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EXPANSION OF UNITED NATIONS HEADQUARTERS
TH U R SD A Y , A P R IL  23 , 1971

H ouse  of  R e pr e se n t a t iv e s ,
C om m it te e  on  F o reig n  A ffa ir s ,

Subco m m it tee  on  I n tern a tio n a l
O rganiz ati ons an d M o v em en ts,

Washingto n, D.C.
The subcommittee met, pursuant  to call, at 10:18 a.m., in room 

2200, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Cornelius E. Gallagher 
(chairman of the subcommittee) presiding.

Mr. Gallagher. The subcommittee  will come to order.
We meet this morning to receive executive branch testimony on 

legislation proposing to authorize a grant of not more than $20 
million to defray a por tion of the cost of expanding the headquarters  
of the United Nations  in New York.

This legislation has been recommended to the Congress by the 
Secretary of State with the concurrence of the Bureau of the Budget.

The text of the joint resolution which I introduced by request 
embodying the executive branch recommendation will be made part 
of the record, if there is no objection.

(The following is the text of H.J.  Res. 1146.)
[H.J . Res. 1146, 91st Cong., second sess.]

JOINT RESOLUTION Authorizing  a gra nt to defray  a portion of the cost of expanding 
the  United Nations headquarte rs in the  United States

Whereas the  Congress authorized the  United  States to join with  other 
governments  in the  founding of th e United  Nat ions ;

Whereas the Congress unanimously, in H. Con. Res. 75 (Sev enty-nin th 
Congress), invi ted the  United  Nations to estab lish its head quarters  in the United  
State s, which inv itat ion  was accep ted by the  United Nat ions;

Whereas the U nited S tate s has contin ued to serve as host to the  Un ited  N at ions ;
Whereas the  membership of the  U nited  Nat ions  has increased su bstant iall y a nd 

the  organization has outgrown its existing fa cil ities;
Whereas the General Assembly of the  United N ation s in December 1969 aut ho r­

ized th e cons truct ion, subj ect to suitable financing arrangements,  of an additional 
head quarters  building south  of and adj acent to the  present headquarte rs site on 
land to be made ava ilable without charge by the  city  of New York;

Whereas the  t ota l financial burden of expanding it s headquarte rs in New York 
would severely stra in the  resources of the  United Nations;

Whereas a special contribution by the  United  States as the  host government 
would c ons titu te a  posi tive a ct of reaffirmation of the  fai th of the American people 
in the future  of the United Nations: Be i t

Resolved by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, Th at  there is hereby  authorized to be appropriated to the 
Secre tary of S tate out  of any money in the  Treasury not  o therwise app ropriated,  
a sum not  to exceed $20,000,000, to remain avail able  until expended, for a grant to 
be made  at  the discretion of the Secreta ry of State , to  the  United Nations to d efray 
a portion of the cost of the  expansion and improvem ent of i ts headquarte rs in the

(1)
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city  of New York on such term s and condit ions as the Secretary  of Sta te may 
determ ine. Such gran t shall n ot be considered a contr ibut ion to th e U nited  Na tions 
for purpose of any  o ther  app licable  law limiting contr ibutions.

Mr. Gallagher. We are pleased to welcome Ambassador Charles 
lo st , the permanent U.S. representative to the United Nations and 
Hon. Samuel De Palma, Assistant  Secretary of State  for Inte rnational 
Organization Affairs, who are here this morning to testify in support 
of House Jo int Resolution 1146.

Ambassador Yost, we will begin with your statement, and then 
follow with Secretary  De Palma. At the conclusion of both sta te­
ments, the subcommittee will have questions. On behalf of the sub­
committee and myself personally, I am delighted to have both of you 
gentlemen here this morning.

Please begin.

STATEMENT BY AMBASSADOR CHARLES W. YOST, U.S. REPRESEN T­
ATIVE TO THE UNITED NATIONS

Ambassador Yost. Thank  you, Mr. Chairman.
I am glad to have this oppor tunity  to testify in support of House 

Joint Resolution 1146, which authorizes a grant  of $20 million to 
defray a portion of the cost of expanding the United Nations  head­
quarte rs facilities in New York.

In this st atem ent 1 shall deal first with the facts which have created 
an urgent need to expand the headquarters facilities; second, with 
the physical construction plan tha t has been devised to meet this 
need; third, with the financial plans of which the proposed U.S. 
Government contribution is intended to form one key par t; and, 
finally, with the U.S. interests which are involved in this matter  
and which, in my opinion, and tha t of the administra tion, more than 
justify the proposed expenditure.

FI RST , TH E NE ED

The United Nations decided in its earliest years to establish its 
permanent headquarters in New York. The Congress made the im­
plementation of tha t decision possible when in 1948 it authorized by 
joint  resolution an interest-free loan of $65 million—of which $40 
million has thus far been repaid—for construction of a permanent 
hea l quarters on the Eas t River.

After several years in temporary quarters , the United Nations  
began to move into its headquarters in 1951, and first convened the 
General Assembly there in 1952. I n the 18 years since tha t time the 
original headquarters facilities have remained essentially the same, 
except for the construction  of the Dag Hammarskjold Library,  which 
was financed by a foundation gran t and completed in 1961. However, 
in those same 18 years the United Nations itself has grown enormously. 
Its  membership has more than doubled, from 59 member states to 126. 
Its  Secretariat  employees in New York requiring office space have 
almost doubled from some 2,900 to about  4,900 today, in order to 
serve the needs of the increased membership and to do the addi­
tional staff work required to implement decisions made during these 
years by the General Assembly, the Security Council, the Economic 
and Social Council, and other organs.
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The result is tha t the headquarters facilities have long since been 
completely outgrown. Not  only is office space in the headquarters 
itself over-crowded; but many United Nations offices—including the 
entire headquarters staffs of the U.N. development program and the 
children’s fund, as well as parts  of other departments, primarily 
Economic and Social Affairs, Public Information and Conference 
Services—have had to be moved into rented space elsewhere in New 
York. About  20 percent  of United Nations employees in New York are 
now in rented quarters outside the U.N. building and this proportion 
is growing steadily.

This dispersal is not only inefficient from a management s tandpoint, 
it is also increasingly expensive. The cost to the U.N. for 1970 includes 
about $2 million for rented office space in New York, and this  figure is 
bound to increase rapidly in future  years unless the  planned expansion 
is carried out.

In addition, the headquarters facilities are becoming more and more 
inadequate for reproduction, distribution, and storage of documents, 
for language training, conference support, eating and parking facilities 
for both s taff and delegates. These shortcomings further  de trac t from 
the efficiency and effectiveness of the  United Nations.

As all these inadequacies became more obvious over the years, a 
great deal of thought and discussion took place at  the U.N. as to how 
to overcome them. One school of thought, although never a major ity, 
has contended tha t the disadvantages of location in New York have 
come to outweigh the advantages, and has favored the outr ight  re­
moval of the permanent headquarters from New York and, presum­
ably, from the United States. Many others, while not prepared to go 
to tha t length, have pressed increasingly—and in some instances suc­
cessfully—for grea ter and greater decentralizat ion of U.N. offices to 
other parts of the world.

Up to a point, of course, decentralization, especially of operational 
and liaison activities, is logical and desirable; and it is perhaps not 
generally realized to what extent this kind of decentralization is already 
a fact. Of the U.N.’s nearly 13,000 employees, including those of 
UNICEF and the U.N. development program, less than  40 percent, 
or about 5,000 work in New York. The rest are in Geneva, Vienna, 
four regional centers, and over 90 other places around the world. These 
include the secretariats of two U.N. bodies established in recent years, 
the U.N. Conference on Trade and Development (UNCTAD) with its 
headquarters in Geneva, and the U.N. Industrial Development Orga­
nization (UNIDO) with its headquarters in Vienna. In this connection, 
I offer for the subcommittee’s records a table showing the numbers of 
United Nations employees located at headquar ters and in other places 
around the world.
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UNITED NATIONS HEADQUARTERS AND FIELD EMPLOYEES AS OF JAN. 1, 1970

United
Nations

Se cre taria t1 2 UNDP UNICEF Total

New Yo rk.................................................................................
Ge ne va .......................... ........................................................
Vie nn a. ............. . ....................................................................
Addis Ababa....................... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ............. . .........
Ba ng ko k. ................................................................................
Santia go............. .................................................... ...............
Beirut. ......................................................................... ...........
Other locations.......................... ............................................

Total number of employees.
Total number of loc ations..

2 4, 361 475 235 8 5, 071
2,348 5 . . . . 2,353

735 . . . . 735
379 22 5 406
433 27 60 520
362 27 16 405
114 19 25 158
409 2,129 759 3,297

9,141 2,704 1,100 12,945
58 98 36 98

1 Includes, as listed  by location, the following  United Nations Secretariat employees: Headquarters in New York; re­
gional economic commissions in Geneva, Addis Ababa, Bankok, and Santiago; U.N. High Commissioner fo r Refugees 
(UNHCR) and U.N. Conference on Trade and Development (UNCTAD) with headquarters in Geneva; U.N. Ind ustria l 
Development Organization (UNIDO) wi th headquarters in Vienna; U.N. Relief and Works Agency for Palestine Refugees 
(UNRWA) wi th headquarters in Beirut ; Inte rnational Court  of Justice (ICJ) wi th headquarters  in the Hague; U.N. info r­
mation centers in 51 locations, and various special missions.

2 Excludes U.N. international school teachers and staff. They are not U.N. employees and do not occupy space in U.N. 
build ings or in priva te space rented by the United Nations. Includes the 50 employees of the  U.N.I. for  Tra ining and 
Research (UN ITAR),  but these are not housed in the U.N. bui lding and UNITAR w ill  continue to occupy a suitable rented 
build ing on long-term lease at 45th St. and 1st Ave., which renta l is paid from voluntary funds con tributed  to it.

8 Every employee does not requ ire an office space. The number of office spaces being provided in New York at the 
present time are:

In U.N. buildin gs .....................................................................................................................................................   3,890
In rented sp ace. ......................................................................................................................................   1,019

Total...................................................................................................................................................................... 4,909

Ambassador Yost. When we add to this the staffs of the specialized 
agencies, whose headquarters are all outside of New York and which 
employ about 15,000 people, we find t ha t less than 20 percent of the 
28,000 employees of the United Nations system work in New York.

This decentralization is, as I  said, entirely sound where field oper­
ations are concerned; b ut what is very impor tant is tha t the central 
functions of planning, coordination, and control over major U.N. 
activities should not be dispersed but should remain centralized at 
the headquarters so tha t the Secretary General and his principal 
assistants, including Paul Hoffman at the head of the U.N. develop­
ment program, can manage the entire system as effectively as possible. 
To the extent tha t we fragment these command functions, we inevi­
tably cause a loss of efficiency and a diffusion of purpose, as well as 
increased costs. In fact, the Secretary General has repeatedly warned 
the General Assembly of this danger, particular ly in connection 
with its decisions on the location of UNCTAD and UNIDO in 
Geneva and Vienna. Yet such a fragmenta tion will certainly increase 
over the coming years if the present inadequacy of the New York 
headquarters buildings is not overcome.

SEC O N D , T H E  PLAN

All these considerations gradually led the General Assembly to the 
conclusion that there was an urgent need for major expansion of U.N. 
facilities in New York. In 1968 the  Assembly authorized the Secretary 
General to prepare detailed plans and specifications for its considera­
tion in 1969, to help it decide whether new construction and major 
alterations to existing premises should take place a t headquar ters. The 
study was to take into account projected space requirements in New 
York “considered in the overall context of the development of the



United Nations during the next 20 years and the disposition of staff 
during this period in relation to available and potent ial accommoda­
tions in New York, Geneva, or at  U.N. offices in other localities.” The 
Secretary General employed the architectural firm of Harrison and 
Abramovitz—architects of the original U.N. building—to develop 
these detailed plans and specifications.

Last  fall, on the basis of this study, the Secretary General proposed, 
and the General Assembly approved, an architectura l and engineering 
package for further construction in New York, subject to working out 
acceptable financial arrangements. The plan provides for—

Construction of an eight-story building on land owned by New 
York City between 41st and 42d Streets, immediately to the 
south of the present U.N. grounds, and the extension of that 
building over the  F .D.R. Drive and park area;

Extension of the south end of the  present conference building 
at its first basement and first floor levels, in what is presently  
the South Garden, to the property line at 42d Street;

Extension of the same south end of the present conference 
building by an additional 20 feet on the 2d, 3d, and 4th floor 
levels;

Construct ion of a covered connecting bridge between the 
present, but  extended, building over 42d Street  to the new 
building, which will provide two floors of working as well as 
transit space;

Replacement of the area on which the new building is to be 
built, which area currently serves as a New York City play­
ground surrounding the Tri-Borough Bridge and Tunnel Au­
thori ty air intake, with a riverside park usable by both UN staff 
and New York City residents; and, finally,

Extension of the north end of the  present conference building 
by an additional 20 feet.

This proposed new construction would serve two purposes. First,  
it would meet the need for Secretariat office space at headquarters 
until 1979, perhaps longer. I t would accommodate, when completed, 
approximately 2,500 people. Second, it would greatly increase the 
utility  of the conference building—both by improved office and 
conference space and by meeting the needs of delegations for eating, 
parking, and other facilities which are now totally inadequate.

This was the proposal which the General Assembly had before it 
last fall. Despite the concerns and reservations of many members, the 
Assembly voted overwhelmingly—95 to 14 with 10 abstentions—to 
authorize the Secretary General to proceed with construction, subject  
to two conditions concerning financing.

T H IR D , ON  FIN A N C IN G

The Assembly’s first condition was tha t payments from the regular, 
U.N. budget for this construction shall not exceed $25 million. Second 
it required tha t the United Nations Advisory Commit tee on Admin­
istrative  and Budgetary Questions shoidd review the entire financial 
package this June and determine on behalf of the Assembly tha t the 
Secretary General does in fact have satisfactory assurances that all of 
the funds required will be available before he proceeds to award 
contracts.

44-9 37— 70------ 2
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Now I come to the financial package itself. The report  of the 
Secretary General, based on the architec tural and engineering plans 
and on an estimate  by a qualified general contractor, John Lowry, Inc., 
estimates tha t a cash outlay  of $80 million will be required. This is 
in addition to the value of the land, which will be provided withou t 
cost by  the city of New York.

As its p art  of the  $80 million, the General Assembly has authorized 
the appropriation of $25 million from the United Nations regular 
budget spread over a period of 10 years. It  is hoped tha t the balance 
of the financing package will be made up of a $20 million contribution 
from the U.S. Government, a matching contribu tion of $20 million 
from the city of New York over and above its contribut ion of land 
without charge, and approximately $15 million from the United 
Nations development program and the United Nations  Children’s 
Fund  in the nature of “commuted ren t” which they would otherwise 
be required to pay for space in New York over a period of years. The 
Secretary  General, based on the cost estimates of $73.4 million as of 
last  October and the rate  at which prices have been rising, prudently 
estimates that the full $80 million will be required to finish the job 
without other overruns or allowance for contingencies. Unfortunately,  
there is unlikely to be any major leveling off of rising costs in New 
York City during the present year, in view of the huge construction 
backlog. This rising price trend, of course, argues strongly for the 
prompt beginning of construction.

As for the U.S. Government’s share of this cost, I believe s trongly 
that  the  contribution  of $20 million which the President has requested 
in his fiscal year 1971 budget is equitable—and, as a practical matt er, 
that  it  must be made if the building is to be built. It  has become tra­
ditional in international organizations tha t the host government 
make a substantial contribution to the cost of the headquarters in 
view of the advantages tha t flow from being the permanent host. 
For example, the Austrian Government has paid the entire cost both 
in land and in buildings in order to have the permanent headquarters  
of the  International Atomic Energy Agency and the United Nations  
Industria l Development Organization located in Vienna.

In  this situation , the U.S. Government contribu tion is necessary 
in order to trigger the  whole $80 million financial package. New York 
City, with the recent concurrence of its board of estimate, has agreed 
to match the Federal contribu tion after it is actually appropr iated 
and, in fact, to advance a limited amount to get the project started 
at tha t time. I n turn, the U .N.’s contribution, and those of the United 
Nations development program and the United Nations Children’s 
Fund, are predicated on the contribu tion of the U.S. Government 
and New York City.

THE U .S . IN TEREST

For the United Nations, as we have seen, the issue is how to make 
an obsolescent physical plant adequate to the organization’s needs 
today and in future years.

