB and 55/236" A/T3/350/Adcl], Decerriber 24, 2078, http/undocs.org/en/A/73/350/Add] (accessed Movember 15, 2019); and United Nations
Genesal Assembly, “Programme budget for the biennium 2018-2009," A/RES/T3/280 A-C, January 7. 2019, hitpes ffwww.un.org/en/ga/saarch/view_doc.
agpPsymiool=A/RES/TH/280%20A (accassed November 15, 209).
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Individuals 67%

Foundations 13%

Corporations 2%

Program revenue and other income 18%

The top five corporate givers provided The Heritage Foundation with 1% of its 2018 income. The Heritage
Foundation’s books are audited Ily by the national ing firm of RSM US, LLP.
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Senator YOUNG. Thank you, Mr. Schaefer.

We are also joined by Mr. Peter Yeo. Mr. Yeo serves as President
of the Better World Campaign. Mr. Yeo, I apologize if I have mis-
pronounced your name. I think I have correctly pronounced it. And
you may proceed with your statement.

STATEMENT OF PETER YEO, PRESIDENT,
BETTER WORLD CAMPAIGN, WASHINGTON, DC

Mr. YEO. You got it right. Thank you.

Chairman Young, Ranking Member Merkley, thank you for the
opportunity to explain how the United Nations furthers the values
and the priorities of the United States.

Over the past decade, I have been fortunate to see the lifesaving
work of the United Nations in more than 2 dozen countries around
the world, many emerging from conflict and disaster. Last Novem-
ber, I traveled to Mali where U.N. peacekeepers opposed no less
than six terrorist organizations, offshoots of ISIS and al-Qaeda,
each fighting for territory and the overthrow of a democratically
elected government in a strategic area for us.

In Jordan, the United Nations Refugee Agency provides shelter
for more than a half million Syrian refugees, while the U.N. Popu-
lation Fund, working in the largest refugee camp, has safely deliv-
ered more than 10,000 babies with zero maternal mortality.

In Mexico, the U.N. Office on Drugs and Crime helps fight
against opioids by tracking illicit crop production, working with the
Mexican army to locate and destroy nearly 200,000 plots of poppies
in 2017.

In Yemen, one of the world’s worst humanitarian disasters, the
World Food Programme feeds 12 million people per month, while
UNICEF and the World Health Organization are responding to a
massive cholera outbreak.

Now, the member states of the U.N. finance these many oper-
ations through both assessed and voluntary contributions. While
the U.S. is the largest single financial contributor to the U.N. sys-
tem, the current model is ultimately beneficial to the United
States, as it requires all U.N. member states, no matter how big
or small, how rich or poor, to help shoulder the burden of the
U.N.s regular and peacekeeping budgets. Some have suggested
that moving to an entirely voluntary funding model would lead to
more accountability and cost effectiveness. It will not. It is more
likely to increase the amount of money spent by the U.S. taxpayers
as they are saddled with more expenses. Let me explain.

Our country, under Democratic and Republican administrations
alike, has a very broad definition of its foreign policy and national
security interests. That is why we support peacekeepers in Mali
and the U.N.’s negotiators in Yemen. It is also why we support in-
vestigating the human rights situation in North Korea and support
programs that stop the flow of opioids into our country. All of these
efforts are funded by assessed contributions to the U.N. Few U.N.
member states, including Russia and China, share this expansive
view of national interests and would not shoulder the burden vol-
untarily.

Now, as it stands, though, we are one of the few member states
not fully paying our assessed contributions for either the U.N. reg-
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ular budget or peacekeeping. These shortfalls have contributed to
what the Secretary-General has deemed a financial crisis at the
U.N. Right now on peacekeeping alone, we are $776 million in ar-
rears, a shortfall that the Senate Appropriations Committee stated
last year damages U.S. credibility and negatively impacts U.N.
peacekeeping missions.

At the same time that the U.S. is underfunding operations, the
stock of our rivals, particularly China, is rising at the U.N., as has
been discussed extensively. China is now the second largest finan-
cial contributor to U.N. peacekeeping, its assessment rate having
risen to 15 percent this year from just 3 percent 10 years ago.

So in the U.N. context, increased Chinese support for the U.N.
has boosted Chinese influence, as it would in any large organiza-
tion with dues-paying shareholders. While the U.S. has withdrawn
from several key U.N. bodies, China has increased its leadership
and now holds the top jobs in four of the U.N.’s 15 specialized
agencies. The Chinese Government also become increasingly asser-
tive at promoting its vision of human rights, which of course values
the state over the rights of the individual, in bodies like the
Human Rights Council, in which we no longer participate. China
is seeking to use the U.N. to promote the Belt and Road Initiative
involving infrastructure investments in more than 60 countries.

The right response to the rise of China in the U.N. is clear.

First, the U.S. should boost our level of involvement in U.N.
agencies. Sadly the State Department office that pushes U.S. par-
ticipation in international organizations was cut from five staff to
zZero.

Second, we should engage in the U.N. system rather than with-
draw from it when the U.S. does not achieve all of its negotiating
objectives, a position backed by nearly 60 percent of Americans in
polling last summer.

Third, the U.S. should pay its dues on time and in full. China
has paid its regular and peacekeeping dues. The U.S., meanwhile,
is set to be a billion dollars in arrears by next year unless Congress
acts. As the State Department stated in a report to Congress this
summer, such shortfalls resulted in diminished U.S. standing and
the ability to pursue U.S. priorities. Simply put, the other 192 U.N.
member states are more likely to vote with the U.S., support its
candidates for key U.N. positions, and quietly push against Chi-
nese initiatives if the U.S. is seen as being a fully engaged and
supportive player.

This is the time to work cooperatively with the U.N. and other
likeminded U.N. member states to focus on implementation of the
Secretary-General’s ambitious reform agenda, which has been ap-
proved with active Trump administration support. And this also
means American leadership to ensure that the U.N. remains as
much in America’s image as it did when we crafted the U.N. Char-
ter with our allies nearly 75 years ago.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And I look forward to your questions.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Yeo follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF PETER YEO

Chairman Young, Ranking Member Merkley, thank you for the opportunity to tes-
tify before the Subcommittee today about an issue of great importance to U.S. for-
eign policy: the effectiveness of the United Nations and the state of U.S.-U.N. rela-
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tions. 'm Peter Yeo, President of the Better World Campaign, a Washington, DC-
based organization whose mission is to support a strong and constructive U.S.-U.N.
relationship by educating American policymakers and members of the public alike
about the importance of the U.N.’s work and how it advances U.S. interests.

2020 marks the 75th anniversary of the San Francisco Conference and the entry
into force of the U.N. Charter, the treaty that gave birth to the United Nations.
Over the past three-quarters of a century, the U.N. has been one of the bedrock
international institutions of the post-World War II international order. Established
in the wake of that devastating conflict at the initiative of the United States and
its Allies, the organization was conceived in order to “save humanity from the
scourge of war” and provide a framework for international cooperation on efforts to
address challenges in the security, humanitarian, development, economic, and
human rights spheres.

I have seen first-hand what this ideal means in practice. Over the past decade,
I've been fortunate to see the life-saving work of the U.N. up close in more than
two dozen field presences:

e Last November, I traveled to Mali, a country twice the size of Texas, where
U.N. Peacekeepers are opposing no less than six terrorist groups—offshoots of
ISIS and al-Qaeda—each vying for territory and the overthrow of a democrat-
ically elected government in a strategic region;

e In Jordan, the U.N. Refugee Agency provides shelter for more than a half-mil-
lion Syrian refugees, while the U.N. Population Fund, working in the largest
refugee camp there, has safely delivered more than 10,000 babies with zero ma-
ternal mortality;

e In Mexico, the U.N. Office on Drugs and Crime (UNODC) has helped in the
fight against opioids and the increase in heroin coming from the country over
the border. Through a UNODC initiative, they are using satellite imagery and
aerial photographs to depict where illicit crops are grown and then sharing that
information with the Mexican government. This information in turn helped the
Mexican army destroy nearly 200,000 plots of poppy in 2017, up 22 percent
from the previous year.

e In Yemen, one of the world’s worst humanitarian disasters, the World Food Pro-
gram is feeding 12 million people per month, while UNICEF and the World
Health Organization are operating treatment facilities and vaccinating the pop-
ulation in response to a massive cholera epidemic.

But the U.N. has a broader reach than these global hot spots. The U.N. Security
Council—despite the inability of its members to reach consensus on some foreign
policy issues—is the preferred vehicle to impose global sanctions, which it has done
in a comprehensive way against North Korea. And as you know from your meetings
with your local Rotary Club, the U.N. vaccinates more than 45 percent of the world’s
children and helps more than 2 million women per month overcome pregnancy-re-
lated risks and complications.