For the United States, a variety of benefits will result. Not to be 
ignored are the economic and balance-of-payments benefits. Congress 
explicitly recognized these in its joint resolution in 1948 to which I 
referred earlier, which included the preambular statement  tha t “the 
permanent establishment of the headquar ters of the United Nations
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in this c ountry will result dire ctly  and indirect ly in substant ial benefits 
to the United States from the expenditures of the organization and its 
member nat ions.” This forecast has been ful ly borne ou t by experience. 
In addition , the United Nations is a major tourist attr acti on with  
some 2 million visitors a year,  most of them Am erican s; and tha t fac t 
represents not only  good business b ut also, I think, good education for 
a gr eat number of our ci tizens in the affairs of the world comm unity .

Of more direct importance  to the U.S . interest is the ability of our 
country and its nationals to pla y a role in the United Nations  com­
mensurate with  our world position. Further dispersal of the headquar­
ters would ve ry  probably  imp air our abi lity  to exert a proper influence 
on decisions w ith important budgeta ry consequences. Indeed, as I have  
already pointed out, the inherent inefficiencies of such dispersal would 
mean extra  cost increases of which we would of course bear our share. 
More over, the more United Nations  functions are located outside the 
United States, the fewer qualified Americans will be available  to serve 
in specialized positions, which would be a loss b oth for us and for the 
organization. The truth of this assertion is demonstrated by  the fact 
tha t in New  Yo rk  25 p ercent  of the U .N .’s professional em ployees  are 
Americans,  whereas abroad the figure is only 8 percent.

Bu t regrettable as all these effects would undoubtedly  be, in my  
view  the worst  result of all would be an inev itable decline in U.S. 
leadership in, and commitment to, the United Nations  of the future.

When the U nited States was chosen as the permanent host  country to 
the United Nations, this fac t was a recognition not only of our unique 
stand ing in the world comm unity, but also of our major  role in 
founding the United Nations and our profound commitment to make 
it succeed. Ine vitably, people thou ght of the historical comparison 
with  the Leag ue of Nations, located in Gen eva  and shunned by  the 
United States, and of the fai lure of that organization, lacking American 
support , to prev ent the trag edy of World Wa r II.

In my  view, it is impossible to consider this headquarters expansion 
project in isolation from tha t larger  issue. Th e underlying question 
is wheth er the destiny of this world organization , which every Pres­
ident and eve ry Congress since 1945 has supported as being in har­
mon y with the funda mental Ame rican  interest, is to remain an 
important concern in U.S.  foreign polic y and in international life 
gener ally— or is to be grad ual ly allowed to drift out of sight and out 
of mind.

I do not for a moment suggest tha t this expansion project will 
guarantee the future success of the United Nations, or of Ame rican  
policy in the United Nations. Bu t I do strongly  believe  tha t if this 
project were not carried through, the outlook for success would suffer 
a grave  mate rial inju ry. Thi s would be particularly the case if, in the 
session of the 25th anniversary this year , when all member states are 
reaffirming their comm itment to the United Nations and endeavoring 
to reenforce its effectiveness, this project, which is necessary to its 
effect ive performance in New  Yo rk  City , should fail due to lack  of U.S . 
support.

President Nixon has given  many signs of his administratio n’s con­
tinued strong support for the United Nations. In his recent foreign 
polic y message to Congress he concluded his discussion of the Uni ted 
Nations with these words:
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As the  United Nations begins its second quarter century, America reaffirms 
its strong supp ort for the principles  and promise begun at  San Francisco  in 1945. 
Our task  now—-as for all U.N. members—is to help the organ ization in steady 
progress toward fulfillment of th at  promise.

I believe the  proposed  U.S . contr ibu tio n to the  headquart ers  
expansion , as reques ted  by  the  Pre sid ent, would  indeed be, as the  
jo int  reso luti on before you  says, “a  pos itive ac t of reaffirmation  of 
the  fait h of the  Am erican people  in the  futu re  of the  Un ited Na tio ns .” 
Indeed , I cons ider  this co ntrib uti on  to be a cruc ial step tow ard  ass ur­
ing us the  chance  to make the fu ture  of the  U.N . constructive  and 
frui tful  in the cause of peace.

But  let  me strongly  emphasize, in conclusion , th at  act ion  at  an 
ear ly da te is needed—including the  ac tua l ap pro priat ion  of funds in 
time for the  U .N .’s Ad visory  C om mi ttee to give its appro va l to begin 
const ruc tion at  its  Ju ne  sessions . If  this tim etable  can  be met, the  
Secre tary General believes th at  ac tua l construction  can be sta rte d 
next October or No vem ber  and  th at the  pro jec t can be com pleted 
within  the  pre sentl y es tim ate d $80 million tot al.  I the refore  urge  the  
pro mp t passage of this legi slat ion in ord er to safegu ard  the  in ter es t 
of the  Un ited State s in the  Un ited Nations.

Th an k you .
Mr . Gall agh er. Th an k you, Am bassador.
Before we proceed to questions, I th ink it might be be tte r if we 

proceed to the  Assis tan t Secre tary of St ate for In te rn at iona l Organ i­
zat ion  Affairs , the  Honorab le Sam uel De Palma.

STATEMENT 0E HON. SAMUEL DE PALMA, ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
OF STATE FOR INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATION AFFA IRS

Mr. D e P alma. Th an k you, Mr . Chairma n, I app rec iate the  
op po rtu ni ty  of app ear ing  before thi s com mit tee . Th ere  is lit tle  th at  I 
would add  to the  cogent  stat em en t of Am bassador Yost. I th ink  he 
has  ind ica ted  clearly the  ex tent  of the  prob lem, and  the  ma jor  con­
sidera tions which we feel mus t be ke pt  in min d in considering  this  
im po rta nt  legislation.

I would like, however, to und ersc ore  Am bassador Yo st’s rem ark s 
on three  points .

1. As he ha s poin ted  ou t, because  1970 is the  U.N .’s 25th anniv ers ary  
yea r, othe r U.N.  m embers will be ve ry a tte nt ive to wh at  the y perceive 
to be our  at ti tu de  tow ard  the  Un ite d Na tions.  Hence thi s req uest 
at  thi s pa rti cu lar time assumes  an in ter na tio na l poli tica l significance 
of rat he r large pro portio ns.  Th e Pres iden t has  s ta ted th at  h is decision 
to ask Congres s for fun ds to assi st the  expansion of the  U.N .’s New 
York head qu ar ter s is an exam ple of U.S. supp or t for the  Un ite d 
Nations.  Favorab le act ion  b y the  C ongress  will be im po rtan t evidence  
of th at  continuing  s upport.

2. Th e p res en t re quest fo r auth or izat ion will be followed by  a re qu es t 
for an ap pro priat ion  in  t his  fiscal  year. As A mbassado r Yo st has m ade  
clear, this is necessa ry to assure  the viab ili ty  of the  financia l packag e 
before the  Un ited Na tio ns . How ever, the re will be no expenditu re of 
these fun ds un til  fiscal ye ar  1972.

3. All of us who are int ere ste d in the  fu tur e of the  Un ited Na tio ns  
are concerned, as Am bas sad or Yo st has  pointed out, wi th the  ef­
ficiency  and effec tiveness of its  ope rat ion s. We are makin g a ma jor
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effort throughout the U.N. system to increase coordination of jo int 
operations, to improve efficiency and to stress the need for cost- 
effectiveness studies. We want to strengthen performance with the 
greates t possible economy of expenditures. Allowing a further frag­
mentat ion of the central headquar ters staff would produce exactly  the 
opposite result. In this connection, we are concerned also with the 
effectiveness of our own participation in the U.N. of our ability to 
persuade qualified Americans to work for the Organization, and of our 
ability to influence the Organization in constructive ways.

I feel strongly tha t the U.N. needs the  kinds of outlook, drive and 
experience which Americans can bring to it. This is particularly true 
for the pract ical elaboration and implementation of measures re lating 
to U.N. programs of economic development, the exploration and ex­
ploitation of the seabeds, population growth, and the development 
of more effective peacekeeping procedures and of ways to promote 
the rule of law among nations—all of these activities will be growing 
in the years ahead. The amount of enthusiasm and American know­
how involved in such U.N. activities can make an enormous difference 
to the success of these programs.

Yet, unless we act to make it possible to keep together in New 
York the essential headquarters staff to support these activities, 
fewer Americans will be involved and our influence will decline 
proportionately.

For these reasons, as well as the  many others cited by Ambassador 
Yost, I believe it is important to the national  interest  tha t favorable 
consideration be given to the administration’s proposal.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Gallagher. Thank  you, Mr. Secretary.
After all of the dire predictions on Earth  Day, it is renewing to 

have you suggest tha t the United Nations has another 20 years to 
go, as I read in your  cost statements.

Mr. Ambassador, I note the estimated cost in your statement on 
this project has risen from $50 million in 1968 to $60 million in the 
early fall of 1969. It  was $73 million in December of 1969, and now 
it is $80 million.

I might ask jus t how firm is this current estimate, especially if 
there should be continued delay in starting this project?

Ambassador Yost. Well, Mr. Chairman, we believe tha t this is 
realistic, and as firm as any estimate of this kind can be. The initial 
$50 million estimate tha t you referred to was a very rough estimate, 
and did not, indeed, include some of the elements which it was later 
decided should be included in the plan. These were added in order to 
meet the U.N.’s needs over a longer period and to include some 
additional space in the existing building for badly needed improved 
conference facilities, increased parking, and increased dining space, 
accommodations which have become very overcrowded in these last 
18 years.

As I said in my statement, the present estimate is in fact $73.4 
million, but  having in mind exactly the prudence and contingencies 
tha t you allude to, the Secretary General felt it wise to provide for 
$80 million. In view of the time tha t it will necessarily take to get 
this project completed, even if all of the funds are provided promptly,  
this seems a reasonable amount. His own advisers, the architects and
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the contractors, have studied all elements of the program thoroughly 
and they believe tha t this estimate is realistic.

Mr. Gallagher. Under the proposed cost-sharing, it appears tha t 
combined U.S. sources would make up be tter than three-fourths of the 
cost of this project. There are some who say tha t this is an unfair 
formula. What other countries who participa te in this international 
organization or different United Nations organizations, where they 
are host countries, have been as generous as this? Other than Austria?

Ambassador Yost. Well, as 1 mentioned, the Swiss have also 
contributed very heavily.

We have here a detailed account of what has been contributed by a 
substantial number of countries, which I  can make available for the 
record, if you want.

Mr. Gallagher. Yes; we would like to have that.
Ambassador Yost. This includes Chile, Costa Rica, Ethiopia, 

France, Phillipines, Switzerland, quite a substan tial number of 
countries which have contributed varying amounts to buildings.

Mr. Gallagher. We would like that for the record.
(Detailed account of contributions follows:)
A ccom m odati ons o f  I n ter n a tio n a l  O r g a n iz a t io n s : H ost  G o v e r n m en t  

A ssi sta n c e

H os t go ve rn m en ts  cu stom ar ily as si st in pr ov id in g su itab le  ac co m m od at io ns  for  
in te rn ati onal or ga ni za tion s es ta bl ishe d on th ei r te rr itori es . The  m os t co mmon  
ty pes  of as si st an ce , of ten pr ov id ed  in co m bi na tion , ar e,  (a) la nd do na tion s,  (b) 
gr at is  co ns truc tion , (c) no minal  bu ild ing re nt al s,  (d) re nt -f re e bu ild ings , (e) 
in te re st -f re e or  low -int er es t loan s for  c on st ru ct io n,  and (f) g ra nts  for  co ns truc tion .

The  fo llowing  ta bl es  a re  b as ed  on  in fo rm at io n pr ov id ed  by th e s ec re ta ri at s of th e 
or ga ni za tion s invo lv ed . The y li st  b y ty pe of as si st an ce  t he  s upport  p ro vi de d by  19 
go ve rn m en ts  in clud ing th e U ni te d S ta te s fo r 31 headquar te rs  an d fie ld ac co m mo­
dat io ns  of in te rn ati onal orga ni za tio ns .

A. LAND DONATIO NS

Lan d ha s be en  donate d  or  pr ov id ed  a t no m in al  re n ta l by  th e fol low ing  go ve rn ­
m en ts  fo r th e  co nst ru ct io n of in te rn ati onal or ga ni za tion  faci lit ies.

Government Site International organization

Au str ia_________ _________ Vienna................................ ..
____ do.............................. .............

C h il e . . .............. .....................Sa ntiago.. ................ . ......... ............
____ do ............................................

Costa Rica.................................

Ethiop ia....................................
France......................... .............

In d ia .........................................
Ita ly ....... ............. .....................
Ph ilippines...............................

Sw itze rlan d..............................

Tu rrialb a.............. .........................

Add is Ababa________________
Paris...............................................

Brazzavil le. ..................................
New Delhi......................................
Rome_________ _____ _______
Ma nila ............................................

........ d o . . . .......................................
Geneva.... .......................................
____ do........................ ....................
____ do.............................................
Be rn................. .............................
New Yo rk.......................................

Washington...................... .............
.........do................................ ...........

United States............. .............

U NI DO—U.N. I ndustr ial Development  Organization. 
IAEA—Inte rnational Atomic Energy Agency.
ECLA—U.N. Economic Commission for Lat in America. 
Latin  Amer ican Insti tute for Economic and Social 

Planning.
IAIAS— Inte r-American Insti tute of Agricu ltural 

Sciences.
ECA—U.N. Economic Commission for  Africa.
UNESCO—U.N. Educational, Scientific , and Cultural 

Organization.
WHO—Regional office.

Do.
FAO—Food and Agriculture  Organization.
Asian Development Bank.
WHO—Regional office.
U.N.— European office.
WHO—World Health Organization.
IL 0—Inte rnational Labor Organization.
UPU—Universal Postal Union.
U.N.— Headquarters (majo r portion from private  U.S. 

sources).
OAS—Organizat ion of American States.
PAHO— Pan American Health Organization.
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B . G R A TIS  C O N STR U C TIO N

Host governments have agreed to construct buildings for use by inte rnational 
organ izatio ns free of charge. Such buildings h ave usual ly then been leased to the  
internatio nal  organiza tions a t nominal or concessional rents. Examples of build­
ings constructed  free of charge include:

Government Site Internatio nal  organization

Au str ia.......................................

Canada......................................
Ethiopia........................... .........
France............................... .......
Ghana........................................
Nige r..................... ...................
Thailand and Netherlands___

Sw itzer land ..............................

Vienna............................................
____d o............................................
Mon trea l..... ................. . ...............
Addis  Ababa............ .....................
Ly on s. ...........................................
A ccra .. .................................... ..
N ia m ey .. .____ _____________
Ba ngkok.......................................

Geneva. ..........................................
........ do......... ...................................

UNIDO— U.N. Indust rial  Development Organization. 
IAEA— International Atomic  Energy Commission. 
ICAO— International Civ il Aviation Organization. 
ECA—U.N. Economic Commission for  A frica.
I ARC—International  Agency for  Research on Cancer. 
FAO— Regional office.
U.N. common premises.
ECAFE—U.N. Economic Commission for Asia and 

Far East.
ITU— International Telecommunication Union. 
WMO—World Meteorological Organization.

C. N O M IN A L B U IL D IN G  R E N T A L S

Total or par tia l subsidies are  made toward the  r ent al of U nite d Nations Info r­
mat ion Center s by 35 of 46 host countries and toward the  ren tal  of Uni ted Na­
tions Development Program offices by 80 of 97 host countr ies. (The United 
Sta tes  does not, however, subsidize the ren tal of office space for the UN DP 
Headq uar ters  in New York.) Besides the 35 UN Info rma tion  Centers and  80 UN 
Deve lopment Program offices, the following buildings have been leased to in ter­
nat ional organizations at  nominal rentals by their host governments:

Government Site I nternational organization

Au str ia........

Canada____
E g yp t- ........
Ital y............ .
Ph ilippines.
Sw itze rland-

Vienna.............. ....................... .  UNIDO— U.N. Indust rial  Development Organization.
___ d o .. ......................................... IAEA— International Atomic Energy Agency.
Montre al_____ _____ ________  ICAO—Inte rnational Civ il Aviation Organizat ion.
Alexandria.................................... WHO—Regional office.
Rome..............................................  FAO— Food and Ag ricultu re Organization.
Manila ............................................WHO— Regional office.
Geneva...........................................  ITU— Internat iona l Telecommunication Union.
___ d o .. .........................................WMO—World Meteorological Organization.

D . R E N T -F R E E  B U IL D IN G S

The following host governments have  provided rent- free buildings to int er­
nat ional organizations. Costs of utili ties and maintenance  may also  be paid by the 
host government or shared with the  i nternationa l organ ization.

Government Site Inte rnation al organization

Costa Rica.................................

Denmark........ ..................... ..
Ethiopia ...................................
France________ ................. ..
Ph ilipp ines .. .............................
Sw itz er land ..............................

Tu rrialb a.............................. ......... IAIAS— Inte r-American Insti tute of Agricu ltural Sci­
ences.

Copenhagen................. . ............... WHO— Regional office.
Addis Ababa________________  ECA—U.N. Economic Commission for A frica.
Brazzaville....... ........................... . WHO— Regional office.
M an ila .............. ............. ............. Asian Development Bank.
Geneva ............. UNCTAD— U.N. Conference on Trade and Development

E . IN T E R E S T -F R E E  OR L O W -I N T E R E S T  LO ANS FO R  C O N STR U C TIO N

The following host governments have made interest-free or low-interest loans to  
internatio nal  organizations to suppor t costs for office construc tion.
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Government Site Inte rnation al organization

Chile............. .

Fra nee .......... .

Sw itzer lan d. .

United States.

Santiago.........................................
. . . .d o ..............................................

Paris...........................................: .

Geneva...........................................
. . . .d o .............................................
___d o..............................................
B e rn ................. ...........................
New Y o rk .. ..................................

ECLA—U.N. Economic Commission for Latin  America.  
Latin  Amer ican Insti tute for  Economic and Social Plan­

ning.
UNESCO— United Nations Educational Scientific and 

Cultura l Organization..
U.N.— European office.
WHO—World Health Organization.
ILO— Internatio nal  Labor Organization.
UPU—Universal Postal Union.
U.N.—Headquarters.

F . GRANTS  FO R  C O N STR U C TIO N

The following governments have assisted const ruct ion of intern atio nal  organiza­
tion offices with grants covering expenses in whole or in p art . Host  country gran ts for construction usually also cover preliminary archite ctural and engineering studies .

Government Site International organizat ion

Cameroon................................. Yaounde...........................................
Chile and the Ne ther land s. ...  Santiago.........................................

.........do.............................................

Ira n................................ ........... Teheran............ ...............................
Philipp in es ... .......................... Man ila...............................................

.........d o ...........................................
Switzerland................... ........... Geneva.............................................
United States............................ Washington......................................

U.N. common premises.
ECLA—U.N. Economic Commission for Latin America. 
Latin American Ins titu te for  Economic and Social 

Planning.
U.N. common premises.
Asian Development Bank.
WHO—Regional office.
U.N.— European office.
OAS—Organization of American States.

D E TA IL S O F SU B STA N TIA L SU PPO R T

Following are the detai ls of those host  government contribu tions  noted in the  foregoing table s which are at a level comparable to the  sub stan tial  suppor t regularly accorded b y the  United State s.
1) The Federa l Government of Aust ria (65%) and the  city of Vienna (35%) are assuming 100% of the cons truct ion costs of facilities  for the  UN Indust rial  

Development Organization and the  Intern ational Atomic Energy Agency; the  land has been donated ; the re nta l is $0.04/annum for 99 years; during  construction  
tempora ry offices for these two organizations are being provided rent-free.

2) Switzerland and  the  Canton of Geneva supp orted 100% of the  costs of construction of secr etar iat buildings for the  Inte rna tional  Telecommunication Union and the  World Meteorological Organization.  Ren tals  are respectively 
$35,000/annum with optional lease purchase and  $18,000/annum. Switzer land supported 100% of the  cost of cons truct ing the  headquarte rs of the  Universal 
Pos tal Union in Bern with an intere st-free loan and  a  40-year loan at  3%.

3) The Government of Cana da supp orted 100% of the  construction costs of 
the  headquarte rs of the  Internatio nal  Civil Aviation Organization in Montreal. Renta l cost is $ l/sq. ft./annum.

4) The Government of France provided an intere st-free, 30-year loan to con­str uc t a three-build ing headquarter s complex for the  UN Educatio nal Scientific 
and Cul tural Organization on donated  land ; before Congolese independence, France ceded l and and  facilities for the  use of the WHO regional office for Africa 
in Brazzaville  for the  nomina l price of New Francs 100. The Nat iona l Govern ­men t of France, the  Department of Rhone, and the  city  of Lyons are prese ntly 
constructing a building  to the  specifications of the  Inte rna tion al Agency for Research on Cancer.

5) The Government of Ita ly made available a two-build ing headquar ters 
complex for  the  Food and Agriculture Organization  in Rome; ren tal is $l/y ear .

6) The Government of the Philippines is covering 100% of the  const ruction costs of the  Asian Development  Bank headquarte rs in Manila ; the  land  was 
dona ted; there will be no rental charges; temporary office rental costs are being 
paid  by a gra nt from the  Government of the Philippines.

7) The Government of Eth iopia supp orted 100% of the costs of const ructing 
the headquarte rs of the  UN Economic Commission for Africa on land  dona ted 
by the Emperor with  perm anen t rent- free arrangements for occupancy.

8) Costa  Rica dona ted land and facilities for the  use of the  Inter-American 
Insti tu te  of Agricultura l Sciences in Turr ialba .
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9) Denm ark purchased a building specifically for the  regional office of WHO 
in Copenhagen and  placed it at  the disposal of the organization  withou t charge.

10) Egypt provided a building in Alexandr ia to the  WHO Eas tern  Medite r­
ranea n regional office a t the  nominal  rate of 10 pias ters/annu m.

11) Ghana constructed  a building  in Accra for an FAO regional office and 
continues to pay  for u tilities.

12) Niger const ructed a common premises building  for UN  field staff in Niamey.
13) The Uni ted States provided for 100% of the cons truction costs of the UN 

Hea dquarte rs in New York thro ugh  a $65 million inte rest  free loan;  the  land  
was dona ted; no ren tal  is charged . In 1906 the  United  States made a grant to 
the  Organization of American States for the  cons truct ion costs of the OAS head­
quarter s in Washington, D.C.; the  land  was also dona ted. The  Uni ted States 
has recen tly donated  land for a  new OAS hea dqu arte rs site in Washington  (under 
the  terms  of the  agreement  a portion of the  land previously dona ted will r eve rt 
to the  United  States).

Mr.  F ascell . Mr.  Chairma n, will you  yield at  th at point?
Mr.  Gallagh er. Mr . Fasce ll?
Mr. F ascell . I would like to inquire, wha t is the  am ount of the  

contr ibu tio n by  the  A us trian  Go vernme nt wi th res pect to the  lo cat ion  
of UNID O and  IAEA  at V ienna, in terms  of lan d and  build ings?

Mr.  D e P alma. Mr . Ch airma n, may  I answer  that?
Mr. Gallagh er. Mr.  De  Palma.
Mr.  D e P alma. I t  is now planne d at  more th an  $45 million, and 

th at  will be a to tal  packag e to pro vide a free  site  and building .
Mr.  F ascell . And  how mu ch did the  Swiss give for the  rec ent 

expansion at  Gen eva?
Mr.  D e P alma. An int ere st- free loan.
Mr. F ascell . H ow m uch?
Mr.  D e P alma. Ab ou t $2 million, I underst and.
Mr.  Gross. But  it  was a loan.
Mr.  D e P alma. A loan , in terest free. And  the  Swiss also made a 

gr an t of ab ou t $1 m illion in con nec tion wi th a low-in terest  lo an of $14 
million.

Mr.  R osenth al. Th e tes tim ony befo re the Senate com mittee 
claim ed th at the Au str ian  Go ve rnme nt’s co ntr ibuti on  to the  new 
bui lding was $25 million .

Mr.  D e P alma. Yes, sir; it  ha s gone up, the  way all thes e est im ate s 
go up,  as they  refigured the  cos t and  got closer  to firm plans.

Mr.  Gallagh er. H ow will the  $25 mill ion th at the  U.N.  will con­
tri bu te  be raised?

Am bas sad or Y ost. That  will come ou t of the  r egula r bu dg et  of the  
Un ited Na tio ns  under the usu al form ula.

Mr.  Gallagh er. I t  will no t be a bond issue?
Am bas sador Y ost. N o, sir.
Mr.  Gall agh er. I t  will be paid  ou t of ongo ing costs?
W ha t is the am ou nt  of m one y st ill owed on th e orig inal  bonds?
Am bassador Y ost. You me an the  peacekee ping?
Mr. Gallagh er. Yes.
Am bas sador Y ost. Th e Congo?
Mr. Gallagh er. N o.
Am bassador Y ost. You me an the  headquarters ?
Mr.  F ascell . N o; he is talkin g ab ou t the  bon d issue, a to ta l bon d 

issue.
Mr.  Gross. $100 million, wa sn’t it?
Mr. F ascell . $100 million.

44 -937— 70------- 3
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Ambassador Yost. The original loan for headquarters was $65 
million, of which $40 million has been repaid.

Mr. Gallagher. What  was the original?
Ambassador Yost. $65 million, of which $40 million has been repaid.
Now, the U.N. bonds, which were authorized a few years ago, to 

help cover costs of peacekeeping operations, primarily the Congo. 
Of the $76 million total  purchased by the United States, approxi­
mately $20 million has been repaid, in addition to about  $9 million 
received in interest.

So, there is still an outstanding balance of about  $56 million in 
those bonds which is due to the United States.

Mr. Gallagher. And how are those bonds being amortized?
Ambassador Yost. They are being covered in the regular budget ; 

the payments are being made on schedule through the regular budget 
of the United Nations.

Mr. Gallagher. Will the cost of those bonds and the cost of 
participation by the U.N. in your opinion, be able to be met by the 
U.N., in the event we pass this legislation?

Ambassador Yost. Yes, sir.
Mr. Gallagher. Out of the regular budget?
Ambassador Yost. Yes, indeed. Tha t is a pa rt of the package which 

has been approved by the General Assembly, subject to the other 
parts  falling in line.

Mr. Gallagher. Now, some serious questions have been raised 
about the advisability of expanding the United Nations establishment 
in New York. It  has been argued in some quarters tha t the United 
Nations  should move more of its facilities abroad, where the living 
conditions for the delegates and staffs are considered more congenial. 
Would you care to comment on the advisability of moving part  of 
the United Nations? You touched on this in your statement. There 
have been others who have given testimony on the United Nations 
who felt th at Geneva might be a place to move part  of it. What effect 
would such a move have on the general efficiency of the United 
Nations.

Ambassador Yost. Yes, Mr. Chairman. In view of the questions 
tha t have been raised, to which you refer, we have gone into this very 
carefully, and in considerable detail. As I said in my statement, a 
very substantia l decentralization already exists. If  you take the whole 
system into account, including the specialized agencies, more than 80 
percent of the staff is outside of New York, abroad in other countries. 
If you take only the United Nations, plus the U.N. development 
program and the U.N. Children’s Fund, still over 60 percent is 
abroad. What remains in New York is the essential management and 
coordination of the United Nations  the policymaking functions which 
it would be a serious mistake to fragment and spli t up.

The Secretary General is responsible for coordinating this massive 
conglomerate t ha t is the United Nations family. It  is difficult to do 
under the best of circumstances. If the economic and social par t of 
his headquar ters staff, on which he relies to assist him in tha t coor­
dination, were spread about the world, in the same way tha t the 
operational staff is, his power to coordinate, control, and direct, to 
make sense out of this elaborate mechanism, would seriously diminish. 
And, of course, costs would rise, as another of the consequences, in 
addition to the f ragmentation of U.N. policy.
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Also, the United Nations development program is under Paul 
Hoffman’s direction, and Paul feels very strongly tha t he must 
maintain his central headquarte rs staff in New York, in close working 
relationship with the economic and social side of the U.N. Secre tariat  
and close enough to Washington to insure coordination with the 
World Bank. He has only 475 out of a total of 2,700 U NDP employees 
in New York. But  he thinks it is absolutely essential to maintain  t ha t 
central policymaking and management corps in New York.

So, this is the basic reason why we believe there should not be 
further fragmentation. All of the elements t ha t could usefully be put 
elsewhere have been put elsewhere. To carry this process any farther , 
under present circumstances, would reduce, rather than increase, the 
effectiveness of the United Nations, and would unnecessarily increase 
the costs to the U.N. as a whole, and of course, to us as a major 
contributor .

Mr. Gallagher. Mr. Ambassador, or Mr. Secretary, if the Con­
gress in its wisdom and liberality, or lack of wisdom and illiberality, 
fail to pass this legislation, by your June date, what would be the 
consequence?

Ambassador Yost. If the Congress failed to pass it by the June 
date, there would be a delay in getting the whole process underway. 
We would then be faced by those increasing construction costs, 
with which we are all too familiar, and the total cost might rise. Of 
course, if it should be impossible to get the U.S. contribut ion at all, 
I am afraid the whole project would collapse, because that  contri­
bution is an indispensable part  of the  package.

Mr. Gallagher. In your opinion, if the  Congress does not appro­
priate  the $20 million, are there any other areas where this money 
could be raised?

Ambassador Yost. I don’t think so, Mr. Chairman. I just  don’t 
see where it could come from. I am sure the city of New York would 
feel it has gone to the absolute limit; in any case, New York City 
wouldTonly match what the U.S. Government would do. During my 
testimony before the New York City officials, they were most eager 
tha t the U.S. Government make a larger contribution,  in order tha t 
theirs need not be so large, because they have, as you know, a host 
of urban problems there, with which they are trying with  the greatest 
difficulty to cope. I don’t think t ha t there is any possibility of getting 
the U.N. itself to contribu te substant ially more.

There is this general feeling that , unless the host government is 
willing to carry a substant ial par t of the burden, others shouldn’t be 
expected to. There is also as I indicated, some sentiment, which we 
consider most unfortunate, for ju st moving the U.N. lock, stock and 
barrel out of the United States.

Mr. Gallagher. What has the Soviet position been on this?
Ambassador Yost. Well, they are not in favor of the necessary 

expansion in New York. I don’t know whether you are interested in 
the vote on the resolution.

Mr. Gallagher. What was the  position of—
Ambassador Yost. The Soviet bloc voted against the resolution 

because i t has been their argument, frequently  put forward, that the 
United States is not a proper place for the United Nations to be 
located, and i t should be moved elsewhere.
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Mr. Gallagher. Wha t was the Soviet vote?
Ambassador Yost. Against.
Mr. Gallagher. Mr. Gross?
Mr. Gross. Well, Mr. Yost, have you given any attention to cutting  

down the number  of employees? How many did you say the United 
Nations has in New York?

Ambassador Yost. About 4,900, who require  space.
Mr. Gross. Have you ever given any thought to cu tting down the 

number of employees?
Ambassador Yost. I have frequently called on the  Secretary Gen­

eral, and urged him, under instructions from our Government, to exert 
every possible economy, both in the employment of personnel and in 
other respects. There is, at our suggestion, a management survey 
being conducted presently, in the U.N. Secretariat, to endeavor to 
assure the Secretary General, and all of the members, th at the greatest 
economy-----

Mr. Gross. Well, the answer is—in order to save time, because I 
have several questions—the answer apparently is tha t you come to 
the conclusion th at you can’t cut. Is tha t right?

Ambassador Yost. Yes, cuts are being made in some places, but  
they are being balanced by necessary expansion for new programs in 
other places.

Mr. Gross. I once had a directory of the  United Nations. I  suppose 
it is still available, for the asking, which listed all kinds of offices for 
tennis headquarters, golf headquarters, bowling headquarters, and the 
Lord only knows what others—separate  offices for all of these deals. 
Do they still exist down there?

Ambassador Yost. Well, I  have never run into them, Congressman.
Mr. Gross. Well, would you see to it tha t I  get another copy of the 

directory?
Ambassador Yost. Surely.
Mr. Gross. Because I labor under no illusions. The pooh-bahs of 

the United Nations will do a good job selling another deal to Congress. 
I labor under no illusions about what  is going to happen with respect 
to this bill, bu t it  seems to me th at  some of the activities, some of the 
employees of the United Nations, could be eliminated in the interest  
of conserving space and the interest of payroll economy.

How many nations are in arrears in their assessments and their 
contributions? And by how much? Can you put a-----

Ambassador Y ost. We can put tha t in the record, yes.
(Assessments and contributions list follows:)
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SU MM ARY AS OF JA N.  1 , 19 70 -C OLL ECTIONS AN D ARREARAGES FOR 1969 AND PRIOR YEARS OF UN ITE D NA TIONS  
ACCOUNTS FOR THE REGULAR BUDGET, WORKING CAP ITAL  FUND, EMERGENCY FORCE, AN D THE CONGO*

Period
Gross

assessments
Credi ts  and  Ne t

re du ct ions  assessments
Amou nt
received

Balance
due

W orking  c ap ita l fu n d ___________
Un ited Na tions re gu lar bu dg et : 1 2 3

Ca len da r year 1966................
Ca lendar  y ea r 1967................
Ca lendar  ye ar 1968................
Ca lendar  y ea r 1969................