The member states of the U.N. finance many of these operations through “as-
sessed” contributions—a percentage of money owed the U.N. based on a country’s
gross national income and other factors—as well as voluntary contributions. While
the U.S. is the largest single financial contributor to the U.N. system, the current
model is beneficial to the U.S. because it requires all U.N. member states, no matter
how big or small, rich or poor, to help shoulder the U.N.’s regular and peacekeeping
budgets at specified levels. Some have suggested that moving to an entirely vol-
untary funding model would lead to more accountability and cost effectiveness. It
won’t. It’s more likely to increase the amount of money spent by U.S. taxpayers as
they’ll be saddled with more expenses.

Our country—under Democratic and Republican administrations alike—has a
broad definition of its foreign policy and national security interests. That’s why we
support peacekeepers in Mali, and the U.N.’s negotiators in Yemen. It’s also why
we believe in investigating human rights violations in North Korea and supporting
U.N. programs that stop the flow of opioids into the U.S. All of these efforts are
funded by our “assessed” contributions to the U.N. Few U.N. member states—in-
cluding Russia and China—share this expansive view of national interests and
would not shoulder the burden.

As it stands though, we are one of the few member states not fully paying our
assessed contributions for either the regular budget or peacekeeping. These short-
falls have contributed to what the Secretary-General has deemed a “financial crisis”
at the U.N. Right now, on peacekeeping alone, we are $776 million in arrears; a
shortfall that the Senate Appropriations Committee stated last year “damages U.S.
credibility and negatively impacts U.N. peacekeeping missions.”
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At the same time that the U.S. is underfunding these operations, the stock of our
rivals—particularly China—is rising at the U.N. China is now the second largest
financial contributor to U.N. peacekeeping; its assessment rate having increased to
15 percent this year from just over 3 percent 10 years ago. It is also one of the larg-
est troop contributors to U.N. peacekeeping operations, providing more uniformed
personnel than the rest of the permanent members of the Security Council com-
bined.

In the U.N. context, increased Chinese support for the U.N. has boosted Chinese
influence—similar to any large organization with dues-paying shareholders. But
that influence brings challenges that the U.S.—due to its accrual of debt on its fi-
nancial obligations and withdrawal from key U.N. bodies—may be unable to ade-
quately address.

It is our view that by working through the U.N. system, the U.S. helps share the
burden for tackling a range of issues, harnessing the resources and political will of
most of the world to achieve common diplomatic objectives, while also allowing us
to marshal coalitions against those who have objectives that stand in stark contrast
to our own. I will provide more detail on how specific aspects of the U.S.-U.N. rela-
tionship advance U.S. interests, as well as some of the challenges currently facing
U.S. engagement with the U.N., below.

PEACEKEEPING OPERATIONS

U.N. peacekeeping operations are among the most visible, impactful, and complex
activities undertaken by the U.N. in the field. Multiple academic studies have con-
firmed that peacekeeping is an effective tool for saving lives and ending wars. One
new book, which analyzes more than two dozen different statistical studies of peace-
keeping, states that, “The vast majority of quantitative studies of peacekeeping
come to a similar conclusion: U.N. peacekeeping is effective. Using different data
sets, leveraging different time periods and controlling for everything one can imag-
ine, the most rigorous empirical studies have all found that peacekeeping has a
large, positive, and statistically significant effect on containing the spread of civil
war, increasing the success of negotiated settlements to civil wars, and increasing
the duration of peace once a civil war has ended. In short, peacekeepers save lives,
and they keep the peace.”!

In addition, a 2013 study by Swedish and American researchers found that de-
ploying large numbers of U.N. peacekeepers “significantly decreases violence against
civilians.” Their findings were striking: in instances where no peacekeeping troops
were deployed, monthly civilian deaths averaged 106. In instances where at least
8,000 U.N. troops were present, by contrast, the average civilian death toll fell to
less than two. The paper concluded that ensuring U.N. peacekeeping forces “are ap-
propriately tasked and deployed in large numbers” is critical to their ability to pro-
tect civilians.2

What is also remarkable is that all of this lifesaving work is being done at such
a relatively low financial cost. Currently, there are more than 100,000 peace-
keepers—soldiers, police, and civilians—deployed to 13 missions around the world,
making U.N. peacekeeping the second-largest military force deployed abroad (after
the U.S.). And yet, the total budget for the U.N.’s peacekeeping activities this year
is just $6.5 billion, less than 1 percent of what the U.S. spent on its own military
in FY’19. Moreover, a 2018 report by the U.S. Government Accountability Office
(GAO) found that deploying U.N. peacekeepers is eight times cheaper than U.S.
forces.3 It’s hard to think of many other programs where the cost-benefit ratio is
that favorable.

Right now, peacekeepers are playing a critical role promoting stability in a num-
ber of contexts, including Mali in the restive Sahel region of West Africa, where ex-
tremist groups linked to al-Qaeda and the Islamic State have proliferated in recent
years. Since the peacekeeping mission began, the peacekeepers have facilitated free
and fair presidential and parliamentary elections, helping the country return to de-
mocracy after a 2012 military coup. They have also overseen a shaky peace agree-
ment between the government and Tuareg separatists in the north, and—most im-
portantly—kept the extremists at bay, preventing them from reasserting control
over northern population centers like Timbuktu, Gao, and Kidal.

Peacekeeping in Mali is not a panacea. But things would arguably be much worse
if blue helmets weren’t on the ground working to promote security and stability. In-
deed, the last thing that the region needs is a proto-state run by jihadists emerging
in that country. The U.N., by virtue of its presence and its activities in the country,
is preventing that from happening, at a significant cost—dozens of peacekeepers
have been killed in Mali since the mission began 6 years ago.
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Peacekeepers are working to promote stability and civilian protection in a number
of other theaters of operation as well. In South Sudan, for example, which was
plunged into a devastating civil war in 2013, peacekeepers have been protecting
more than 200,000 civilians who fled their homes and sought shelter at U.N. bases.
Given the exceptionally brutal nature of the violence in South Sudan and the fact
that civilians have been targeted on the basis of their ethnicity, it is likely many
of these people would have been killed had the U.N. not intervened to protect them.
Further south, peacekeepers are also playing a critical role in eastern Congo, a re-
gion that has been ravaged by several decades of conflict and is currently experi-
encing the second worst Ebola outbreak in history. In addition to their normal sta-
bilization activities, peacekeepers have stepped in to provide protection to health
care workers and treatment centers, which have been targeted in attacks by armed
groups, as well as provided logistical and operational support to Ebola response ef-
forts. The U.S., for its part, has endorsed the efforts of both missions, by continuing
to support the reauthorization of their mandates on the Security Council.

PROVIDING LIFESAVING HUMANITARIAN RELIEF

The U.N.s work in the field extends far beyond peacekeeping missions though.
Every year, U.N. humanitarian agencies provide lifesaving aid to tens of millions
of people around the world who have been driven from their homes or had their
lives turned upside-down by conflict, famine, and other calamities. These activities
have long enjoyed bipartisan support on Capitol Hill, and for good reason: the provi-
sion of food, shelter, medical care, education, and protection to people in need reflect
our deepest values as a nation. Moreover, there is an important national security
imperative to this type of work, as the desperation caused by humanitarian crises
can provide openings for extremists and other bad actors to exploit.

Currently, one of the U.N.’s largest humanitarian responses is to the civil war in
Syria, which over the last 8 1/2 years has claimed hundreds of thousands of lives
and displaced millions. While the U.N. Security Council—largely because of Russia’s
willingness to deploy its veto in support of the brutal dictatorship of Bashar al-
Assad—has mostly been sidelined from dealing with the conflict, particularly on the
issue of chemical weapons, U.N. agencies are on the ground working to save lives
and provide a measure of hope in the bleakest of circumstances.

The World Food Program, for example—led by former South Carolina Governor
David Beasley—distributes food aid to several million displaced civilians inside
Syria every month, and provides electronic vouchers that allow more than 1.5 mil-
lion Syrian refugees to purchase food in local markets, providing a much-needed
cash infusion for host communities in Turkey, Jordan, Lebanon, and Iraq. Overall,
WFP is the world’s largest humanitarian organization addressing hunger and pro-
moting food security; it provides food assistance to an average of 91 million people
in 83 countries each year. Around the world on any given day, WFP has 5,000
trucks, 92 aircraft, and 20 ships on the move. It is a humanitarian logistics oper-
ation of unrivaled proportion.

The U.N. Children’s Fund does equally vital work in size and scale. As noted, the
agency supplies vaccines reaching 45 percent of the world’s children under the age
of 5 as part of its commitment to improving child survival. Immunization is one of
the most successful and cost-effective public health interventions, saving an esti-
mated 2 to 3 million lives every year. In Syria, UNICEF is working to help children
gain access to vaccines, as well as clean water, hygiene and sanitation services, and
education. In addition, the U.N. Refugee Agency (UNHCR) is a provider of shelter
for Syrian refugees and works to find durable solutions to their plight, including
through resettlement in third countries. And the U.N. Population Fund (UNFPA),
a critical provider of sexual and reproductive health care in emergency situations,
operates a maternal health clinic in Za’atari—Jordan’s largest Syrian refugee
camp—that has safely delivered more than 10,000 babies with zero maternal mor-
tality, a huge feat given that 60 percent of all maternal deaths occur in the context
of humanitarian emergencies.