$4 0,06 4,00 0

114, 8 91 ,62 0 
118, 0 73 ,337  
130,571,361 
143,46 7,26 7

$8 ,922 , 389
8,654 ,6 86

10 ,203 ,755  
12, 528, 441

$4 0, 06 4,00 0

105,9 69 ,231  
109,418,6 51  
120,36 7,60 6 
130,93 8,82 6

$40,  064,00 0

105,918,657 
107,648,182 
11 3,78 3,01 5 

81 ,107 ,545

$5 0,57 4 
1,77 0,  469 
6, 584, 591 

49 ,821 ,281

Balance du e.................. ..........................
Uni ted Na tions  Emergency Fo rce :

Ca len dar year 1957.................................
Ca lendar year 1958.................................
Ca lendar year 1959.................................
Ca len da r year 1960.............................. .
Ca len dar year 196 1. ...............................
Ja nuary to Ju ne  196 2.............................
Ju ly  to Decemb er 1963..........................
Ca lendar  y ea r 1964..................................
Ca lendar  y ea r 1965...................... ...........
Ca len dar ye ar 1966..................................
Ca len da r ye ar 1967..................................

Ba lance due ......... ...............................................................
Uni ted Na tions  Congo ac co un t:

Ju ly  to De cember 1 9 6 0 .. .....................  3 48, 500,0 00
Ja nu ary to Octo ber 1961___________  10 0,00 0,00 0
Nov em ber 1961 to  J une 1962_______  80 ,000 ,000
Ju ly  to De cem ber 196 3..........................  33, 029,108
Ja nu ary to Ju ne  1964............................. 15 ,058 ,090

Balance due .

15, 028 ,9 88 .............................. 1-5 ,028,988
25, 000, 000 ____________  25, 000, 000
15 ,2 05 ,000 41 ,226  15 ,163 ,774
20, 000, 000 3, 553, 223 16, 446 ,77 7
19 ,0 00 ,0 00 1,75 4,99 1 17 ,245 ,009

9,7 50,0 00  1,4 67, 296  8,282 ,7 04
9,5 04,7 84 691.893 8,81 2,891

17, 770 ,0 56 1,6 56, 356  16 ,1 13 ,700
18 ,556 ,141  .............................  18 ,556 ,141
18 ,5 50 ,000 .................   18 ,5 50 ,000
17 ,3 15 ,0 00 ...................   17,31 5, 00 0

11 ,467 ,314  
17 ,93 6, 833 
10 ,892 ,124  
11 ,78 6, 519
12, 520, 377

6, 037, 298 
6,31 2,  674

11 ,627 ,210  
13 ,646 ,744
13, 0 00,71 4 
10 ,77 6, 890

58 ,236 ,915

3, 561,674 
7.06 3, 167  
4,2 71, 650  
4,6 60 , 258 
4,72 4,63 2 
2,2 45 , 406 
2, 500, 217
4, 486, 490 
4,90 9, 397
5, 549, 286
6, 538,110

50, 510 ,28 7

3, S00, 000
15, 575, 036 
11 ,457 ,858

2,96 5,  256 
1,20 7,11 6

44 ,600 ,000  
84 ,424 ,964  

,6 8 , 542,142 
30 ,063 , 852 
13 ,860 ,974

29 ,348 ,616
56 ,877 ,769
44 ,735 ,145
19 ,409 ,766  
9,01 8,14 9

15 ,251 ,384  
27,54 7, 19 5 
23, 806, 997 
10 ,654 ,086  
4, 842, 825

82 ,102 ,48 7

Total  am oun t due , regu lar budget,
UNEF, and UNOC .................... ..................... ......................................................................................................... 190, 849,68 9

1 Source : In fo rm atio n as of Dec. 31 ,196 9,  su pp lie d by the Un ited Na tion s.
2 Con tri bu tio ns  to the re gu la r budget  prio r to 1966 are fu ll y  co lle cted .
3 To ta l costs, in clud ing in it ia l a ir li ft , am ounte d to $60,000,000.

BALAN CE DUE, 1969 AN D PRIOR YEARS— JA N. 1, 1970

Me mb ers (126 )
Regula r
budget

Balance due  
1969 and

UNEF UNOC prio r ye ars

A fg h a n is ta n .. ....................
A lb an ia .................................
A lg e ri a .................................
A rg en tina ...........................
Aus tra lia .............................
A u s tr ia ............................
Ba rbados .............................
B e lg iu m . . . ........................
Boliv ia .................................
Bo tsw an a............ ...............
B ra z il . . ...............................
Bulga ria ...............................
B urm a.................................
B uru ndi........... ...................
Byelo russ ian S.S .R..........
Cam bo dia...........................
Cam eroon...........................
Cana da. ..............................
Ce ntra l Afr ican  Re public .
Ce ylo n.................................
Cha d....................................
C h ile ....................................
Ch in a..................................
Co lombia________ _____
Congo (B ra zzaville )____
Congo ( K in sha sa ). ..........
Costa  Rica______ ______
C u b a . . . .............................
C yp ru s ...............................
Cze ch os lova kia. ...............
D ahom ey.. ........................

..................... $29,499 $37,604 $67,10 3
$9 3,12 9 45 ,299  43 ,602  182,030

591 8,932  .............. ............... 9,52 3
1,1 98, 034  959,8 44  _______________ 2,1 57,8 78

63 ,227  ............................. 63 ,227
42 ,319  .......................................... ................. 42 ,319

..................  144, 583 ......................... 144,583
149,003 41 ,905  34 ,833  225.7 41

1 1 3 ...................... ..................... ............... 113
......................... 248,838 24 8,838

41 1,173 181,155 190,7 46  78 3,07 4

148,8 94  11,27 8 10,471 170,6 43
614,638 911,96 4 1,35 7,88 1 2,88 4, 483
49 ,996  1,6 89  ................ ............. 51 ,685

1,68 9 .............................. 1,6 89

37 ,1 08 ................ 2, 256 6,589 45 ,953

39,47 1

10,'908,91 0 
264, 596 

9,45 9

8, 385 
165,903 

5,27 4,  569

9,24 9

9,83 2 
224, 847 

6,6 87, 207  

.........9 ,9 38

57 .688
390,750 

22, 870,6 86
264, 596

28, 646

123,385 
450,817

13 ,853
249,811

7,21 7 
260,259

144 ,45 5 
960, 887

1,31 0, 709  1,814 ,8 45  2 ,7 59,4 08 5,884 ,9 52
134,8 94  5,530  6,994 147 ,41 8



Members  (12 6)

Denm ar k. ..................
Domin ican Republic
Ecuador......................
El Salva do r................
Equa tor ia l G uin ea..
Ethiop ia .....................
F in land .......................
France ........... .............
Gabon .........................
G a m b ia .. .................
Ghana .......................
Greece. ......................
Gu ate ma la.................
Gu ine a........................
Guyana .......................
Ha it i............... .............
Ho nduras ...................
Hu ng ary_____ _____
Icelan d.......................
In d ia ....... ...................
In donesia .................
Ir a n .............................
Ir a q .............................
I re la n d . . ..................
Is ra el ..........................
It a ly . ........... ...............
Ivor y Coast...............
Jama ica ......................
Japan..........................
Jo rdan ........................
Kenya.........................
Kuw ait........................
Laos............................
Lebanon.....................
Les otho......................
Libe ria...... .................
L ib ya ..........................
Luxe mbo urg.............
Ma dag asc ar_______
Mala wi........ ...............
Malaysia ....................
Maidive  Is la n d s .. ..
M a li . . ........................
Malta ..........................
M au ri ta n ia ...............
M aurit iu s...................
Me xic o.......................
Mo ngol ia....................
Morocco........ . ..........
Ne pa l..........................
Nethe rla nd s..............
New Zeala nd...........
Nicaragua..................
N iger ..........................
Nigeria ......................
Norwa y......................
Pa kistan ....................
Panama......................
Paragu ay...................
Pe ru ............................
Phil ip pin es...............
Po lan d........................
P o r tu g a l. .................
Roma nia ....................
Rwanda......................
Sa ud i Ara bia______
Sene ga l......................
Sierra  Leo ne.............
Sing ap ore..................
Som alia......................
South  A fr ica .............
So uthe rn Y em en .. .
Spa in ..........................
S u d a n .. ....................
Swaz ila nd .................
Sw eden ......................
S y r ia . . ......................
Ta nzan ia...................
Thai land....................
T ogo ..........................
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BA LANC E DU E, 1969 AND PR IO R YE A RS — JAN . 1, 1970— Continue d

Regular
budget

149 ,239 
151,815 
96 ,222  
15,971

Balance due  
1969 and

UNEF UNOC p rio r years

22 ,898  
10,129  
7,411

54, 503
4,12 0 
3,34 9

226,6 40  
166,0 64  
106,9 82  

15,971

3,5 29, 855  765,655 17 ,031 ,152  21 ,325 ,662
46 ,150  ............................................................ 46 ,150
83,01 1 ............................................................ 83,01 1

155,975 ...................................................................  155,9 75
11,17 9 ........................ ..........

38 ,209  
9,93 8

11,179  
38, 209 

123, 03293 ,684 19,41 0

149,213 25, 661 33 ,916 208, 790
68, 287 691 5,6 77 74, 655

1,00 3,67 3 898 ,29 8 995, 024 2,89 6, 995

187,545 ........................................................... 187, 545
424,8 93  ...........................................................  424,893
327,239 ................ ........................................... 327,2 39

.................. 100 ,407 22 ,362  122 ,769

249,9 38  ........................................................... 249,938

” Z "Z Z " .............1,’ 689’ ZZZZZZZZZZZZZZ............... 1,6 89
14,48 4 .......................... ..................... ..........  14,48 4

ZZZZZZZZ........... 45 ,2 99 ................ 4 3 , 6 0 2 ............88,'901

96 ,222  .................. .........................................
...............  19,85 0 12,10 8

96, 222 
31 ,958

1,689 1,689

96 ,222  ZZZZZZZZZZZZZZZZZZZZZZZ.Z... 96 ,2 22  
17 ,980  5,4 69  24 ,259  47 ,708

81 ,418  10,67 3 17 ,215  109,3 06
41 ,262  ........................................................... 41 ,262

175,7 26  679,4 91  786,193 1,6 41, 410
28 ,705  12,38 7 17 ,215  58 ,307

124,968 ............................................................ 124,968
4,41 4 4,23 2 3,24 0 11,88 6

112, 245 
7,040

1,2 88  33 ,915  147,448
1,9 06  ............................. 8,94 6

140, 000 
51,222

124, 541 
151 ,184 
212,4 47  

1,69 9,31 8 
86 ,733  

299,0 95

59,311 
99, 248

15,648 
31,661 
77,441  
15,632  

2,52 8,36 4

“ '6827212  
11,278 
74 ,890  

9,814 
5,469

33 ,915  
24 ,229  
89 ,184

2,466 ,0 10  
201 ,67 3 
641,0 15  

10,471  
69 ,487  
20 ,418

140,0 00  
100,785 
180 ,431 
317,809 
228,0 79  

6 ,6 93,6 92 
288,4 06  

1,6 13, 322  
21 ,749  

144,377 
89, 543 

104,7 17

.................. 11,191 17 ,445  28 ,636
302,5 36  80 ,862  1,503 ,3 37  1,8 86, 735

16, 000 ...........................................................  16, 000
________  1,08 9,981 985,159 2,0 75, 140

62 ,484  89 ,332  5,86 0 157,676

.............  46 ,654  20 ,379  67 ,0 33
2,12 4 ...........................................................  2, 124

______  9,02 6 .............................  9 ,0 26
5,6 13  16,17 4 25 ,3 24  47 ,111
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BALANCE DUE , 19 69  AND PRIOR YEARS— JAN. 1, 19 70 — Con tin ue d

Me mbers  (12 6)
Regular
budget

Balance due 
1969 and

UNEF UNOC prio r ye ars

Trin id ad and  To ba go .
Tuni sia...........................
T u rk ey ...........................
Ug anda ...........................
Ukrainian  S.S .R...........
U .S .S .R .. ......... ............
Un ited Arab  Rebub lic.
Un ited K ingd om _____
Un ited Sta tes...............
Up pe r V o lt a .................
U ru g u a y .. ....................
Venezuela............. ........
Y e m e n .. .......................
Yugo sla via ....................
Za mbia...........................

60 ,725  
1,70 0,75 4 

17 ,642 ,172

11 ,000 .000  
86,30 2 

203,640 
562 ,35 8 
146, 294

9, 589 
3,4 76 , 580 

27 ,665 ,631  
351,946 
283,2 99  

s 1,1 88 , 096
19,936
54, 388
32 ,298
45, 299

7,59 8

10,471 
5,18 5,69 7 

39, 223,0 85
48 ,387

14,145  
97 ,662

43 ,602  
333,2 69

80,78 5 
10, 363, 031 
84, 530, 888 

400, 333 
28 3,29 9 

12, 188 ,0 96 
12 0,383 
35 5,69 0 
594,656 
235,195 
340,8 67

Tota l...................................................................................... 58 ,236 ,915  50 ,510 ,287  82 ,102 ,487  19 0,849,689

Me mbers  in arrear s....................................................................... 7 1 68 57 92

1 $9,115,000 was paid iin  January 1970.
2 T his am ou nt  is the dif feren ce  between  the or ig inal  ap po rti on men t f or 1967 a nd th e am ou nt  pa id by th e  Un ited Sta tes  

tow ard its  sha re of revis ed jest imates  of 1967 costs.

Mr. Gross. Pu t tha t in the record, but  could you give us some 
estimate now of the amount tha t they are in arrears?

Ambassador Yost. The arrears arise almost entirely, Congressman, 
as you may well be aware, over the refusal of certain countries to 
pay some of the peacekeeping expenses.

Mr. Gross. I understand how they get tha t way, Mr. Yost.
Ambassador Yost. They are contributing, for the most part, to 

the ordinary budget.
Mr. Gross. Well, put it in the record, so tha t we will have it, 

if you will, please.
Ambassador Yost. Yes, indeed.
Mr. Gross. Now if they paid up, wouldn’t tha t make this special 

contribut ion unnecessary?
Ambassador Yost. No, it wouldn’t, sir. This is-----
Mr. Gross. Well, it would make a very substantial par t of it 

unnecessary.
Ambassador Yost. It  would remove some or all of the deficit 

which hangs over the head of the United Nations. And, therefore, i t 
would improve the U.N.’s overall financial position, bu t it wouldn’t 
provide money for this particular-----

Mr. Gross. Doesn’t the space problem arise in par t from the 
t  admission of the micro states? Such as Equato rial Guinea, and

Maidive Islands, and so on and so forth?
Ambassador Yost. Well, to a very small degree. Of course, the 

individual members do not have office space in the U.N. building. 
They have to provide their own office space outside.

Mr. Gross. You say tha t this is going to cost us $20 million. That 
is the amount in the resolution, isn’t it?

Ambassador Yost. Yes, sir.
Mr. Gross. And $25 million from the regular U.N. budget. Is 

tha t correct?
Ambassador Yost. That is correct.
Mr. Gross. And what do we contribute  to the regular budget?
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Ambassador Yost. Approximately 30 percent.
Mr. Gross. Approximately 32 percent, you mean, don’t you.
Mr. De P alma. 31.57.
Mr. Gross. 31.9, isn’t it?
Mr. De P alma. 31.57.
Mr. Gross. You can’t get much closer to 32 percent than that.
Now, what about the Children’s Fund, which is also scheduled to 

make a contribution to th is. Don’t we contribute to that?
Ambassador Yost. Yes, we do, Congressman.
Mr. Gross. And don’t we contribute to the U.N. development 

program?
Ambassador Yost. We do.
Mr. Gross. And by a substan tial percentage?
Ambassador Yost. B ut of course, those agencies would have to pay 

ren t if this building is no t built; therefore the cost to them and to us 
is the same either way.