The lifesaving work of the U.N. is also in full force in Yemen, which is currently
facing the world’s worst humanitarian crisis, with more than 80 percent of the popu-
lation reliant on some form of aid. Here, WFP is working to reach 12 million people
per month with food and nutritional assistance; UNICEF and the World Health Or-
ganization (WHO) did critical work responding to a massive cholera epidemic, oper-
ating treatment facilities and vaccinating people across the country; and UNFPA
has integrated nutrition assistance for pregnant women into its reproductive health
and safe delivery services in the country. These activities have undoubtedly saved
many thousands of lives, even as the country’s brutal civil war continues to grind
on.
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But the U.N.’s work in Yemen is not merely confined to addressing the humani-
tarian consequences of the conflict. The U.N. is also deeply involved—through the
Secretary-General’s Special Envoy for Yemen Martin Griffiths—in efforts to navi-
gate a negotiated, political solution to what has become a complex and multi-faceted
conflict involving an array of local interests and factions, with the increasingly in-
tense rivalry between Gulf Arab monarchies in the region and Iran layered on top.
The U.N. was instrumental in brokering talks that took place in Sweden in Decem-
ber of last year between the Houthis and the Yemeni government, the first time the
two sides had met face-to-face in nearly 2 1/2 years. While relatively modest in
scope, the agreement they reached on a ceasefire and military redeployment from
Hodeidah and several other key ports could—if fully implemented—contribute much
to alleviating the suffering of the Yemeni people and set the stage for further diplo-
matic efforts to peacefully end the conflict. In a recent op-ed published in The Wash-
ington Post, Ambassador William J. Burns, a former U.S. diplomat and current
President of the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, endorsed the U.N.’s
efforts, recommending that the Trump administration “throw our full support be-
hind” the U.N.-led framework for peace talks between the parties.

PROMOTING AND ADVANCING HUMAN RIGHTS

The U.N.’s work on conflict mitigation dovetails with another key pillar of the or-
ganization: the promotion and protection of universal human rights. This has been
baked into the U.N.’s ethos from the very beginning: Article I of the Charter estab-
lishes one of the U.N.’s core purposes as “promoting and encouraging respect for
human rights and for fundamental freedoms for all without distinction as to race,
sex, language, or religion.” These principles were further elaborated in the Uni-
versal Declaration of Human Rights (UDHR), adopted by the U.N. General Assem-
bly in 1948. This seminal document, which Eleanor Roosevelt played a key role in
crafting, lays out a litany of basic human rights standards to which all human
beings are entitled, including the right to life, liberty, and security of person and
the right to freedom of thought, association, expression, and religion.

Seventy-one years later, the U.N. works to advance human rights through a num-
ber of tools, mechanisms, institutions, and partnerships, including perhaps most
prominently the Office of the U.N. High Commissioner for Human Rights (OHCHR).
Established in 1993 with U.S. backing, this office conducts fact-finding missions and
provides support to independent investigative mechanisms established by the U.N.
Human Rights Council (UNHRC) that probe serious violations in specific countries.
These activities help raise public awareness of human rights violations, magnify the
voices of dissidents and civil society organizations on the ground, and provide a tool
for pressuring repressive governments and holding abusers accountable. The Office
also has a Rapid Response Unit which can swiftly deploy to the field in human
rights emergencies. This mechanism has recently supported fact-finding missions for
DR Congo, Myanmar, Nicaragua, North Korea, Syria, Bangladesh, Central African
Republic, Sri Lanka, and Venezuela, among other countries.

Another key component of the U.N. human rights system are the more than 50
special procedures— independent experts who do not receive a salary and serve in
their personal capacity—who work to promote human rights around the world. Ex-
isting special procedures include mandates for country-specific human rights moni-
toring, as well as the special rapporteurs focused on thematic human rights issues,
such as freedom of peaceful assembly and of association; freedom of religion and be-
lief; freedom of expression; and combatting human trafficking. Once referred to by
the late former U.N. Secretary-General Kofi Annan as the “crown jewel” of the U.N.
human rights system, these independent experts regularly speak truth to power,
calling out governments by name for violating international human rights stand-
ards, and supporting the work of local advocates on the ground. In June, for exam-
ple, Agnes Callamard, the U.N. special rapporteur on extrajudicial, summary, or ar-
bitrary executions, released a report on the murder of Saudi journalist Jamal
Khashoggi, which found evidence suggesting premeditation for the killing at the
highest levels of the Saudi government. This report was an important touchstone
in efforts by a number of parties—including this body—to hold the Saudi govern-
ment to account for Mr. Khashoggi’s brutal slaying.

Unfortunately, the U.N.’s human rights advocacy has at times been a source of
controversy and tension in the U.S.—U.N. relationship. In recent years, there has
been understandable concern in Congress about the activities and composition of the
U.N. Human Rights Council (UNHRC), a body made up of 47 member states (elect-
ed to 3-year terms by the General Assembly) that seeks to advance international
human rights standards.
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To be clear, I'm not here to defend the UNHRC’s disproportionate focus on Israel,
or the human rights records of some of its member states. Those are valid criti-
cisms, and areas where there is bipartisan agreement on the need for improvement.
What I think is clear though is that when the U.S. reversed course and decided to
engage actively with the Council from 2010-2017, the record of the Council im-
proved markedly, in ways that benefited and advanced U.S. interests and core val-
ues. With strong U.S. diplomatic engagement, the Council:

e Established a Commission of Inquiry (COI) to investigate human rights viola-
tions in North Korea. As a result of a landmark report drafted by the Commis-
sion, the Office of the U.N. High Commissioner for Human Rights established
a field office in Seoul, South Korea to continue to track rights violations in
North Korea;

e Created a COI on the human rights situation in Syria, which has helped gather
evidence against specific individuals in the Assad regime for their involvement
in crimes against humanity, and created a “perpetrators list” to be shared with
international judicial bodies;

o Established a special rapporteur to investigate human rights violations in Iran,
which has issued strong denunciations of Iranian government policy on a num-
ber of issues, including arbitrary arrests, executions, persecution of religious mi-
norities, and efforts to curb press freedom;

e Passed three historic resolutions on combatting discrimination and violence
based on sexual orientation and gender identity in 2011, 2014, and 2016. The
most recent resolution established an independent expert focused on combating
violence and discrimination based on sexual orientation and gender identity,
which allows for unprecedented global-level reporting on international human
rights challenges facing LGBTI individuals.

In addition, during the period when the U.S. was a member of the Council, we
saw positive movement on Israel’s treatment as well. Just to provide some addi-
tional context, the UNHRC was created in 2006 to replace a previous U.N. human
rights body. During its first several years, the U.S. refused to run for a seat on the
new Council, fearing it would be no better than its predecessor. In fact, it was dur-
ing this period when the U.S. refused to participate that the Council voted to place
“the human rights situation in Palestine and other occupied Arab territories” on its
permanent agenda (known as “Item 77).

The Council’s record began to shift in 2009, when the U.S.’s posture towards the
Council changed and the U.S. won its first term. While Item 7 remains in place,
there have been noteworthy improvements in other areas. According to the Amer-
ican Jewish Committee’s Jacob Blaustein Institute for the Advancement of Human
Rights, there was a 30 percent decrease in the proportion of country-specific resolu-
tions focused on Israel during U.S. membership on the Council versus the period
when we were off. In March 2018, the State Department itself reported that the
Council saw “the largest shift in votes towards more abstentions and no votes on
Israel-related resolutions since the creation of the [Council].”

In 2018 though, the Trump administration decided to walk away from the U.S.
seat on the Council, as it could not convince others about the proposed U.S. reform
agenda. It was a decision welcomed by nations, like China, that do not share our
views on human rights.

In addition to our decision to leave the Council, since Fiscal Year 2018, the State
Department has withheld a portion of our Regular Budget dues directed towards the
Office of the High Commissioner for Human Rights (OHCHR). While amounting to
about $19 million each year, this money nevertheless has an impact: earlier this
year, OHCHR was almost forced to suspend the activities of a number of human
rights treaty monitoring bodies—including those overseeing member state compli-
ance with the Convention Against Torture and the International Covenant on Civil
and Political Rights—due to funding shortfalls caused in part by the U.S. with-
holding. Ironically enough, the U.S. is a party to both of these treaties. Plus, for
the first time in nearly a quarter century, beginning in 2020, no American will have
a seat on any U.N. human rights treaty body, which weakens our ability to influ-
ence international law and fundamental freedoms at the global level. It also pro-
vides an opening to other member states, particularly China, who are working to
increase their own profile at the U.N. and use it to weaken the organization’s
human rights pillar.

THE CHALLENGE OF A RISING CHINA AND U.S. RETREAT FROM MULTILATERALISM

In addition to key human rights bodies, other parts of the U.N. system are wit-
nessing a U.S. retreat from the basic tenets of multilateralism as well. With regards
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to peacekeeping operations, the U.S. is currently in debt on its peacekeeping assess-
ments—by $776 million—because of Congress’s decision to reimpose a 1990s-era cap
on U.S. contributions. In part because of these underpayments, the U.N. is facing
a major cash shortfall, which has serious consequences. The State Department itself
has weighed in on this issue, outlining—in a report to Congress this past June—
the following impacts of growing U.S. arrears to the U.N.: “(1) Loss of vote or inabil-
ity to be a member of governing bodies; (2) Diminished U.S. standing and dimin-
ished ability to pursue U.S. priorities; (3) Reduced U.S. ability to promote increased
oversight and accountability through reforms that promote efficiency, cost savings,
and improved management practices; (4) Reduced standing needed to successfully
promote qualified U.S. citizens to assume senior management roles; and (5) Impair-
ments of peacekeeping missions to operate, including addressing objectives that may
directly impact the national security of the United States.”

With respect to peacekeeping, this also means that troop-contributing countries
are not being fully reimbursed for their contributions of personnel and equipment,
to the tune of tens of millions of dollars. This can create significant challenges for
troop-contributors, most of whom are lower-income countries that rely on reimburse-
ments to help sustain complex longer-term peacekeeping deployments. For example,
last year, Rwanda—a major provider of troops to U.N. operations in sub-Saharan
Africa—reportedly had to withdraw a planned rotation of one of its troop contin-
gents to the Central African Republic because it had not received reimbursements
sufficient to make necessary updates to military equipment. If the U.S. keeps accru-
ing arrears, these cash flow challenges will only grow, potentially denying peace-
keepers the resources necessary to project force and conduct patrols, discouraging
countries from providing troops and equipment in the first place, and threatening
the long-term sustainability of U.N. peacekeeping as a whole.

The knock-on effects of these policies are not solely confined to the effectiveness
of the programs in question, however. At the same time that the U.S. is under-
funding peacekeeping mandates that it votes in favor of on the Security Council,
withdrawing from the Human Rights Council, withholding funding for OHCHR, and
abrogating its participation in other U.N. institutions and initiatives, including the
Paris Climate Agreement, other countries—particularly China—are taking a far
more active role. As noted, China is now the second largest financial contributor and
one of the largest troop contributors to U.N. peacekeeping operations. It has also
aggressively pushed to expand its role in a range of U.N.-affiliated institutions, and
Chinese nationals currently holding the top job in four of the organization’s 15 spe-
cialized agencies: the International Civil Aviation Organization (ICAO), the Food
and Agriculture Organization (FAO), the International Telecommunication Union
(ITU), and the U.N. Industrial Development Organization (UNIDO).

While greater Chinese participation at the U.N., and a greater share of the finan-
cial burden for its costs, are not necessarily negative outcomes in their own right,
the way China has sought to use its growing clout is far from benign, particularly
in terms of the organization’s work on human rights. According to a recent report
by the Center for a New American Security, the Chinese government has become
increasingly aggressive in recent years in seeking to promote a particularist view
of human rights at the U.N.—one which devalues minority rights, elevates a narrow
conception of “state sovereignty” over the rights of the individual, gives primacy to
economic and social rights over civil and political rights, and seeks to mute criticism
of individual countries’ human rights records, particularly its own.4 Naturally, the
Human Rights Council has been ground zero for many of these efforts. In 2017 and
2018, for example, China tabled its first-ever resolutions before the Council, on “The
contribution of development to the enjoyment of all human rights” and “Promoting
mutually beneficial cooperation in the field of human rights.” While seemingly in-
nocuous on the surface, both proposals encapsulate Beijing’s hostility to universal
human rights norms. According to a September 2018 report by Ted Piccone, for-
merly of the Brookings Institution, an expert on the U.N. human rights system,
“Both resolutions emphasized national sovereignty, called for quiet dialogue and co-
operation rather than investigations and international calls to action, and pushed
the Chinese model of state-led development as the path to improving their vision
of collective human rights and social stability. They also represent an important
changing of tides toward a Council where China is both an active participant and
a key influencer of other countries’ votes, at a time when its chief protagonist, the
United States, has absented itself from the field.”® Given our absence from the
Council, these efforts are likely to only accelerate.

China’s efforts on this front extend beyond the UNHRC, however. In June 2018,
during negotiations at the U.N. on the 2018-2019 peacekeeping budget, China
pushed for the elimination of a number of important human rights monitoring and
civilian protection posts in U.N. peacekeeping missions. While ultimately unsuccess-
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ful, the fact this was even tried in the first place is evidence of an emboldened
China that is increasingly willing to use its influence—particularly, in this case, its
large financial contribution to U.N. peacekeeping—to tilt the field in order to
achieve the policy outcomes it desires. Of note, China’s efforts in this case were pre-
mised on the budgetary limitations caused by the U.S. focus on funding cuts.

U.S. policy has unwittingly aided and abetted China’s rise in other ways as well.
As previously noted, a central pillar of China’s strategy is filling senior posts with
Chinese nationals in order to extend and solidify its influence throughout the U.N.
system. Unfortunately, this is happening at a time when the State Department, and
especially the Bureau of International Organization Affairs, has been hollowed out,
thereby limiting our ability to push back against China’s efforts or support our own
preferred candidates for these positions. For example, there has long been a unit
within the Bureau responsible for helping to promote jobs for Americans in inter-
national organizations. According to Foreign Policy, that office has shrunk from five
employees to zero, putting the U.S. at a severe disadvantage in the competition over
coveted posts in the U.N. system.®

Beyond these examples, China has also sought to use the U.N. system to promote
Xi Jinping’s signature foreign policy effort—the Belt and Road Initiative—which car-
ries a host of unique strategic, human rights, and environmental challenges; sought
to deny U.N. accreditation to civil society organizations critical of Chinese policies;
and, through the ITU, support its “Digital Silk Road” initiative, which according to
a recent piece by the Council on Foreign Relations, “has the capacity to spread
authoritarianism, curtail democracy, and curb fundamental human rights.”?

If the U.S. continues to draw down its engagement with the U.N.—by with-
drawing from key U.N. bodies, unilaterally cutting funding to core U.N. programs
and agencies, or abrogating its obligations under multilateral treaties or agree-
ments—it will leave a void that countries like China have shown they are more than
willing, and increasingly able, to fill. That could mean a very different U.N. than
the one the U.S. sought to create in the aftermath of World War II—one where U.S.
national security interests and foreign policy objectives, as well as our longstanding
commitment to advancing universal human rights, are increasingly sidelined. Pre-
venting such a scenario requires more engagement, not less, and that means, in
part, honoring our financial obligations to the organization, which account for a tiny
fraction of the federal budget.

REFORM & THE WAY FORWARD

Before I wrap up my testimony, I would like to say a few words about the issue
of reform. In recent years, the U.N. has undertaken a number of measures to make
its operations more transparent and efficient. With regards to peacekeeping, for ex-
ample, earlier in the decade the U.N. initiated efforts that reduced the cost per
peacekeeper by 18 percent and cut the number of support staff on peacekeeping mis-
sions by 4,000 to save on administrative costs, even while the number of uniformed
personnel deployed to the field, and the complexity of the activities they were ex-
pected to undertake, increased. The U.N. also undertook important efforts to combat
sexual exploitation and abuse by U.N. personnel, including an unprecedented policy
calling for the repatriation of entire units whose members engaged in widespread
instances of abuse. More recently, under the leadership of current U.N. Secretary-
General Antonio Guterres, the U.N. has made significant progress on achieving gen-
der parity in its senior leadership, promulgated stronger whistleblower protections,
and sought to strengthen the role of Resident Coordinators—officials responsible for
heading up the U.N.s development work on the ground—in order to make the
U.N.s delivery of development assistance more streamlined and accountable. In a
Wall Street Journal op-ed, the Secretary-General was praised for taking the lead
against anti-Semitism.® As with so many other things at the U.N., the achievement
of these reforms would not have been possible without strong U.S. support and en-
gagement, and while there remains much work to be done on a range of reform-
related issues, it’s clear that the organization is moving in the right direction. Put
simply, the U.N. of today is a world away from the U.N. of nearly 75 years ago.

Nevertheless, that has not stopped some in Washington from advancing certain
theories for spurring further progress on reform that, while perhaps well-inten-
tioned, would cripple the organization and nullify our efforts to achieve meaningful
and realistic reforms. One such proposal would have the U.N. move from a funding
structure that relies on both mandatory assessments and voluntary contributions
from member states to an entirely voluntary financing scheme. This approach is
problematic for a number of reasons:

e The fact that assessed funding structures require other countries to share in the
financial burden is actually beneficial to the United States. All U.N. member
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states are required to help shoulder the U.N.’s regular and peacekeeping budg-
ets at specified levels. This, in turn, prevents U.S. taxpayers from being saddled
with the majority of these expenses. By contrast, the U.S. often pays more
under voluntary funding arrangements.

e Successive administrations and outside experts have recognized the limitations
inherent in voluntary funding structures.