Mr. Gross. I am talking about how much you in tend to filch out of 
the pockets of American taxpayers for this purpose. T hat  is what I am 
talking about, and the bill, it seems to me, adds up more nearly to $40 
million than it does to $20 million. I will shake it  out later on, but-----

Ambassador Yost. Well, Congressman, our contributions to UNDP  
and UNICEF would be the same, whether or not this building is 
built, because they would still have to pay rent  if they are unable to 
move into this building. They are now paying rent  in privately rented 
quarters, outside of the U.N. building.

Mr. Gross. Are there no committees in the U.N. tha t can be gotten 
rid of? Are they all active and operating, and essential?

Ambassador Yost. No, Congressman, there is a constant review 
going on, with a view to dropping activities which are no longer essen­
tial, which are obsolete. At the same time, of course, there are new 
programs, approved by member governments, which are coming into 
being.

Mr. Gross. Well, give us a list of those tha t have been dropped, 
the committees of the U.N. tha t have been dropped. Will you do that?

Ambassador Yost. Yes. Some, of course, are still on the books, 
but  don’t in fact have any staff or functions.

(The requested information follows:)
Discontinued  and I nactive UN Committees

Of the United Nations Committees e stabli shed over roughly the last  decade by 
the  Security Council, the  Genera l Assembly, an d the Economic an d Social Council, 
those  listed below have been discontinued or are presen tly inactive. They  therefore requi re no U N staffing, funding, or conference space.

Based on information  provided by the  Uni ted Nat ions Secretar iat, this listing 
distinguishes between  1) commit tees discontinued because the ir funct ions were 
fulfilled, 2) commit tees combined with or superseded by new groups, 3) commit ­
tees discontinued for various other reasons and 4) inact ive committees which 
formally remain  on the  UN ’s books bu t do no t meet.
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COMMITTEES DISCONTINUED AFTER FULFILLING THEIR FUNCTION

Established Terminated

Consultative Group on Planning fo r Economic Development...................................................
Committee on a United Nations Development Fun d................................. ...............................
Subcommittee on the  S ituat ion in An go la ... ......................................................................... ..
Commission of Investigation into the Circumstances of P. Lumumba’s Death............... ..
Commission of Investigation into th e Conditions and Circumstances Resulting in the Tragic

Death of Dag Ham marskjo ld........................... ...................... ............................................
Special Committee on Ter rito ries  under Portuguese Ad min ist ra tio n. ...................................
Special Committee of 24, Subcommittee on Good Offices on Brit ish G uia na.. ...............
Special Committee for  the Preparation of Plans for the Celebration of the  15th Anniversary

of the Universa l Declaration of Human Rights ........... . ........................................................
Ad Hoc Committee on the Improvement of Methods of Work of the General A ss em bl y. ..
Committee of Inves tigat ion on Southwest A fr ic a .. ....................... . ......... ...............................
Ad Hoc Committee for Southwest A fr ic a.. .................................................................................
Ad Hoc Commit tee of Experts to Examine the Finances of the  United Nations and the

Specialized Agencies _____ ________ ___________________ ______________
Preparatory Committee for the inte rna tional Conference on Human Rights .........................
United Nations Special Mission on Ad en ...................................................................................
Consultant Experts on Effects of Possible use of Nuclear Weapons.......................... ........... ..
Prepara tory Committee fo r the Conference of Nonnuclear Weapon States............................
Ad Hoc Committee on Navigation S at el lites .. ------- --------------------------------------------------------
Expert Committee on the Reorganization of  the  United Nations Sec reta riat --------- -----------
Ad Hoc Committee on Coordination of Technical Assistance Ac tiv itie s.................................
Preparato ry Committee fo r the 2d World Population Conference....................................... ..
Ad Hoc Group of Experts on Housing and Urban Deve lopm en t.. ......................... . ......... ..
Preparatory Committee of the  United Nations Conference on Trade and Developm ent ..

(PCUNCTAD)............ ......... . ........... . ........................................................................................
5 PCUNCTAD specialized subcommittees........ ............. . ...................................................... ..
Working Party on the  Internationa l Year for  Human Rights................ ........................... .......
Expert Group to Review the Draft Recommendations for  the 1970 Population and Housing

Censu ses ...................................................................................................... ........... . .............
Prepara tory Committee for the  Conference of M iniste rs Responsible for  Social Services------
Expert Group on Proposed 5-Year Program of  Surveys of Natural Resources.......................
Group of Experts to Examine Apartheid  in South A fr ic a ............................. ...........................
Expert Committee on Measures To Be Taken by the Security Council under the  United

Nations Charter concerning Apa rthe id....................................................................................

1960 1964
1960 1966
1961 1961
1961 1961

1961 1962
1961 1962
1964 1965

1962 1963
1962 1963
1962 1963
1966 1967

1965 1966
1965 1967
1966 1967
1966 1967
1966 1967
19fi£ 1967
1967 1967
1961 1964
1961 1965
1961 1962

1962 1964
1963 1963
1965 1966

1965 1966
1966 1967
1966 1966
1963 1964

1964 1965

COMMITTEES COMBINED WITH OR SUPERSEDED BY OTHER GROUPS

Working group to examine the adm inis trat ive and budge tary procedure of the United Natio ns .. .
Scientific Adv isory Panel.......... ...........................................................................................................
Special Committee fo r South West Af rica ............................... . ............. . ........................................
Special Committee of Twenty -four, Subcommittee on South West Afr ica__________________
Advisory Committee on the Consolidation and Integrat ion of the U.N. Special Education and

Tra ining Program fo r South West Africa and f or  Ter rito ries  Under Portuguese Adm inis trat ion 
and of the U.N. Educational and Train ing Program for South Af rican s. ..................... .............

Prepara tory Committee on International Cooperation Year_________ ______ _______ _____
Ad Hoc Committee on the  United Nations Organization for Industrial Development .. ...............
Ad Hoc Committee to Study the Peaceful Uses of the Seabed and Ocean Floor Beyond the L imi ts 
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COMMITTEES DISCONTINUED FOR VARIOUS OTHER REASONS

Established Term inated
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Mr. Gross. We had in this same hearing room the day before 
yesterday a discussion of the Military  Staff Committee of the U.N., 
and in the meantime I dug up a statement  by Vice Adm. John M. 
Lee, nominated to be one of the Assistant Directors of the Arms 
Control Agency. He recently appeared before the Senate Committee 
on Foreign Relations. His previous assignment was Vice Chairman of 
the U.S. delegation to the U.N. Military  Staff Committee. Senator 
Fulbrigh t asked him what he did in tha t assignment, and Admiral 
Lee replied:

Th at Committe e as such, sir, is st agn ant , and has been for 20 years.
Later he added,
There is no thing to the  Mil itary  Staff Committee now.
Now, how many other stagnant committees are there in the U.N. 

tha t haven’t done anything for 20 years, or even 10 years? How many 
others are there, tha t require space and staffs? I suppose we had a 
general or an admiral as Chairman of the Staff Committee as an 
additional cost for the staff, but nothing happening.

Ambassador Yost. The expense to either the U.N. or the U.S. of tha t 
Staff Committee is extremely slight. They meet about once or twice 
a month, very briefly, and occupy conference space for less than  an 
hour.

Mr. Gross. Why, sure, they would have to go through some mo­
tions, in order to even sta rt to justify  their presence in New York.

Ambassador Yost. Our own staff has other military  duties, which 
occupy them fully, most of the time. The responsibilities of a U.S. 
member of the Military Staff Committee, are only a very tiny fraction 
of his normal work and duties.
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Mr. Gross. All right, could you tell this committee how much space 
this M ilitary Staff Committee occupies, and how much of a staff they 
have? Would you put  tha t in the record for us, please?

Ambassador Yost. Yes, sir.
Mr. Gross. So tha t we can get some idea.
Ambassador Yost. They meet only twice a month, in an available 

U.N. conference room. Therefore, they occupy no assigned space. 
They are serviced by a single member of the U.N. Secreta riat on a 
part-time basis.

Mr. Gross. I suppose parking space for the various Ambassadors’ 
Cadillacs is also an item to be considered, isn’t it? Do you all have 

I Cadillacs and drivers? Do you have a Cadillac and a driver?
Ambassador Yost. I do.
Mr. Gross. So parking is another-----
Ambassador Yost. It  is parked in the cellar of our permanent 

, building.
Mr. Gross. This expansion would also provide more corridors. 

I remember a magazine article a few years ago which discussed the 
“Ladies of the Corridors” at the U.N. so this would provide more 
corridors for more ladies tha t patrol the corridors. Is tha t correct?

Ambassador Yost. I have been looking for those ladies ever since 
tha t article came out. I haven’t found them yet.

Mr. Gross. Well, maybe you haven’t looked in the right place.
1 will tell you what I think about this, Mr. Ambassador. It  is 

another real gage of the American taxpayers, and 1 am surprised 
tha t the President of the Uni ted States, faced with rocketing inflation 
again this year and another 6-percent increase in the costs of living, 
would put us another $20 to $40 million in the hole for a prop­
osition of this kind, you have made the best argument vet for sending 
some of these institutions of the  United Nations overseas. The Aus­
trians, you say, were and are fully prepared to put up the money. Let 
the foreign countries construct the buildings for them, as the Austrians, 
you say, are doing.

Ambassador Yost. Eighty percent is abroad, Congressman.
Mr. Gross. Get them off our backs.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Gallagher. Mr. Fascell?
Mr. F ascell. Mr. Ambassador, there might be some confusion on 

the record, and in the hopes of clearing it, I think you made the point 
tha t the Military  Staff Committee as a U.N. committee occupies no 
office space. Did I get tha t correct?

Ambassador Yost. Yes, sir.
I Mr. Fascell. And tha t the individual country members speaking
I specifically for the U.S. member, has his own office space in the U.S.

mission, and he has other duties.
Ambassador Yost. Yes, sir.
Mr. Fascell. And tha t there is no specific staff, U.N. staff assign­

ment to the Military Staff Committee.
Ambassador Yost. Correct.
Mr. Fascell. And tha t any suggestion tha t the Military Staff 

Committee ought to be more active than  it now is would require a 
fundamental policy decision and change on the par t of the Congress 
and the U.S. Government, neither of which is about to take place, I 
would think.
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So I am c ert ain ly  no t p repared to make th at decision, and I  wouldn ’t 
wa nt  to leave the  in ference  th at  th a t would be the case.

Ei gh ty  perce nt of U.N.  sta ff works outside the  Un ited St ates ; is 
th at  the  basi s for the stat em en t th at 80 perce nt of U.N.  ac tiv ity  is 
overseas?

Am bas sador Yost. Yes, sir.
Mr . F asc ell . T hat  is staff division, rig ht?
Am bassador Yost. Yes, sir.
Mr.  F ascell . It  doesn ’t nec essarily rel ate  to construction  costs  

or facil ities  as such?
Am bassador Yost. N o, sir.
Mr . F ascell. Mo st of t he  U.N.  effo rt is now in what area, in terms  

of people anti in terms  of money?
Am bassador Yost . In the  economic-social area, by far  the  larges t 

amount.
Mr . F ascell . And what is the  lar gest am ount in terms  of money  

and staff , or what is the  percen tage of money  and  staf f of UN D P to 
the  total?

Am bassador Yost . The staf f------
Mr.  F ascell . W ha t is the to ta l am ount of UN D P effort , in terms  of 

money  and staff?
Am bassador Yost . T he  staff , t he  total  num ber of employees, is 2,700, 

of which 475 are in N ew York. Th e r es t a re sc at tered all ove r the  wor ld, 
in field offices of the UN DP,  Re sid en t Re prese nta tiv es,  and  so on. 
Do we have the  UN D P expend itur es?

Mr. F asc ell . I t is rou ghly $200 million, tho ugh, isn ’t i t?
Am bas sad or Yost. Yes. sir.
Mr . D e P alma. $225 million  is es tim ate d for 1970.
Mr.  F ascell . Sir?
Mr.  D e Palma. $225 million this year .
Mr . F ascell . H ow does th at  rel ate  to the  need for expanded U.N . 

headqu art ers?  How  does th at  program  specif ically rel ate  to the  
Secre tary Gen eral , and  wh at the  Un ited States  is try ing  to do?

Am bas sad or Yost. A numb er of rec ent rep ort s bv experts , such  as 
the  Pearson r eport, have reco mmended th at  a larg er pro portio n of aid 
to develop ing countrie s go throug h mu ltil ate ral  agencies . T his  inc ludes, 
of course, the  In ternati on al  Ba nk, and it also includes the  U.N . 
dev elopm ent  program .

In  orde r th at  this  m ult ila ter al ass istance  be adm inis tere d efficien tly, 
it  is necessary  th at  the re be a close coo rdinat ion  between the  U.N . 
dev elopm ent  program in the  firs t place, the  staf f of the  Secre tar y 
Gen eral  and  the  Eco nom ic and Social Council,  which are in New 
York, in the  second place , and the  World Ba nk  here  in Wa shington , 
in the  thi rd.

There  ha s been  a rec en t st ud y by  Sir Ro be rt Jac kso n of the  ca paci ty 
of the  U.N.  dev elopm ent  pro gram to tak e on add itio nal resp ons i­
bilities, and  ce rta in  proposals were made to assi st it  to do so.

The Governing Counc il of the U.N.  dev elopm ent  pro gram me t 
recent ly in N ew York, went ove r th ese  proposa ls, and  asked  for fu rth er  
con sidera tion  of man y of them . Th ey  will be brou gh t up again at an 
ear ly meeting, bu t all of them rel ate  to an increasing effort to coordi­
na te the  economic and  social ac tiv itie s of the  Un ited Na tions, in the  
dev elopment  field through the  U.N.  dev elopm ent  program . This 
coo rdinat ion  would tak e place throug h its  sys tem  of Re sid ent Repre -
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sentatives  in developing countries throughout the world, who would 
cooperate in developing country plans and preinvestinent surveys, 
which could form a basis for bank loans or b ilateral assistance.

Mr. F ascell. Mr. Ambassador, isn’t it true th at we have four or five 
reports by the General Accounting Office bearing on the same problem, 
and tha t there is a tremendous energy now within the administ ration 
to do the same thing?

Ambassador Yost. Exactly, sir. If just at this moment, it became 
necessary, because of lack of space, to e ither break up the U.N. devel­
opment program headquarters or move it all away from the U.N. 
headquar ters, and away from the World Bank, it is certainly my strong 
opinion, and that  of the Secretary General, and of Paul Hoffman, t ha t 
this would do very serious damage to this effort that we are all making.

Mr. Fascell. And tha t restates  your fundamental position, as I 
understand it, with respect to a priority need, bv the United States, 
as a basis for this expansion program for the U.N. headquarte rs, and 
tha t is, keep close supervision over the major par t of the activities 
to which the United States contributes and while 80 percent of the 
people are overseas, the bulk of the money is managed, controlled 
and supervised in the United States.

Ambassador Yost. Certainly , sir, it is infinitely easier for us to 
exert an influence on behalf of st rict economy and the use we think 
should be made of these funds, if the U.N. development program 
is right  here in New York.

Mr. Fascell. Before the General Assembly voted on the issue 
overwhelmingly as it did for headquarters expansion in New York, 
there was considerable discussion and review on the mat ter in 
the fifth committee, which acts as the appropria tions committee of 
the United Nations. What was the nature of the struggle in tha t 
committee? Why did it have any struggle at all?

Ambassador Yost. Well, there is, Congressman—and you, as our 
represen tative in t ha t committee, were exposed to it very fully—there 
is a certa in amount of sentiment, which I mentioned in my statement, 
for moving the whole United Nations away from New York. There 
are difficulties of living in New York City. There are problems, par­
ticularly for some delegations, which caused them to listen at times to 
the urgings of the Soviet delegation in particula r tha t more and more 
of this  be moved elsewhere. And unless proper facilities can be pro­
vided, unless it is possible to house these main units satisfactorily in 
New York, without  excessive overcrowding, and withou t increasing 
payment of high rents, this pressure will grow stronger and stronger, 
and we will have more and more difficulty in maintaining the essential 
par t of U.N. policymaking and management in New York City.

Mr. Fascell. Jus t one final question, Mr. Ambassador. The s trug­
gle in the F ifth Committee and in the General Assembly with respect 
to the expansion of U.N. Headquarters  and its ultimate location was 
not strictly  a United States-U.S .S.R.  confrontation. Is tha t true?