O In June 2005, the House passed The United Nations Reform Act of 2005
which would automatically withhold dues from the U.N. unless certain spe-
cific reforms are met, including switching to a voluntary system. The Bush
administration issued a Statement of Administration Policy (SAP) which said
that it has “serious concerns” about the legislation because it “could detract
from and undermine our efforts,” and “asks that Congress reconsider this leg-
islation.” Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice has stated that “the administra-
tion doesn’t support those bills.”

O The 2005 Congressionally-mandated Newt Gingrich-George Mitchell report on
U.N. reform, for example, noted that such schemes are often slow and lead
to U.S. priorities being underfunded.

While the U.S. must continue to push hard for progress on reform at the U.N.,
it is critical that Congress avoid proposals that will substantially underfund key
U.N. activities that are critical to U.S. interests, and could lead to U.S. taxpayers
footing a higher proportion of the bill for certain activities.

The U.S.—U.N. relationship has gone through its share of ups and downs over the
years. But one constant has been the importance of positive U.S. leadership, and
its capacity to steer the organization in a way that both advances U.S. national in-
terests and helps the U.N. live up to the ideals upon which it was founded. Now
is no different: this is the time to work cooperatively with U.N. leaders and like-
minded U.N. member states to focus on implementation of the Secretary-General’s
ambitious reform agenda, which has been approved with active U.S. support. It is
also the time to ensure that America’s voice and presence continues to be heard in
New York. Without our steadfast diplomatic engagement and financial support, it
is difficult to see how the U.N. will be able to continue all of the important respon-
sibilities it was first invested with nearly 75 years ago.

Thank you again for the opportunity to testify about U.N. effectiveness and the
importance of a strong U.S.—U.N. relationship.
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Senator YOUNG. Thank you, Mr. Yeo, for your instructive testi-
mony.

Finally, we are joined by Ms. Amy K. Lehr. Ms. Lehr serves as
the Director of the Human Rights Initiative at the Center for Stra-
tegic and International Studies. Ms. Lehr, please proceed.

STATEMENT OF AMY K. LEHR, DIRECTOR OF THE HUMAN
RIGHTS INITIATIVE, CENTER FOR STRATEGIC AND INTER-
NATIONAL STUDIES, WASHINGTON, DC

Ms. LEHR. Chairman Young, Ranking Member Merkley, thank
you so much for holding a hearing on this important topic and for
offering me an opportunity to speak today.
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Today, I will talk about how perceived U.S. disengagement at the
U.N. at a moment of shifting geopolitics is severely damaging to
U.S. influence and to human rights. I will also offer some rec-
ommendations on how to reassert leadership. This is really the mo-
ment we need to up our game, not be stepping back.

When the administration pulled out of the U.N.Human Rights
Council and the U.S. was left without an Ambassador to the U.N.
for 9 months, that led to a perception that this was a lack of con-
fidence and interest in the U.N. system. So it had a signaling ef-
fect.

This was a mistake. The U.N. is not perfect, but it is still a really
important forum for advancing democracy, human rights, and good
governance.

And the problem is that U.S. disengagement could not be more
poorly timed. As others have discussed today, it has created a vacu-
um that other governments are using to advance their own inter-
ests that are very much counter to human rights and to long-term
U.S. values. Faltering U.S. leadership has coincided particularly
with the rise in Chinese engagement, which has shifted in its form
in recent years, and that engagement is long-term, strategic, and
aimed at really altering the rules of global governance.

I am focusing on China due to this increasing leadership in the
U.N.,, but obviously it is not the only government seeking to under-
mine human rights and other core values there.

So I am going to overly simplify this, but China is advancing sev-
eral key goals at the U.N. regarding human rights. So first, it is
seeking to avoid scrutiny of its own abuses by changing the rules
of the game. And second, it is seeking to weaken human rights and
global governance by advancing new ideologies at the U.N.

So what does this look like in practice? I will just give a few very
quick examples.

So U.N. human rights bodies are struggling to engage in any
kind of oversight over what is happening in Xinjiang in terms of
abuses against Muslim minorities there. Moreover, 22 countries
drafted a letter that they submitted to the President of the Human
Rights Council expressing concern about the human rights situa-
tion in Xinjiang. I was told that was given to the president of the
council instead of read on the floor because no one country was
willing to take on that role of really angering China. And in an un-
precedented move, China convinced 37 countries to write a rebut-
tal—this is not normal—praising China’s treatment of its Muslim
minorities. European governments I have spoken with have ex-
pressed the urgent need for the U.S. to reengage in the Human
Rights Council so this does not ever happen again.

I do want to acknowledge that the U.S. is providing leadership
on human rights in other fora within the U.N.

The U.N. has long provided for civil society organizations to have
official consultative status at the U.N., with the idea that this en-
hances transparency and support for democracy and democratic
values. Unfortunately, Chinese diplomats at the U.N. have intimi-
dated NGOs and journalists on U.N. grounds and sought to have
them banned. In fact, they tried to have Tibetan and Uighur orga-
nizations stripped of their accreditation.
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I have described some actions by China to avoid criticism at the
U.N.,, but the U.S. really needs to be focused on the long game. So
that is playing out across the multiple U.N. agencies and not just
ones that have “human rights” in their titles. This occurs, for ex-
ample, through the insertion of Chinese ideology into U.N. docu-
ments and through senior-level appointments, as has been dis-
cussed today.

For example, a recent and successful China-sponsored resolution
in the Human Rights Council called for “mutually beneficial co-
operation” in human rights. This is a euphemism for state-re-
quested capacity building to be the main means to promote human
rights at the U.N. The concept also supports the principle of com-
plete non-interference and would help China and other abusive
states reject U.N. oversight over human rights, like in Xinjiang,
Tibet, Hong Kong, et cetera. The approach is getting the support
of other autocratic states, and of course, China is increasingly mak-
ing economic threats against other actors so they can benefit from
their votes.

Other U.N. bodies also matter for human rights. And the ITU
has been discussed here today, but I think technology and tech-
nology governance will have enormous implications for human
rights. So staying engaged on these standard-setting bodies will be
incredibly important, including from a human rights perspective.

I do want to talk about a number of steps the U.S. could take
to ensure that the U.N. remains a forum supportive of human
rights and democratic governance.

So, one, it is my view, based on the data, that the U.S. should
rejoin the Human Rights Council. The data shows that when the
U.S. was part of it, the body’s membership included fewer of the
worst human rights abusers, the number of resolutions targeting
Israel dropped significantly, and the Human Rights Council passed
more resolutions enabling oversight for abuses in places such as
Syria. And many I have spoken to ascribe these positive develop-
ments to U.S. diplomacy and leadership in that body. Our large
mission just has the ability to do the legwork to get votes on crucial
issues that others cannot do.

The U.S. also needs a whole-of-U.N. strategy. The U.S. should
really signal that the U.N. matters. The strategy should be prin-
ciples-based focused on strengthening support for human rights,
democratic norms, and rule of law across the U.N. The strategy
should not be framed in terms of competition with particular coun-
tries. That will not get the support of the allies we need. We have
to do it in coordination with likeminded countries. We are not going
to be able to do this alone and succeed.

Congress should maintain or increase funding for U.N. agencies,
and the administration should not try to cut it.

And last, the U.S. needs to lead by example. Every country in the
world can improve its human rights practices. We need to engage
with U.N. special rapporteurs that are exercising their oversight
functions. Otherwise we make it really easy for other countries to
:cihwart oversight and then cite the U.S. to justify what they are

oing.

Thank you so much, and I look forward to your questions.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Lehr follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF AMY K. LEHR

Chairman Young, Ranking Member Merkley, and distinguished Members of the
Subcommittee, thank you for holding a hearing on this important topic and offering
me an opportunity to speak.

I am the Director of the Human Rights Initiative at CSIS and previously worked
for the U.N. Special Representative on Business and Human Rights.

Today, I will address how U.S. disengagement at the U.N. at a moment of shifting
geopolitics is severely damaging to U.S. influence and to human rights. I will also
offer recommendations on how to reassert leadership.

The administration signaled its lack of confidence and interest in the U.N. system.
It pulled out of the U.N. Human Rights Council (“HRC”) and the U.S. was left with-
out an Ambassador to the U.N. for 9 months. This was a mistake. The U.N. system
is not perfect, but is still an important forum for advancing democracy, human
rights, and good governance around the world.

U.S. disengagement could not be more poorly timed. It has created a vacuum that
pernicious actors are using to advance agendas that are counter to human rights
and thus counter to the long-term interests of the U.S. and its allies. Faltering U.S.
leadership has coincided with a rise in Chinese engagement, which is long-term,
strategic, and aimed at altering the rules of global governance. In principle, having
more countries engaged at the U.N. is positive, but it is problematic when they seek
to undermine human rights and civil society there. I'll focus on China due to its in-
creasing leadership in the U.N. system, although it is not the only government seek-
ing to undermine human rights and other core values.

China is advancing several goals at the U.N.1 First, it seeks to avoid scrutiny of
its own abuses. Second, it seeks to weaken human rights and global governance by
advancing new ideologies at the U.N.

How does this play out in practice?

U.N. human rights bodies have struggled to engage in any oversight over the situ-
ation in Xinjiang, despite the abuses against Muslim minorities there. Moreover, 22
countries drafted a letter that they submitted to the president of the HRC express-
ing concern about the human rights situation in Xinjiang. In an unprecedented
move, China convinced 37 countries to write a rebuttal, praising its treatment of
its Muslim minorities. European governments involved in the situation have ex-
pressed the urgent need for the U.S. to re-engage so this does not happen again.

The U.N. has long provided for civil society organizations to have official consult-
ative status at the U.N., with the idea that this enhances transparency and is con-
sistent with democratic norms. Chinese diplomats at the U.N. have intimidated
NGOs and journalists on U.N. grounds and sought to have them banned. They have
tried to have Tibetan and Uighur organizations stripped of their accreditation.2

I've described actions by China to avoid criticism at the U.N. But the U.S. needs
to be focused on the long game, which is playing out across multiple U.N. agencies.
This occurs through the insertion of Chinese ideology into U.N. documents and
through senior-level appointments.

For example, a recent, successful China-sponsored resolution in the HRC called
for “mutually beneficial cooperation” in human rights—a euphemism for state-re-
quested capacity building to be the main means to promote human rights at the
U.N.3 It supports the principle of non-interference and would help China and other
abusive states reject U.N. oversight over human rights. China could then escape
U.N. scrutiny for Xinjiang, Tibet, and Hong Kong. This approach easily gains the
support of other autocratic states, and China increasingly makes economic threats
against other, more democratic nations so that it benefits from their votes.

Other U.N. bodies also matter for human rights. There is a risk, for example, that
the International Telecommunication Union (“ITU”) will increasingly insert itself
into internet governance, especially with the advent of 5G. The ITU is led by a Chi-
nese national, and there are concerns that if the ITU increasingly intrudes into
technology governance, this will advance a less free and open internet and society.

The U.S. can take a number of steps to ensure that the U.N. remains a forum
supportive of human rights and democratic governance.

— It should rejoin the HRC. When the U.S. was part of the HRC, the body’s mem-
bership included fewer of the worst human rights abusers, the number of resolu-
tions targeting Israel dropped significantly, and the HRC passed more resolutions
enabling oversight for abuses in places such as Syria.# Many ascribe these positive
developments to U.S. diplomacy, including our large mission that can do the leg
work to garner needed votes on particular resolutions. It is clearly better for the
U.S. to be in than out.
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—The U.S. needs a “whole of U.N.” strategy. It should signal that the U.N. does
matter as an institution that sets global norms and rules. The strategy should focus
on strengthening support for human rights, democratic norms, and rule of law
through the U.N.’s many bodies, and deploy our talented diplomats accordingly. We
should do this in close coordination with like-minded countries. We cannot go it
alone and succeed.

— Congress should maintain or increase funding for U.N. agencies, and the ad-
ministration should cease trying to cut it.

— Last, the U.S. needs to lead by example. Every country in the world can im-
prove its human rights practices. We must engage with U.N. Special Rapporteurs
that are exercising their oversight functions, or we make it very easy for other coun-
tries to thwart oversight and then cite the U.S. to justify their actions.

Thank you, and I look forward to your questions.

Notes

1For an excellent discussion of these issues, see China’s Long Game on Human Rights at The
United Nations, Ted Piccone, September 2018.

2(China’s Long Game on Human Rights at The United Nations, Ted Piccone, September 2018.
b 31250(13§1ina Winning its fight against rights at the U.N.?, Sophie Richardson, The Hill, Decem-
e}: Gamé Changer: the U.S. at the U.N. Human Rights Council, The Jacob Blaustein Institute
for the Advancement of Human Rights, May 2017.

Senator YOUNG. Thank you, Ms. Lehr.

Mr. Merkley.

Senator MERKLEY. Thank you very much, all of you, for your tes-
timony.

Mr. Yeo, so the U.S. thought 25 percent was a reasonable num-
ber to contribute, one-quarter of the total costs, and the arrears
you spoke of were because the U.N. continues to assess the U.S.
almost 28 percent. I believe that is the main driver of those ar-
rears. 25 percent I think to anyone back home in Oregon sounds
like, oh, we are contributing a quarter. Is that not a fair amount?

Mr. YEO. Sounds reasonable to me except that the U.S. voted in
December to support an assessment rate for the U.S. of 27.8 per-
cent. So these rates are negotiated every 3 years. We had an oppor-
tunity in December of last year to reduce the U.S. rate. And so
Nikki Haley was engaged in active negotiations, and they got the
rate down from roughly 28.2 to 27.8. But we negotiated this rate.
We also have the opportunity to veto any peacekeeping mission
that we view is too expensive or too costly. And so when we vote
for these missions—and we just voted for the mission in Central
African Republic last week. So we vote for these missions. We
agreed to this assessment rate, and so it seems to me that under
those circumstances——

Senator MERKLEY. Thank you. That is a very interesting piece of
information because I am surprised to hear that, that we voted for
those rates since we have had a longstanding cap at 25 percent.

I think the United States feels—but I will ask you—that often
these peacekeeping missions do a pretty effective job in very dif-
ficult places in the world. Is that a fair way to put it?

Mr. YEO. Absolutely. They are operating in countries in which
the U.S. and our European allies in general do not wish to operate.
So in the case of Central African Republic, the mission there has
played a vital role in ensuring the prevention of a genocide be-
tween various religious and ethnic groups. And as we approach
elections in Central African Republic next year, they would not
happen without U.N. peacekeepers, as well as sort of negotiations
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that occur to bring all the relevant parties together. So this is just
a specific case where U.N. peacekeepers are advancing our inter-
ests.

Senator MERKLEY. Do you think we are going to see a lot more
challenges as a result of climate chaos and the impact on basic ag-
riculture in the world? For example, in Syria, extended drought re-
sulted in people moving to the cities because they were starving.
That created conflict, and it was kind of the roots of the Syrian
war. I was just down in the Northern Triangle where extended
drought has driven people out of peasant villages. They go to the
cities where there is extraordinarily gang-style extortion, and they
flee north.

Are we going to see a lot more conflict driven by fundamental
challenges for food in the world?

Mr. YEO. Absolutely. We are already seeing it. I mentioned I was
in Mali, and a lot of the conflict in northern Mali but also in Cen-
tral African Republic is due to changed migration patterns and
changed herding practices as a result of climate change. So abso-
lutely there is a relationship between what is happening in terms
of conflict between villagers that used to get along, groups that
used to get along, but no longer do because of tighter resources
caused by climate change.

Senator MERKLEY. Are we still in Cyprus?

Mr. YEO. Yes. We have a very small mission in Cyprus. And ulti-
mately the resolution of the mission in Cyprus is dependent upon
some sort of broader political settlement. It is not a costly mission.
As we think about the drivers and——

Senator MERKLEY. I was going to say it seems like that is not
exactly one of the trouble spots in the world right now. It has been
pretty stable for a while.

Mr. YEO. Indeed.

Senator MERKLEY. So, Amy, I want to turn to you. I have heard
that China has proceeded to try to block certain activists from
gaining access to the U.N. premises. Has that happened?

Ms. LEHR. Yes. So there is one particular instance that has got-
ten news time recently. There is a Uighur organization called the
World Uighur Congress, and the head of it was not allowed to join
the—there is a permanent forum for indigenous peoples every year,
which if you are an indigenous people, this is a very important
forum, and it is a very broad group. And the head of DESA alleg-
edly blocked him from participating, although later, my under-
standing is, the U.S. and Germany intervened and he was able to
attend after all. The head of DESA, whether or not this is relevant,
happens to be Chinese.

Senator MERKLEY. I hope we are going to make absolutely sure
that China cannot play that role.

I had also heard they had tried to block U.N. accreditation for
certain activist groups. Is that true as well?

Ms. LEHR. That is my understanding as well.

Senator MERKLEY. Why the hell would be that be possible? Why
would one nation be able to block various groups from getting ac-
creditation be part of the conversation?
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Ms. LEHR. So I have actually been looking into that. I believe—
I can follow up and confirm this—that—so again, I believe accredi-
tation happens through DESA.

Senator MERKLEY. Okay. Well, I would sure like to see us pay
a lot of attention to that because it is another example of China’s
growing role. But the idea that on U.S. territory in New York, the
Chinese are controlling who gains access to the premises seems
just beyond wrong.

I did want to mention that the strategies that have been revealed
that China is using against the Uighurs—is it fair for me to say
it is almost like slavery, massive monitoring, facial recognition,
close control of communications, directed labor, a really horrific sit-
uation if you say here is freedom up here and here is what is going
on with the Uighurs and China’s treatment of the Uighurs?

Ms. LEHR. Well, it is actually like slavery in the sense that there
is a significant problem with forced labor, and my initiative just
put out a report on that. So in addition to widespread surveillance
and social control, there are people actually being forced to work
in significant numbers.