Ambassador Yost. Yes, sir.
Mr. Fascell. We had other countries tha t were in the forefront, at 

least took a strong lead in this fight, for reasons which are obvious.
Is tha t not correct?
Ambassador Yost. That is correct. However, as I mentioned in the 

statement, there was in the final analysis a strong vote in favor of 
the project.
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Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Gallagher. Mr. Frelinghuysen?
Mr. Frelinghuysen. Thank  you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Ambassador, and Mr. Secretary, I would like to welcome you to 

the committee. You have come with a very practical problem, it  seems 
to me; our responsibility should be obvious. We should respond to the 
problem. The suggestion tha t has been made seems to me to be 
eminently reasonable. In fact, the suggested direct  contr ibution of the 
United States is quite small, and I hope tha t we will move in the 
direction which you recommend.

The only question really, is whether  or n ot New York is going to 
continue to be the central focal point of major U.N. activities, or 
whether substan tial activities can be run from outside the United 
States.

From the point of view of the United Nations, it should be obvious 
tha t it really is in the best interests of the organization to re tain a 
central focal point. I t seems even more obvious tha t the  United S tates 
has a very real interest in seeing tha t New York is kept as the major 
headquarters of the U.N., and the UNDP and the UNICEF, too.

It  is as simple as that.
I would think we would be ill advised if we should count our pen­

nies to the extent tha t we would not respond to this need. Obviously 
something must be done with respect to the crowding which is pres­
ently reaching intolerable proportions. I suppose as a resident of 
New Jersey, I should be in favor of decentralization, so as to perhaps 
persuade somebody to come across the Hudson River.

Mr. Rosenthal. We have an airport  you might be interested in.
Mr. Frelinghuysen. We have one already, and tha t is enough 

thank you, Mr. Rosenthal.
So I hope we will respond to this recommendation, and act prompt ly, 

so there will be no undue delay in proceeding with what I consider 
essential activities.

I have no questions to ask of either of you.
Mr. Gallagher. Mr. Fraser?
Mr. Fraser. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Ambassador and Mr. Secretary, I share the sentiments of 

Mr. Frelinghuysen and others. The case tha t I have heard for this 
expansion program sounds good, although we might get somebody 
to come in and argue against it, developing the weak points in your 
case. But other than the general economy issue tha t Mr. Gross 
raises which I think is always important it does seem to me that this 
expansion is important.

I am generally in agreement wi th what you are trying to do and I 
would like to raise a different issue. The confidence of the people of 
the United States in the United Nations is, I think, probably not as 
high now as it  has been in the past. This confidence has eroded par­
ticularly in the last few years, during this and the previous adminis­
trations. This is in no sense a partisan question. B ut, I don’t know of 
any substantial important  initiative involving the United States  
in which it appeared tha t the United States was inten t on building 
the capacity of the United Nations to be useful in the world arena.

I am aware of the things tha t go on from day to day, in various 
specialized agencies and so on, but  the United States really has not
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taken any initiative  to the U.N.;  it hasn’t come up with  any useful 
and im portant proposals tha t I  can recall—now, I may be mistaken— 
dealing with peacekeeping or peacemaking. Nothing beyond the Se­
curity  Council resolution on the Middle East—and I don’t denigrate 
tha t—but  the Middle Ea st war is still very hot today, and there is no 
end in sight. Is it  a fair assessment that,  for the foreseeable future, the 
United Nations is to have a very secondary role in American foreign 
policy—or what  is the situation?

Ambassador Yost. Congressman, there was, at the General As­
sembly last fall, quite a general soul-searching on the part  of most 
members on the very grounds you state. There has been some loss of 
public confidence in recent years, I think, since the article 19 con?, 
troversy and the withdrawal of the emergency force in the Middle 
East, and a number of o ther developments, and a general determi­
nation was expressed to explore means in this 25th anniversary year 
of making the U.N. stronger and more effective.

We on the U.S. side are engaged, now, and have been for some 
months, in a very substantial enterprise, to examine all of the possi­
bilities in the peace and security field, in the development field, in 
the field of environment, and in the field of peaceful settlement,  for 
either strengthening activities which are already underway, but have 
declined to some extent, or developing new initiatives which would 
help to revive and rejuvenate the U.N. Jus t what we will come out 
with in the course of the year, it is too early to say, but I can assure 
you tha t we are working very earnestly on this. Not only we, but 
most of the  other members are, and I feel confident tha t in this As­
sembly, in the fall, there will be a wide variety of new initiatives and 
of measures for strengthening old mechanisms, proposed by many, 
many members.

Now, just  which ones of these may commend themselves to the 
membership as a whole, and be adopted;  again, it is too early to say, 
but I can assure you tha t full advantage is being taken of this 25th 
anniversary year, to do everything tha t seems feasible and appropri­
ate to reinforce the U.N. and increase its effectiveness. We can’t 
expect miracles in a year, bu t I would expect th at there would be some 
revival of confidence, and some new steps which will provide a basis 
for it.

Mr. Fraser. Mr. Ambassador, generally I have come to the view 
tha t the miracles are usually not the most useful advances. What is 
more important is the steady year-by-year accretion of new structures 
and procedures and practices tha t over a period of time yield insti­
tutiona l vital ity and strength.

The United States recently cast its first veto in the history of the 
U.N. organization. Was tha t important? Was the security interest of 
the United S tates involved, or how did you come to cas t it? Why were 
we unwilling to abide by the majori ty viewpoint?

Ambassador Yost. Well, we thought so, Mr. Fraser.
The situation was this: As you know, there are a series of situations 

in southern Africa of which we as a government disapprove. And we 
have in the case of Rhodesia, in particular, gone a long way in sup­
porting multilateral economic sanctions, and we are continuing to 
support them, very firmly. They have not produced the results tha t 
almost everyone hoped they would when they were institu ted. The 
African states are quite natura lly increasingly frus trated  and resentful



28

tha t that  doesn’t seem to be happening, and so they come in, period­
ically now, to the Security Council, with further resolutions in regard 
to Rhodesia, to South Africa, and the Portuguese territories. And it 
has been quite clear, for some time, tha t we were going to reach the point, before long, when they would propose and be able to get the necessary nine votes in the Council for actions tha t we thought—the 
United States thought—were not desirable, despite our objection to 
these regimes and these si tuations. Thus we had the case in which a proposed resolution took a clear position tha t the United Kingdom should have used force to overthrow the regime in Rhodesia, and we don’t really think tha t the use of force in southern Africa is a proper way to solve the problems there.

We think if it should be attempted, it would be all too likely to open a Pandora’s box, and no one knows what would finally come out.And the second feature of th at resolution would have called on all states  to cut off all communications with Southern Rhodesia, postal, 
telegraphic, radio, and so on. We frankly didn’t think tha t this  was in 
the interests even of the majority  of the people of Rhodesia, whose interests we would like to support, because, in effect, it would increase the ability of the minority regime there to maintain a monopoly of news. It , in a sense, would pu t an Iron Curtain  on communications around the country.

Mr. F raser. Mr. Ambassador, I understood those were the reasons 
why we cas t a veto, although I didn’t see tha t our security was in any way jeopardized, had we refrained from voting, for example.Ambassador Y ost. Well, not immediately.

Mr. Fraser. Can we vote “No,” without a veto?
Ambassador Yost. No. We could have abstained. We always have done th at in the past, but i t seemed to us t ha t here was a m atte r 

of principle about which we felt strongly on these two points, and simply to stand aside was not in keeping with our statement of principles and furthermore-----
Mr. Fraser. We have very flexible principles.
Ambassador Y ost. I hope not.
Mr. Fraser. We have a half million men in Vietnam to preserve the right to self-determination, and in Rhodesia we are almost indifferent.
May I ask you about South-West Africa, which poses, i t seems to me, quite a different story.
Ambassador Yost. Yes, sir.
Mr. F raser. South-West Africa, by action of the United Nations, 

is no longer under control of South Africa, and yet South Africa con­
tinues to exercise de facto control, and in her own eyes, of course, de jure control. If the United States and other nations say, “Well, it 
doesn’t really matt er what the United Nations has decided,” if we 
let things go on as they have in the past, this inaction, as with the 
fruitless efforts to invoke sanctions against Italy in the late 1930’s, will mean a steady erosion of confidence in the U.N. People will come to believe that  the United Nations never will stand up and be counted 
on something tha t involves both a clear-cut international question 
and the ability of the organization to be effective.

I can understand the rationale in the case of Rhodesia and South 
Africa. B ut I can’t understand the rationale which leads us in South- 
West Africa to say, well, we have taken an action which is clearly
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indicated by logic, by morality, by international law, whatever, and 
yet be indifferent to the failure of our action to have consequences.

At least, indifferent to the extent tha t we are quite prepared to do 
nothing about the lack of consequences and to let  the United Nations  
demonstrate its impotence.

Ambassador Yost. Well, Congressman, we shall probably be 
having a Security Council meeting on this subject, another one, in 
the relatively near future. We in the U.S. Government are again 
carefully reviewing our position to see if there is anything further  th at 
we can do, or we can suggest t ha t the U.N. do, which it  hasn’t done, 
in connection with South-West Africa. I hope th at there may be some 
things. I would not want, however, to hold out any hope tha t even 
if we can do and the U.N. can do some additional things, tha t it 
will be sufficient to cause South Africa to evacuate and give up South- 
West Africa.

Mr. Fraser. Right. That is, we won’t take the steps tha t we could 
take, the steps necessary to implement the decision.

Ambassador Yost. Well, once again, it is this problem. Unfor­
tunately , despite our very best efforts, economic sanctions have not 
worked against a much weaker regime in Rhodesia. We see very little 
reason to believe tha t even comprehensive U.N. economic sanct ions 
would work against  South Africa, and to a ttem pt to set them up, and 
apply them, and then find tha t they failed would just be a much more 
glaring demonstra tion of the impotence of the interna tional  
community than  not to make the effort.

If we had a real judgment tha t they might succeed, tha t could be 
different, but  the examples, including the one you mentioned, the 
Italians in the 1930’s, are not very encouraging.

Mr. Fraser. Well, do I understand that you are saying that you 
are unwilling to consider any other measures tha t might enforce 
the-----

Ambassador Yost. No.
Mr. F raser. There are clearly measures within the reach of the 

United Nations tha t would displace the South Africans from South- 
West Africa.

Ambassador Yost. We are constantly examining to see whether 
there aren’t additional steps we can take. There may be some.

Mr. F raser. Mr. Ambassador, it  is clear tha t the power resides in 
the civilized world to carry out the decision of the United Nations. 
What you are saying in effect is tha t we are not considering actions 
outside the ambit of those that we contemplate as feasible.

Ambassador Y ost. The fact is, and I am not the first to regret this, 
tha t the United Nations still does not have, has not had conferred 
upon i t by its members, the sovereign governments tha t make it up, 
the authority and resources to enforce decisions of this kind. We see 
it-----

Mr. Fraser. As in Korea, for example? That was a unilateral 
action? The United Nations was unwilling to sanction the U.N. in­
volvement, to approve of it, to condone the use of force?

Ambassador Yost. Th at was a U.N. operation, and a very excep­
tional s ituation.

Mr. Fraser. Or in the Congo, where we sent forces in under the 
U.N. flag.
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Am bassador Yost. Yes; the  U.N.  did, bu t th at  was a rel ati ve ly
modes t opera tion. You  know,  it  is------

Mr.  F raser. Well, the  Un ited State s is unwi lling  to see the  Un ite d 
Na tions use wh ate ver force might be req uir ed to carry  o ut  i ts decision 
to displ ace So uth Afr ica from  South -W est  Africa, a force which the  
Un ite d Na tio ns  is qu ite  cap able of assem bling .

Am bas sad or Yost. No; I am afraid  I mus t disagree with you , sir. 
I don’t th ink the  U.N.  is cap able of assembling such  a force, under
prese nt circ umstance s. I don’t th ink th at ------

Mr. F raser. Ha ve  we proposed it?
Am bas sad or Yost . No, sir.
Mr . F raser. Wo uld we agree  to it  if someone else proposed it?
Am bas sad or Yost. No; because we do n’t thi nk  it  would work . We 

do n’t th ink------
Mr. F raser. I can  see by  your defi nition th at  we acc ept  in  adv ance 

th at  it  wo uld n’t work.
Am bas sad or Yost. I assu re you , we have  gone into this very 

carefully.
Mr . F raser. Mr . Am bassador, from  the  point  of view of the  small 

na tio ns  and the  Afr ican  nat ion s, the  disi llus ionment wi th the  large  
white  civili zed powers mu st be very deep,  indeed.

Am bassa dor Yost. We are------
Mr . F raser. Th e Un ited Na tio ns  ha s made a ju dgme nt on an in te r­

na tio na l que stio n. We will spe nd $150 billion in Vietnam  for 14 
miss ion peop le un ila ter ally bu t whe n the re is a world consensus on a 
cle ar- cut moral and int ern ati onal issue, we won’t do anyth ing , and  as 
you  can  tell by  the  tone  of my  voice, my disi llus ionment is very 
pro fou nd as well.

Am bassador Yost. Well, we are  acute ly consc ious of the sit ua tio n, 
and I would be the firs t to hope  t hat  the  t ime  will come and soon  when 
the Un ite d Na tio ns  will hav e suffic ient su pp or t from  all its  me mb er­
ship  to be able  to  ca rry  ou t mu ch more effec tively its  decisions, bu t I 
am afr aid  th at  i sn ’t the  case ye t.

Mr . F raser . I am afraid  I won’t live long  enough to see it. I hope 
it  comes. As you say , we can’t hope for miracles , it  has  to be a slow, 
year-by-ye ar  growth . We are working , for exam ple, very ha rd  to try 
to develop  firmer supp or t for U.N . peacekee ping , and  we are  ma kin g 
some p rogre ss, bu t it  is slow.

Mr. Gallagh er. Mr . Findley?
Mr. F ind ley. Mr . Am bassador,  you  have  poi nted ou t qu ite  cor ­

rect ly th at the  exp ansion  of the  U.N.  he ad qu ar ter s un de r the  reso­
lut ion  would res ul t in some re nt  savings . Have you  made pro jec tions 
show ing the  ex tent  to which the  investm en t here  would be offset 
by  r en t savings?

Mr.  D e P alma. Ma ybe I am a l itt le  m ore fam ilia r w ith the  figures. 
The U.N.  is alr ead y pay ing  a million one hundred  tho usa nd dol lars  
ou t of its  reg ula r budget for ren ted  space. By  1973, when thi s con ­
str uc tio n would be finished, it  will be pay ing  $2 million. The UN DP 
and  U N IC EF com bined, by  1973, will be pay ing  ab ou t $1.2 million. 
This is $3.2 million in ren ts, which  would be paid  in 1973, if we do n’t 
have accommodat ions in an enlarged headqu art ers.

Mr . F ind ley. In  th at  1 year,  and  I presum e th at  you  are follow­
ing, would it  rem ain  constan t, or would it  be up some?
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Mr. De Palma. This is a calculation for tha t year. There will 
be some slight increases, and the accommodations are planned to 
take them into account.

Mr. Findley. And the accommodations planned would take care 
of all of the personnel and space needs now rented by that projection?

Mr. De Palma. Tha t is correct. Plus some addition planned for 
the next decade.

Mr. F indley. So from that, what can we conclude? About $3 million 
a year offset saving, against the investment of what is it, $20 million?

Mr. De Palma. It  is $3.2 million annually at least, and probably 
more over the decade, which would have to be paid out of the budgets 
of these organizations, as rent , and over a period of time, depending 
on how far you project it, would begin to-----

Mr. F indley. To us, this might  represent an offset saving of about  
a million, then, based on our 32-percent contribution.

Mr. De Palma. On an annual basis.
Mr. F indley. So $1 million a year against a $20 million investment 

is really the question before us if we are looking only at the financial 
problem.

Mr. De Palma. Yes, sir; the rental savings in the regular U.N. 
budget would be reflected in a reduction in our assessment.

Mr. F indley. One thing tha t has concerned a lot of us, and I am 
sure Mr. Gross spoke to this point, is tha t the U.S. contribution has 
seemed to remain constant, even though other nations have been 
admitted to the U.N. Why is th is so? Do they get by without con­
tribution  when they become members?

Mr. De Palma. No, but there is a lag in recalculating the scales 
as a result of admissions of members. Over the years, our contribution 
has declined from 39.89 in the initial U.N. assessment period, 1946 
through 1949, down to its present level of 31.57.

Mr. F indley. But when?
Mr. De P alma. The 31.57 was agreed in 1967 to begin in 1968.
Mr. F indley. 1968.
Mr. De Palma. Now, there are at present four countries, newly 

admitted, and paying their assessments, whose contributions  have 
not yet been calcula ted into a new scale and some very tiny change 
could occur in this year’s recalculation.