Senator MERKLEY. And significant. Give me a number on that.
We are talking a lot of people.

Ms. LEHR. I mean, we are talking—it is hard to get exact num-
bers there. In the area of Kashgar, which is a Uighur dominated
area, an official said the numbers that they said they wanted to
put to work of these detainees would be like—I believe it was 20
percent of the Uighur population there. I mean, that would be over
100,000 people. And if you look at the whole area, this is hundreds
of thousands of people.

Senator MERKLEY. There are sci-fi movies about extraordinary
government control of people that are less scary than what China
is doing there. So I hope we will continue to highlight that.

I am concerned that the conversation about trade with China
and the interests, the economic conversation, has reduced our at-
tention and amplification of this horrific situation. And I will just
invite any of you to speak to that who would like to.

Ms. LEHR. I would just say generally there is more we can do
and should be doing and that we really need to be engaging with
Europe and other allies on this. It is not a problem we are going
to solve on our own. It is a problem that I think does concern ev-
eryone. One thing I have heard repeatedly, going back to this topic
of the U.N., is from Europeans that they are also concerned. They
really feel like if the U.S. is there pushing at the table, including
in the Human Rights Council, they are going to be able to do more
to push. Like, China is manipulating the Human Rights Council
and mechanisms to whitewash its record on Xinjiang. And so that
would be, again, talking about why does it matter the U.S. is not
present there. This is one of those reasons why having a lack of
U.S. leadership there actually matters.

Now, I want to recognize the State Department has pulled to-
gether side events on Xinjiang around the General Assembly and
has made efforts. So I do not want to discount those.

Senator MERKLEY. Thank you.

Senator YOUNG. Mr. Schaefer, did you have something you want-
ed to add to the topic?
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Mr. SCHAEFER. Senator Merkley, I can actually give you some
clarification on the NGO issue, if you would like.

Senator MERKLEY. Go ahead.

Mr. SCHAEFER. The Heritage Foundation is an accredited NGO
at the United Nations. The process for accreditation goes through
an NGO committee comprised of member states. That committee
operates by consensus. China is usually a member of that com-
mittee. In that position, they frequently will challenge applications
for NGOs to be accredited by the organization, questioning them,
asking further clarification, delaying the process indefinitely. A lot
of organizations give up at that point. That is one mechanism
tﬁrough which they block organizations from being accredited at
the U.N.

Also, there is a quadrennial review of organizations. China and
other countries will ask questions that delay the approval of that
quadrennial report. It is every 4 years. Sometimes that final ap-
proval can be delayed all 4 years and then begin again with the
next report. I speak from experience.

Senator MERKLEY. So, Mr. Schaefer, thank you for clarifying
that. What can we do?

Mr. SCHAEFER. Very little. The organization defines its own
rules. A change in the rules will require the member states to
adopt those changes. The United States alone cannot force it. As
with many different issues at the U.N., the member states are not
friendly to NGOs. They are not friendly to transparency, and they
are not interested in accountability or being challenged. They use
their position as member states to block those organizations that
they think might put them in awkward positions. You talk about
China being influential. Part of China’s influence is that a lot of
member states share their perspective on these issues, and that is
the key part of the problem.

Ms. Lehr mentioned that without the United States in Geneva,
that the member states were unwilling to put a question directly
or an application directly to the President of the Human Rights
Council.

Ms. LEHR. It was a statement on the floor where someone would
have had to read the statement.

Mr. SCHAEFER. And that is really the problem, is it not? Why will
a single member state not step forward to assume that responsi-
bility? Must the United States be the only country to do that? Is
the United States the only country capable of doing that? No, abso-
lutely not.

Senator MERKLEY. Thank you.

Senator YOUNG. I think we may have stumbled upon an answer
actually. And perhaps Ms. Lehr gave us a window into it. I thought
your recommendations were thoughtful, Ms. Lehr. But the one you
most recently listed just moments ago was deeper engagement with
Europe. I would expand that to include our G7 trading partners
and allies. Maybe we go to the G20 if we want to include a more
diverse array of countries and take a multilateral economic ap-
proach to apply pressure to the Chinese and actually develop a
teased-out—what the ranking member and I have branded as a
global economic security strategy so that we can bring China
through the only thing they seem to understand, which is growing
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their economy or not growing their economy—bringing them into a
position of better behavior. And through that mechanism, I think
we could apply pressure. It would be outside of the U.N. construct,
but I bet their conduct within the U.N. would improve.

I would welcome the thoughts of any of the witnesses about that
idea. Senator Merkley and I collaborated on that legislation. We
have been joined by Senators Coons and Rubio.

Mr. YEoO. I think that to the extent that the U.S. makes an effort
to have systematic high-level dialogue with our key allies on
human rights issues and understand how we are going to collec-
tively respond to the human rights challenges posed by countries
such as China, the U.N. is just one mechanism that we can work
collectively on this.

I think the other suggestion I would make is we need to send our
best diplomats to work in the multilateral context, and they need
to be trained in multilateral diplomacy. And multilateral diplomacy
is a unique bird in terms of understanding how you assemble coali-
tions behind the scenes to tackle important issues like human
rights. So to the extent that we can actually incentivize the State
Department to send our best diplomats to work in these settings
and then train them well, it can have better outcomes on human
rights issues.

Senator YOUNG. Thank you.

Ms. Lehr, do we have the economic clout and the convening
power to improve China’s behavior not just in the U.N. but more
generally?

Ms. LEHR. Sir, first, I completely agree that the U.N. is not the
only body that we would want to engage with to improve China’s
track record.

I do think the economic piece of it is important. It is a piece of
the puzzle. And to your point, yes, we need to work with more than
just Europe. We have other likeminded around the world, and we
should be engaging with them consistently with a strategy.

Just one other piece I would add to that is that the letter I men-
tioned that was signed by so many countries saying how wonderful
China’s treatment of its Muslim minorities was signed by a lot of
Muslim countries. And I believe we do not have an envoy right now
to OIC, and that seems like a lost opportunity to at least try to not
have that kind of positive language coming out of countries that
you would think would be quite upset about what is going on.

I think the economic leverage—I mean, if we do not have it work-
ing with our allies, I do not know who does. So you got to start
somewhere.

Senator YOUNG. Thank you.

Mr. Schaefer.

Mr. SCHAEFER. Thank you, Senator.

There are several different issues that you have raised here. One
is raising the issue of multilateral negotiations to prominence with-
in the State Department. In some of my papers, I actually sug-
gested creating an under secretary for multilateral affairs to promi-
nently position these issues. Currently the responsibility for inter-
national organizations and U.S. policy toward international organi-
zations is spread throughout the U.S. Government over at the
Health and Human Services Department, over at the Department
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of Commerce, over at the Labor Department, in addition to the
State Department. Different parts of the government have a piece
of this puzzle. Sometimes in the interagency process an assistant
secretary does not have the clout necessary to carry the day, and
some of their negotiating partners are going to be at a higher level
than they are. The unfortunate reality is that the international or-
ganizations bureau inside the State Department is somewhat of a
redheaded stepchild. I think that elevating that bureau would ele-
vate the prominence and the cohesion of U.S. policy formulation on
international organizations across the U.S. Government. I think
that is important because whether we like it or not, increasingly
issues of importance to the United States are being addressed mul-
tilaterally rather than bilaterally. So that is one issue.

Second, yes, the economic engagement with China is a critical
piece to this puzzle. China does not respond easily to moral sua-
sion. I think that you need to be a little bit more direct in your con-
frontation with China to get it to change its behavior. It is unfortu-
nate that many countries that the United States agrees with off
the record, whether they are in Europe or Latin America or Africa
or in Asia, are reluctant to speak publicly or take stances firmly
inside the international organizations on the record. That is some-
thing that needs to be fixed.

And even though my fellow panelists may disagree with me, I
think the U.S. withdrawal from the Human Rights Council has
forced some of those countries to take stronger stands. For the first
time European countries voted against agenda item 7 in the
Human Rights Council, which is the anti-Israel agenda item in the
Human Rights Council, instead of just abstaining on those resolu-
tions. That is something they had not done before, and it is some-
thing that is a marked change in behavior from their past practice.

Thank you.

Senator YOUNG. Colleagues, fellow witnesses, feel free to disagree
about the Human Rights Council. We have not had enough dis-
agreement this go-around.

[Laughter.]

Senator YOUNG. Stir the pot a little bit.

Mr. YEO. I would just say that the work of the Human Rights
Council has continued. And what has happened is you have seen
important measures related to Yemen and North Korea and Syria
being adopted in the Human Rights Council even though the U.S.
is not a member of it.

The challenge is the U.N. Human Rights Council remains the
preeminent global body in which not only countries in Europe but
around the world look towards for standard-setting and statements
related to human rights. And we are not participating.