Mr. F indley. Is this recalculated biennially, or annually , or what?
Mr. De P alma. Every  3 years.
Mr. F indley. Every 3 years.
On page 3, Mr. Ambassador, you said tha t many others, while not 

prepared to go to tha t length, have pressed increasingly for greater 
and greater decentralization of U.N. offices. My feeling is tha t the 
dollars involved here, while substantial, shouldn’t be the controlling 
factor in the decision on whether to expand headquarters here. I 
think the primary consideration ought to be what is best for the 
United Nations, as an institu tion, and maybe a good case could be 
made for a greater decentralization, instead of enlarging the plant 
at New York.

For example, we are the primary element in NATO, yet NATO 
headquarters, fortunately, are located on the continent . And 1 think 
tha t is good. It may be argued tha t the main mission of NATO is 
Western Europe defense, but  it is much broader than that,  I think
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we agree. It is not to the interests of the United Nations  to have too 
much of a ‘'made in the United States” label imprinted on it.

And even though there are some inefficiencies in a decentralized 
organization, I am sure there are a lot of things to be said for de­
centralization to increase awareness in other  areas of the world of the 
existence and operation and utility of the United Nations.

Ambassador Yost. Well, we agree, of course, entirely with that,  
but we do feel t 'i it  80 percent of the staff of the whole system and 60 
percent of the s I  looking at it more narrowly, the U.N. Secretariat, 
UND P and UNICE F already decentralized abroad, tha t this is 
really as far as one can safely go, without  eating into this central 
policymaking and management core.

Mr. F indley. And tha t percentage would not be altered by the 
construction of this addition?

Ambassador Yost. No, sir.
Mr. F indley. I think a lot of the points made, comments made by 

Mr. Fraser are well worth dwelling upon a bit, and in order to marshal 
the financial support of the United Nations it would be helpful to 
have some kind of a chronology of whatever incremental advances, 
to use Mr. Fraser’s expression, have been achieved in recent years. 
It  is a bigger organization, a bigger bureaucracy, greater demand for 
space, more money invested.

What  new things are being done? What successes have been 
achieved, tha t we can point to?

I wouldn’t ask you to go into great detail at this moment, but it 
would be an important  item to have in the record, I would think.

Ambassador Yost. Yes. Well, I did testify before this committee 
not too long ago in regard to the present situation, and some of our 
hopes for the future in these various fields, but we would be glad to 
elaborate on tha t at any time, and I-----

Mr. F indley. Well, it is achievements rather than  hopes, tha t I 
think we ought to be able to point to.

Ambassador Yost. Yes, sir. I shall provide a report for the record.
(The requested information follows:)

The UN —Its Purposes, Limitations, and Main Accomplishments, 1945-70
Following is a  brief summary  of some of th e main achievements of the United 

Nations, including quite  recent achievements,  as well as some of the problems it 
has failed to solve. This record is measured aga inst  the  purposes of the organization 
as set for th in the  Charter .

PU RPO SE S

The Unite d Nations was created , as th e Pream ble to the  C har ter says, f irst and 
foremost “to save succeeding generat ions from the  scourge of war.” Its purposes  
are formal ly set for th in these  words from artic le 1 of th e Cha rter :

1. To maintain international peace and  secur ity, and  to th at  end: to take 
effective collective measures for the  prevention and removal  of threat s to the  
peace, and for the suppression of acts of aggression or other breaches of the peace, 
and to bring  abo ut by peaceful means, and  in conformity with  the principles of 
justice and  inte rna tion al law, adjustment or sett lement of in ternational disputes 
or s itua tions which might lead to a breach  of th e peace;

2. To develop fr iendly  relations among nations based on re spect  for the principle 
of equal rights and  self-de termination of peoples, and to take other appropr iate 
measures to strengthen  un iversal peace;

3. To achieve inte rna tion al coopera tion in solving inte rna tion al problems of an 
economic, social, cultural , or hum anit arian chara cter,  and in promoting and 
encpurag ing respect for  human rights and for  fundame ntal  freedoms for all w ithout 
dist inction as to race, sex, language, or religion; and
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4. To be a center for harmonizing the  actions  of natio ns in the  att ain me nt of 
these common ends.

A CCO M PLIS H M EN TS----PEA C E AN D SEC U R IT Y

As regards  th e fi rst purpose— international peace and security—the  U N’s success 
has been considerable, though far sho rt of the highest hopes th at  att end ed its 
founding . The Charter provisions for armed forces to be placed at  the  disposal 
of the  Secur ity Council, and empowering the  Council to order  such forces into  
action to preven t or stop any breach of the peace, have been rendered ineffective 
by political discord among the five perm anent Council members: the United  
State s, the USSR, Brita in, France, and China.

Despite  this cen tral  weakness, the  UN has been the ins trument of a num ber  of 
historic services to in tern atio nal  peace and security.  In 1950 it  took an immediate 
stand against aggression from North Korea  and, through three  years  of war, 
provided the  framework for internatio nal  aid to South  Korea in repelling  th at  
aggression—including the service of some 33,000 c ombat troops from 15 members  
other than  the  Uni ted States. It  has helped  to ha lt full-scale war thre e times  in 
the Middle Eas t, and  twice be tween Ind ia a nd Pak istan. It  prevented the  breakup 
of the Congo and  thereby ave rted  a threat ene d big-power clash in the heart  of 
Africa. I t checked civil strife in Cyprus which threatened  to trigger a war between 
two NATO allies, Greece an d Turkey. And it  has successfully mediated a  nu mber 
of o ther  p otential conflicts between nations.

In  severa l of these situa tions a key element of st abi lity  has been the  presence  
of UN peacekeeping opera tions—ranging from a few dozen mili tary  observers 
in Kash mir to thousands of armed “blue helm et” troops in the  Middle  East 
(1956-67), the Congo (1960-64) and C yprus (since 1964). These are the  fir st such 
opera tions ever to  fly the colors of a world o rganization. Without such an impart ial 
inte rna tion al presence, it would have been far more difficult to preven t these  
local conflicts from drawing the m ajor powers into  direct and  costly c onfrontation.

The UN has even proved valuable in helping defuse potentia lly dange rous 
milita ry confronta tions  between the  main nuclear powers. At least  twice, in the  
Berlin crisis of 1948-49 and the  Cuban missile crisis of 1962, messages exchanged 
on th e neu tral  ground of th e UN headquarte rs in New York played a significant 
pa rt in this  process.

When it comes to settling inte rna tion al disputes tha t may endanger the  peace, 
the  UN record is mixed. It  has no power to impose settlements. Its  debates and  
resolutions, and the “qu iet d iplomacy” of the Sec retary-General  and his emissaries, 
have nevertheless  helped to promote agreement in several serious inte rna tion al 
dispu tes including those over Trieste (between Ita ly  and Yug oslavia) ; West Irian 
(between Indonesia  and the  Netherland s); and South Tyro l or Alto Adige (between 
Ita ly  and Austr ia). A number of o ther  d ispute s, some of them of long duratio n, 
remain unresolved despite UN efforts. But what litt le progress toward peace has 
been made in the  most difficult of them, par ticu larly the Middle East, owes much 
to the  UN. Its diplomatic activ ity  continues today in this  and  a number of lesser 
disputes such as that  over the futu re of Bahrein in th e Persian Gulf.

Against this  record  must be set down more tha n one tragic episode of int er­
national  im portance which the  U N has been powerless to  p revent or cure. Among 
these is the  war in Vietnam, one of the parties to which, North  Vietnam, has 
rejec ted all proposals for discussion in the UN.  Another was the  civil war  in 
Nigeria, in which neither Nigeria  nor its African neighbors would consent  to a 
UN role except for hum anit arian relief. When the  Soviet Union forcibly sup­
pressed political dissent  in H ungary and Czechoslovakia,  the  UN—like the  com­
munity  of nations whose in stru ment it is—was not prepared  to go beyond debate 
and verbal condemnation.

Of th is mixed record it can be said th at  although the UN is far weaker as a 
guard ian of the peace than its authors had  intended, it has done much valuab le 
work within  the limits set by the  willingness of its members to make use of it .

Another aspect  of the  United Nations role in inte rnat iona l peace and  secu rity  
is its work in promoting the  search for workable arms control  agreements . The  
Ch arter’s original concept, by which the Secur ity Council would develop “a sys­
tem for the regulat ion of arm aments,” proved unworkable, and the  key arms  
control negotiations have taken place elsewhere—notably  in the  27-member 
Geneva Disarmam ent Committe e and  the  b ilate ral Uni ted States-Soviet talk s on 
a Strategic Arms Limi tation Treaty (SALT). However, the issues in these negotia ­
tions are extensively debated  by the  enti re membership of th e General  Assembly 
each year . These Assembly debates have become a primary means of assuring t ha t
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ar m s co nt ro l tr ea ti es  which  af fect th e in te re st  of sm all  an d med ium po we rs,  and 
wh ich  re qu ire th e ir  co op erat ion,  will  be ac ce pta ble  to  th os e powe rs.  In  j ust  ov er  a 
de ca de  th e As sembly  ha s cont ri but ed  in th is  way  to  th e fram ing an d ad op tion  of a 
serie s of m aj or ar m s co nt ro l tr eati es:  T he  A nta rc ti c T re a ty  of 1959; th e  P art ia l 
N uc le ar  T es t Ban  T re aty  of 1963 ; th e  O ute r Sp ace T re a ty  of 1966, an d th e N u­
clea r N on -P ro li fe ra tion  T re a ty  which  ente re d  in to  for ce in  1970. U ndoubt ed ly  
o th er tr eati es now be ing discussed, su ch  as  th e  ban  on  em pl ac em en t of nucl ea r 
wea po ns  on th e  oc ean floo r, th e  ban  on  ba cter io lo gi ca l we ap on s, an d w hat ev er  
ag re em en t we and  th e  So viet  Uni on  ca n re ac h on st ra te gic  ar m s lim itat io n, will  
go th ro ugh th is  same pro cess .

S E L F -D E T E R M IN A T IO N  AN D PEA C E

The  U ni te d N at io ns se co nd  p ur po se , quo te d ab ov e,  ha s been  ad va nc ed  in som e 
ar ea s an d bloc ke d in ot he rs . In  E ast ern  Eur op e,  “ fr iend ly  r el at io ns  a m on g na tion s 
ba se d on th e  p rinc ip le  of  e qu al  r ig ht s and  s el f-de te rm in at io n of p eo ples ” ha ve  be en  
la rg ely^ ne ga ted by  th e  po lic y of th e  dom in an t po wer  in  th a t reg ion , th e  So viet  
Union . B ut in  th e  nea rl y  one -thi rd  of th e  eart h  which  was ru led by  th e  pr ew ar  
co lonial sy stem , se lf -d et er m in at io n ha s re su lted  i n th e cr ea tion  of 65 new in de pen ­
den t st at es . Thi s is one of th e  m os t d ra m at ic  po lit ical  tr an sf orm at io ns of mod er n 
tim es . The  U ni te d N at io ns , th ro ugh th e  Tru st ee sh ip  Co un cil  an d in  oth er  wa ys,  
ha s he lped  to  br in g it  about an d ha s we lco me d th e  gre at  m aj ori ty  of th e  new na­
tion s to  U nit ed  N at io ns mem be rshi p.  I t  ha s af fo rded  them  va lu ab le  econom ic an d 
te ch ni ca l as si st an ce , ex pe rie nc e in  in te rn ati onal diplom ac y,  an d a vo ice  in  th e 
af fa irs  of th e  wor ld  co m m un ity.

The  U N ’s “ m ea su re s to  st re ngth en  un iv er sa l pe ac e”  includ e th e  in it ia ti on  
or  en co ur ag em en t of an  im pres sive  num ber  of in te rn ati onal tr ea ti es  by which  
th e  co m m un ity of nat io ns see ks  to  su bst it u te  th e ru le  of law  fo r th e  ru le  of for ce , 
an d to  se t co mm on  ru le s or  st andard s of co nd uc t fo r ob se rv an ce  by  al l na tion s.  
U N  bo dies  h av e pro vi de d muc h of th e  i m pute s for , an d in some  cas es ha ve  pl ay ed  
a  sign ifi ca nt  p a r t in  ne go tiat in g,  some  of th e  m os t im port an t m ult il a te ra l tr ea ti es 
of re ce nt  ye ar s,  in cl ud ing th e  Gen oc ide Con ve nt io n,  th e m aj or  ar m s co nt ro l 
tr eati es m en tion ed  ab ov e an d th e  re ce nt ly  co nc lude d Con ve nt io n on th e  La w of 
Tre at ie s.  Thi s co nv en tion , sig ned by  th e  U nited  S ta te s in Ap ril  1970, includ es  
pion ee ring  pr ov is io ns  fo r th e  se tt le m en t of di sp ut es  ov er  th e  in te rp re ta ti on  of 
tr ea ti es , an d is  one of th e  m os t ba sic  pie ces of in te rn ati onal law  ev er  to  em erge  
from  th e  U nited  N at io ns .

A no th er  fa m ou s U N  do cu m en t, th e  U ni ve rs al  D ec la ra tion  of H um an  R ig hts , 
al th ough it  la ck s th e  force of law , ha s be en  in flue nt ia l th ro ughout th e wo rld  
sin ce  it s ad opti on  by  th e  G en eral  Asse mbly in  1948.

T he sa m e ob je ct iv e of st re ng th in g pe ac e and th e  ru le  of in te rn ati onal law  is 
se rv ed  bv  th e  In te rn ati onal C ourt  of Ju st ic e,  wh ich , al th oug h th e  num ber  of 
iss ues re fe rr ed  to  i t  th u s fa r is di sa pp oi nt in gl y sm all , re ta in s th e po te n ti a l of 
pr ov id in g a  m aj or fa ci li ty  for ] im part ia l ju di ci al  se tt le m en t of leg al as pe ct s of 
in te rn ati onal di sp ut es .

EC ONOM IC  AN D SOCIA L PR O G R ESS

The  U N ’s th ir d  pu rp os e— espe ciall y th e  econom ic de ve lo pm en t of low -in come  
nat io ns— ha s ab so rb ed  a fa r gre at er  sh ar e of th e  or ga ni za tion ’s a tt en ti on  an d 
ef fo rts  th a n  was  ex pe ct ed  a t it s foun di ng . T oday  so me 80 per  ce nt  of th e  mon ey  
an d staf f in  th e  U nit ed  N at io ns ar e co nce ntr at ed  on econom ic,  so cial and te ch ­
ni ca l work.  T he U nit ed  N at io ns D ev el op m en t Pro gr am , cr ea te d by  th e  G en er al  
Assem bly on  an  Amer ican  pr op os al  in  1957, co nd uc ts  pr e- in ve st m en t su rv ey s 
an d te ch ni ca l as si st an ce  pr oj ec ts  th ro ughout th e  wo rld . In  th e  pe riod  1959 -70, 
under  th e  adm in is tr a ti on  of Pau l Hof fm an , th e  pr ogra m ’s to ta l an nua l co ntr i­
bu tion s gre w fro m $55  mill ion to  an  es tim at ed  $241 mi llion , mor e th an  a fo ur ­
fold  increa se . (T he  U .S . sh ar e,  by  Co ng ress iona l m an dat e,  m ay  not exceed  40 %  
of th is  to ta l,  an d in  re ce nt ye ar s has  be en  less .) Ov er- all , th e  U N D P  Adm inis­
tr a to r ha s re port ed  th e  ea rm ar kin g of $1,134  mi llion  fo r 1,185 Sp ec ial  Fund 
pr oj ec ts . Of th es e,  465 we re re so ur ce  su rv ey s,  425 we re fo r te ch ni ca l ed uc at io n 
an d trai ni ng , 267 fo r ap pl ie d re se ar ch  an d 28 fo r econom ic de ve lo pm en t plan ni ng . 
Si xty-nine  su rv ey s an d feas ib ili ty  st udie s ha ve  di re ct ly  or  in di re ct ly  pr educed 
fol low -up  in ves tm en t co m m itm en ts  est im at ed  by  th e  A dm in is tr at or a t $2.8 
bil lion.

U N  agencie s fo r hum anit ari an  ca us es  am on g ch ild ren,  ref ugees and dis as te r 
vi ct im s ha ve  als o pe rfor m ed  im port an t wo rk . Am ong th es e agencie s, th e  U N  
Chi ld re n’s Fund is wi de ly  an d fa vo ra bl y kn ow n fo r it s hea lth,  nu tr it io n  an d 
welf are pr og ra m s fo r ch ild ren and m oth er s.  An d th e pr og ra m of th e  U N  High
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Commiss ioner for Refugees has opera ted in Europe, Latin America, Africa and the Near and Fa r Ea st to seek perman ent solutions for refugees and to provide emergency inte rim assistance where necessary.