Senator YOUNG. Cuba, China, Venezuela, they all had seats on
the council. Venezuela was a member in 2015, and the council in-
V(i)te”d Maduro to speak at a special assembly and he got a standing

Mr. YEO. There is absolutely no doubt about it that these mem-
bership rules for the U.N. Human Rights Council create a situation
where there are countries on there that do not share our values.
That said, all this important work is still happening. We should be
participating in this work in the Human Rights Council, advancing
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our interests as it relates to Venezuela and to Syria and to North
Korea, as opposed to taking a walk and saying, well, we did not
get everything we wanted, we are out. I think we need to stay en-
gaged, try to get what we want, continue to push for reform be-
cause you are right. It does not make sense that human rights
abusers are a member of the Human Rights Council. Let us fix it.

Senator YOUNG. Ms. Lehr, I will ask you quite provocatively be-
fore I allow Mr. Schaefer an opportunity to respond. Do we really
want to reenter the Human Rights Council? 62 percent of the
Human Rights Council members were not democracies, according
to my most recent reading. Do we want to be part of that club?

Ms. LEHR. So I actually looked at the data because I do think it
is obviously an imperfect body, and I think the U.S. has legitimate
concerns about standing agenda items on Israel, the membership,
et cetera.

So there is an organization called the Jacob Blaustein Institute
that has actually sort of run the numbers on what happens with
the U.S. is out of the council and when we are in. It is an organiza-
tion founded by the American Jewish Committee.

And what they found was, for example, that country-specific res-
olutions that targeted Israel dropped from 50 percent of the resolu-
tions to 20 percent when the U.S. was in. So there was a signifi-
cant reduction. Our membership appears to have at least made
things meaningfully better. The quality of the countries that we are
able to get into the council was better—not good, but better.

I think the other piece is again just looking—so their research
focuses in our prior concerns about the council. I think if you look
at also the research being done on what is China doing in this
council—and so these are new concerns. And what they are trying
to do is change the nature of the human rights machinery at the
U.N. Right now it is based on this idea that you do not get to just
tell the U.N., if you are China, Saudi Arabia, Iran, we do not want
you to talk about us. You cannot have any access. There is this
idea of oversight by other member states, this collective oversight
around human rights, especially around gross abuses.

China is trying to change that paradigm. They just started sub-
mitting resolutions in the Human Rights Council in 2017. This is
new. And they are submitting multiple resolutions and amend-
ments that, first of all, use terminology taken directly from Xi
Jinping speeches like “win-win cooperation” and “mutual respect.”
It is a problem.

Senator YOUNG. All right, Ms. Lehr. So not a bad answer. But
we can give Mr. Schaefer plenty of time for a wind-up and a re-
sponse.

[Laughter.]

Senator YOUNG. So, look, Mr. Schaefer, you heard the counter-
arguments. I mean, is there really a viable alternative to the
Human Rights Council? Is there any other multilateral fora that
we could join to address these sorts of human rights issues?

Mr. SCHAEFER. There are some regional ones, as mentioned by
the earlier panel, OAS. There is also the OSCE—I am sorry—the
Organization for American States and the Organization for Secu-
rity and Co-operation and in Europe.
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But there is one other one. It is called the Third Committee of
the U.N. General Assembly. It has membership of all U.N. member
states. They pass resolutions condemning countries every single
fall. There 1s no reason why that body could not convene every few
months, in the spring, in the summer, and the other times—or op-
erate continuously to discuss human rights problems.

Senator YOUNG. I wonder why that has not happened. Ambas-
sador Haley went to great efforts to try and reform the Human
Rights Council before we left, and that met with no success, which
would seem to run against the grain of what the other wit-
nesses

Mr. SCHAEFER. Not to disparage our fine friend in Central Eu-
rope, but having it be in the Third Committee would result in
eliminating the Human Rights Council and moving those resources
out of Geneva. That is obviously of concern to Switzerland.

Senator YOUNG. Yes.

Mr. SCHAEFER. They want to maintain as many U.N. organiza-
tions there as they possibly can.

But the advantage of having it in the Third Committee is that
every member state is present. Not every member state is present
in Geneva.

Every fall, the Third Committee of the General Assembly re-
ceives a report from the Human Rights Council and approves it. It
reviews it and approves it. So it is already engaged in these discus-
sions and a lot of these issues before the Human Rights Council.
There is no reason why that body could not assume the same re-
sponsibilities, hear the reports and hear the testimonies of the
human rights experts, have the High Commissioner for Human
Rights attend its sessions and provide information for that office as
well. There is no reason why the Third Committee could not fulfill
these responsibilities.

But I wanted to talk a little bit about the Human Rights Council.
Ms. Lehr mentioned that the percentage of resolutions on Israel,
condemnatory resolutions on Israel, went down as a percentage. 1
want to just say that the number of them has not declined. What
has happened is that the U.N. Human Rights Council has passed
more resolutions on other countries. Every year they pass the same
number of resolutions on Israel over and over and over again. It
is good that more countries with human rights problems are having
Human Rights Council resolutions passed addressing their situa-
tions. But it is worth noting that there are a number of countries
that are deliberately ignored: China, Cuba, Russia, Saudi Arabia,
and other countries never have had a Human Rights Council reso-
lution passed condemning their human rights practices despite
ample evidence of them.

Senator YOUNG. Well, thank you, Mr. Schaefer. I know we could
continue with this for a long period of time. I welcome continued
dialogue with our offices on this really important matter.

I am going to turn it over to Mr. Merkley to ask a final pointed
question on an issue that was brought up, and then we will stay
on schedule and wrap up. Mr. Merkley?

Senator MERKLEY. So a few days ago, the New York Times pub-
lished an article derived from 403 pages of internal documents
from the Chinese Communist Party about how they treat the
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Uighurs and Kazakhs. And they noted that based on that, in the
Xinjiang area, a million ethnic Uighurs, Kazakhs, and others have
been herded into interment camps. And they go on to note the ab-
solute ruthlessness of this. And of course, a lot of this is directed
to groups that are Muslims in China and are seen to the rest of
China, the Chinese Government as a threat.

So I am still kind of wrestling with what I heard about the Orga-
nization for Islamic Cooperation. It has 57 members. 47 members
are Muslim majority. And how is it that these Muslim majority
countries are saying that China has an exemplary human rights
record? I do not get that.

And you mentioned, Ms. Lehr, that we do not have an envoy. Is
that because one has not been nominated or we have not confirmed
the envoy?

I will just mention both those things because maybe that is
something we can follow up on.

Ms. LEHR. So I will be honest and say I am not sure which rea-
son it is. I just know that we do not have one, and I am happy to
look into that and follow up with you.

But, yes, I am also concerned about how a number of Muslim
countries could come out with a statement like that. And clearly
there is an opportunity for us to try to shift that conversation.

RESPONSE RECEIVED FROM AMY K. LEHR TO THE TAKE-BACK QUESTION
SUBMITTED BY SENATOR JEFF MERKLEY

Question. Why there is no special envoy to the Organization of Islamic Coopera-
tion (OIC)?

Answer. Secretary Tillerson thought that it would be more efficient to consolidate
the position into the role of the Ambassador-at-Large for International Religious
Freedom. He eliminated a number of special envoy positions. Notably, some were
not eliminated because Congress had mandated their existence.

Senator MERKLEY. I think it shows—I have to wrap up because
I am on the clock, and I am getting kicked under the desk here.

I think it suggests a massive growing influence of China in the
world and why it is good we held this hearing. And thank you, Mr.
Chairman, for doing so. I think we have to keep pondering the dy-
namics in this world in which I see a Chinese kind of ruthless
strategy gaining ground, and we have a lot of work to do. Thank
you.

Senator YOUNG. Well, thank you, Mr. Merkley, for your friend-
ship, your comity, and your brevity.

And thank you to all of our witnesses today for their statements
and for their willingness to engage in what has been I believe a
constructive dialogue.

I will again call members’ attention to the fact that the record
will remain open until the close of business on Friday, including for
members to submit questions for the record.

Thank you to the members of the subcommittee, especially to the
ranking member once again, and thank you all to our witnesses.

So this hearing is now adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 4:33 p.m., the hearing was adjourned.]



62

ADDITIONAL MATERIAL SUBMITTED FOR THE RECORD

RESPONSE OF JONATHAN MOORE TO QUESTION
SUBMITTED BY SENATOR TODD YOUNG

Question.One way for the United States to ensure its priorities and values are re-
flected internationally is to place American citizens in high-level positions within
the United Nations system:

What is the International Organizations Bureau doing to place Americans in sen-
ior positions? What policies or practices are preventing the placement of more Amer-
ican citizens within the U.N.?

Answer. The United States is dedicated to ensuring our values and interests are
represented throughout the United Nations system, and to supporting reform efforts
that improve transparency, efficiency and accountability.

The Bureau of International Organization Affairs maintains an American Citizens
unit which actively encourages qualified Americans to apply for relevant positions
and advocates for the employment of Americans in international organizations. That
unit has created a public website (iocareers.state.gov) to make the process of seeking
and applying for U.N. jobs more transparent to American citizens. We have scored
a number of recent successes, including securing senior positions for distinguished
Americans at the Pan American Health Organization, the United Nations Office of
Counter-Terrorism, and the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Na-
tions.

O
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