“ a c e n t e r  for  h a r m o n iz in g ”
Finally, accou nt should be ta ken  of the  UN ’s fourth purpose—“to be a center for harmonizing the  actions of n atio ns.” Many UN resolutions—such as those  proclaiming the  Universal Decla ration  of Hum an Rights,  calling for an In ter na ­tion al Atomic Energ y Agency, establ ishing the  United  Nat ions Development  Program, and the Inte rna tional  Development Association, creating the  Uni ted Nations Emergency Force, and endorsing the  Tre aty  on Non-Prol ifera tion of Nuc lear Weapons—have had major inte rna tion al resu lts because they expressed, after thoro ugh debate and  negotiation , the  overwhelming will of the  member­ship—their will not  only to ado pt resolu tions bu t to  work togethe r in giving effect » to  them.
In recen t years  major UN resolut ions and  decisions have  begun  to deal with  new inte rnational concerns, arising from new technology and  scarce ly drea mt of when the  Cha rter  was wri tten : for example, how to share the  benefit s of space sate llites ; how to preserve and enhance our threatened  env ironment; how to aver t the  per ils of too rap id population growth; how to  assure peaceful explo ration  and use of the  world’s oceans and  seabeds. These common problems, transcending  ideology, demand a world negotiatin g forum for agreed solutions. Such common undertakings of the comm unity  of nat ions—and  many others of lesser impor­tance—have emerged from debate and nego tiatio n in the  UN’s process of “pa r­liam enta ry diplomacy .” Despite the  many imperfections of th at  process, it has developed much valuable common ground among nations  during the  UN ’s first 25 years, both in curbing conflict and  in fostering international cooperation  for human benefit.
Mr. Findley. And one of the great disappointments, to me at least, has been the almost total inactivity of the Internationa l Court of Justice. That is the judicial arm of the United Nations, and yet it has no business before it whatever now, and I am informed tha t one of the reasons is tha t our Government really has not made any great effort to seek out and identi fy legal questions which could be presented to the Court, or which we should seek to present to the Court.Ambassador Yost. I am glad you mentioned that.  This is precisely one of the areas tha t we are looking at most carefully at this very moment, and may have something to say about in the very near future, where we hope there can be an advance. We are going to make some concrete suggestions, I believe, with tha t in view.
Mr. F indley. In talking with Judge Jessup of the Court some time back, he said tha t one change tha t he felt would increase the utility  of the Court would be for each member of the United Nations to have the right to request  an advisory opinion of the Court. Do you have any comment on tha t, or suggestions?
Ambassador Yost. I have talked to him about that,  too, and this is one of the possibilities we are looking into. I think tha t might well be a very constructive one.
Mr. Findley. Is there anything you could tell us today as to proposals the United States feels would be worthwhile for the United  Nations?
Ambassador Yost. Well, I would hesitate  to get into detail now, because we are right in the midst of this  process of examining them. It  is clear enough what the fields are. We are trying to streng then U.N. peacekeeping; we are trying to make it possible, make it easier for the U.N. to deal with Congo and Cyprus, and Middle Eas t s itua­tions, than it is at present. We are trying to deal with the whole development program, in a more effective way. We discussed tha t a bit.
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We are trying to handle some of these new problems of the en­
vironment, where the U.N. is very active in the seabeds question. 
We are trying to see that some of the new discoveries of earth surveys 
from outer space can be more effectively used, in a multilateral way.

We are preparing for an International Conference on the Environ­
ment in Stockholm, which will get into the whole broad question of 
pollution, and o ther environmental problems.

We are trying to do more on peaceful settlements not only as far 
as the Court is concerned, but  in other ways, too. We are trying to 
find ways in which the U.N. could be more effective in dealing with 
human rights problems. It  is very hard to get into, because all countries 
are very jealous of their own jurisdiction here, bu t we have some ideas, 
and we are hoping to put them forward.

Mr. F indley. Thank  you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Gallagher. T hank  you, Mr. Findley.
Mr. Rosenthal?
Mr. Rosenthal. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Ambassador, before I speak to another matter , I do want you 

to know tha t I agree with all Mr. Fraser  said in his comments. I 
thought  tha t the casting of tha t first veto was a very, very serious 
mistake. I think it is bad for our fu ture relations with black Africa. I 
don’t understand why we did it.

Your logic doesn’t persuade me, and I would like you to know how 
I feel.

Returning to the more direct proposition before us, it is my present 
intention to offer an amendment, either in the committee, or on the 
floor where the chances of success might be bette r; an amendment 
tha t prevents any municipality from contribu ting to any United 
Nations building fund or building operation. We may s tar t the dialog 
from th at point.

Let me go back a step. You have told us th at at least two other host 
governments have contributed to U.N. building fund operations. 
Have there been any others?

Ambassador Y ost. Yes; and I promised the Congressman to put in 
the record a detailed account of this. I read off a number of countries, 
which have made such contributions.

Mr. Rosenthal. And you will put  in the record the names of 
those countries and the amounts of their contribu tion or proposed 
contribution?

Ambassador Yost. Yes, sir.
Mr. Rosenthal. Has any municipali ty ever contributed to a U.N. 

building fund?
Ambassador Yost. Yes; the city of Vienna for one. I understand 

tha t the plan which is now being carried out involves a 65-percent 
contribution  by the Austrian Federal Government, and 35 percent 
by the city of Vienna.

Mr. Rosenthal. Have there been any other examples?
Ambassador Yost. I think-----
Mr. De Palma. The Canton, of Geneva.
Ambassador Yost. Geneva has made contributions for the con­

struction of the headquarters of the In ternational  Telecommunication 
Union and the World Meteorological Organization as well as assisting 
the World Hea lth Organization by a low-interest loan and by making 
land available without charge.
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Mr. Rosenthal. Now, when was this agreement first made, 
whereby the city of New York was to match the Federal contribution?

Ambassador Yost. I am not sure when it was first made. This 
was in the proposed package when 1 came in at the beginning of 
last year.

Mr. De Palma. It  has been up for discussion for almost 2 years.
Mr. Rosenthal. And do you know who made it?
Ambassador Yost. No, sir, I don’t know. Of course, 1 know that  

the mayor and a number of the city officials have felt tha t New York 
derived impor tant benefits from having the U.N. there and from 
preventing its being fragmented further.

Mr. Rosenthal. Well, do you think the city of New York should 
bear an equal share with the rest of the United States in preventing  
the U.N. from being fragmented?

Ambassador Yost. Well, this was the feeling of the New York 
City authorities.

Mr. Rosenthal. Well, very frankly, it is not my feeling. I think 
Mr. Findley made a partial ly persuasive case for dispersing U.N. 
functions around the world. Awareness in other countries might 
provide a s trong movement toward peace in some areas. Aside from 
this, I fail to see the  obligation of the city of New York to put up an 
equal amount of money with the Federal Government. It  seems to me 
tha t if your case is legitimate, tha t it is in the U.S. national interest 
to keep the U.N. from being fragmented and to keep the U.N. in the 
territorial limits of the United States  for other reasons; then the 
United States ought to bear the total  cost of any contribution. To 
solicit the assistance of a municipality  on the theory tha t i t generates 
commerce within tha t municipality  begs the question.

Many of the U.N. residents live in Westchester, in Nassau County, 
outside of the confines of the city. Many, many of them live in Con­
necticut. Some live in New Jersey. And I don’t doubt for a moment 
tha t many of the restaurants on the Eas t Side of Manhattan and the 
apar tment houseowners there gain a certain amount of profit from 
having the U.N. nearby. You are asking a city in a dire financial 
condition to make a direct cash payment of $20 million, to give away 
land worth about $12 million, and to lose the potential tax assessment 
value of that land. You are asking the city  of New York to contribute 
more than the rest of the Nation in bearing what seems to me a 
national responsibility. I am not persuaded tha t the city, given the 
financial crisis it is in today, can afford to put up $20 million for a 
contribution  equal with the U.S. Government.

It  makes no sense to me whatsoever.
Ambassabor Yost. Well, sir, I am a little hard put  to argue the 

mayor’s case for him, b ut I do think his feeling, and tha t of the Board 
of Estimate, was that  there was a very substantial financial advantage 
to the city of New York in not having its income from the U.N. 
presence reduced. There is a very substantial income derived from the 
rents of office space and living quarters by certainly the large majority , 
I would judge, of both the delegations and the Secretaria t people at 
the U.N.

There are, of course, these crowds of tourists who come in to visit 
the U.N. headquarters . There are the delegations who come to all 
these meetings, and occupy the hotel space.

Mr. Rosenthal. In May 1961, in the 87th Congress, there were 
eight bills introduced to have the U.S. Government help the city of
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New York defray the cost of the special police protection accorded 
Khrushchev and Castro when they came to the United Nations. This 
committee reported out a bill to have the Federal Government defray 
some of the unusual special costs tha t the city incurred because of 
the U.N. visits of foreign dignitaries.

There were many bills introduced, again in the 88th Congress, 
again in the 89th Congress, and again in the 90th Congress, and 
again in the 91st Congress. When the mayor was a Congressman, in 
1961 he testified before Congresswoman Kelly’s subcommittee— 
Mr. Fascell was presiding at tha t time.

Mr. F ascell. Don’t ask me, because you will get the wrong answer.
Mr. R osenthal. The mayor concurred in supporting a bill for 

reimbursing the city introduced by Congressman Celler, Congressman 
Halpern, Congresswoman Kelly and Congressman Ryan ; reimburse­
ment was supported by Mayor Wagner, Comptroller Abraham Beame, 
Chief of Police Michael Birmingham, Senator Keating and Senator 
Javits . Mr. Lindsay said a t tha t time tha t this was a Federal respon­
sibility. He s tated:

I think the comm ittee has to make up its  mind, and  I would urge it  to make 
up its mind i,n the  direc tion of recognizing a Federal responsibil ity for a unique 
situ ation.

It  is nice to have the United Nations in New York. We are glad to 
have the tourists, we are glad to have the prestige, we are glad to 
have the rest of it. But the time has come to evaluate priorities. I 
think the Federal Government just  exercised i ts unique leverage in 
trying to force the city in the past. I know you didn’t do it, Mr. 
Ambassador; you weren’t the Ambassador then.

It  might be helpful, Mr. Chairman, if the mayor or those who 
entered into this arrangement were called before the committee. I 
have no notion how successful this amendment will be. I think the 
major ity of the New York members would support the amendment, 
and perhaps oppose this resolution, without such an amendment;  
and combined with the Gross forces, might put  the authorization in 
a precarious position.

Ambassador Yost. Mr. Rosenthal, as a resident  of the city of New 
York, I  would be delighted to see the Federal Government contribute 
more. I am the last to oppose tha t; but I do th ink tha t the Board of 
Estimate has by no means treated this in a casual or a cavalier fashion. 
They went into it very carefully, and their conclusion, the conclusion 
of the substant ial m ajority was tha t this was in New York’s interests 
both from the point of view of dollars and cents, and the point of view 
of general prestige, for New York City is in a sense the  capital of the 
world; they felt i t was justified.

Mr. Rosenhtal. I think one of the weaknesses in our understand­
ing our own institut ions is that we tend to take everything for granted, 
and trea t them in a traditional fashion. For  example, we measure the 
accomplishments in our society by gross national product and freight 
carloadings and things of tha t sort, and all of a sudden, we find out 
this enormous productive capacity is destroying our environment.

Now, I think what  happened here is tha t it is a traditional argument, 
that it is nice to have the United Nations or a Federal establishment 
within the confines of the city. But at some point, someone representing 
the city of New York—and I am willing to assume th at modest role 
for the moment—has to say that,  while we appreciate the fact tha t
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we are the world’s great cultural center and perhaps intellectual 
center, but-----

Mr. Gallagher. I wouldn’t go th at far.
Mr. Rosenthall. If i t is in the U.S. national interes t to maintain  

the United Nations within the territor ial boundaries of the United 
States, and it happens to be in New York City, then the Federal 
Government must take the total responsibility. Simply acting out 
trite  expressions like, “You have got to chip in if you want this kind 
of a deal,” doesn’t hold here.

I don’t know* what  arguments you might want to marshal in support 
of opposition to any proposed amendment, but  I would suggest to 
you tha t they ought to be formidable, because I think a lot of people 
can be persuaded there is substance in what  I say.

You know, in former times when money was more plentiful, I 
would have said, “Well, what the heck, let’s take a flier,” but  the 
resources of the city are strained today to the breaking point. We are 
trying every conceivable fund-raising effort to maintain our head 
above w’ater. The subways run poorly; the hospitals aren’t properly 
staffed. I don’t have to tell you this. For the  city to match the Federal 
payment on a theory tha t this may generate some commerce on 
Man hattan Island is to me foolish.

Mr. Frelinghuysen. Mr. Chairman, would the gentleman yield?
It  does seem to me—and perhaps a resident of a neighboring State 

shouldn’t comment on this—tha t the Board of Estimate surely 
recognizes the  financial condition of the  city. Perhaps they recognize 
the benefits to New’ York. For the gentleman to be suggesting an 
amendment to kill the goose that lays golden eggs might not be a wray 
to improve the city ’s finances. I n other words, I would assume there 
are substantial financial benefits to the city, or they wouldn’t be mak­
ing a voluntary contribution.

Surely the Federal Government isn’t twisting the c ity’s arm to come 
up with this amount.

Mr. Rosenthal. I think  that a certain amount of arm-twisting took 
place a t some event in history, and that  the Board of Estimate,  like 
many local municipal bodies, does make some trades on occasion. In 
my own judgment, for the city to give up the potential tax possi­
bilities of this land, and put up $20 million in cash, Mr. Freling­
huysen, and I have read all of the testimony, is not worthwhile. The 
chance to recoup the economic value of th at over the long term just  
doesn’t match up to the $20 million cash expenditure.

Mr. Frelinghuysen. Where do you see any evidence one way or 
the other in this regard, as to what the benefits to the city would be?

Mr. Rosenthal. Looking at the transcript of hearings before the 
Senate subcommittee-----

Mr. Frelinghuysen. I never heard of such a thing happening, 
but even so do the Senate hearings give-----

Mr. R osenthal. Well, frequently things happen tha t you are not 
aware of.

Mr. F indley. Will the gentleman yield?
Mr. Rosenthal. Yes.
Mr. F indley. You know7, there probably will be some dispute 

about whether New York City is the intellectual capital of the world, 
but I don’t think there will be any dispute on the point tha t New7 
York City is widely regarded, universally regarded, as the money
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capital  of the world. So I think the $20 million contribution  might 
actually be on the low side here.

Mr. Rosenthal. The citizens in the city of New York don’t share 
tha t regard at the moment.

I yield back the balance of my time.
Mr. Gallagher. Thank you, Mr. Rosenthal.
We have another citizen of New York. If you will bear with us, 

we will recognize Mr. Bingham.
Mr. Bingham. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I did a good deal of ta lking before this subcommittee a couple of 

days ago, and I  don’t intend to take much time now.
I do hope, Mr. Ambassador, and Mr. Secretary, tha t you will have 

a chance to look at my comments before this subcommittee on various 
ways in which I think the United  Nations can be strengthend, and 
will give them your serious consideration.

I must say tha t I am a little surprised to hear my colleague, Mr. 
Rosenthal, present his point of view on this. I have not made up my 
mind, and I don’t intend to, until  I have had a chance to consult with 
the mayor and other members of the Board of Estimate.

I think tha t this is a mat ter of very great importance to New York 
City, and I am not at all sure which way it runs. I am one of the sup­
porters of the bill that was referred to about the United States picking 
up a good part of the expense for the special police protection that  was 
provided for Mr. Khrushchev. I will say this: I think tha t is a tota lly 
different situation. There was no benefit to be gained there by the 
city.

Here, there is a very strong argument to be made, I presume, that  
this is a real benefit to the city, and I  don’t consider myself qualified 
to speak on the subject of the balance of merits, without having dis­
cussed it  with the city officials concerned.

I would also like to say a word about the comments made on the 
subject of the Rhodesian resolution. I think it was very unfortunate 
tha t the first U.S. negative vote— and I prefer tha t term, because 
tha t is what i t is—the first U.S. negative vote on a Security Council 
resolution had to be cast in this particu lar case. Yet I think if I had 
been in your shoes, I would have felt the same way tha t you did. I 
felt for a long time t ha t we were too skitti sh about using the negative 
vote. I have criticized the State  Department and, I think, to the 
degree that  it was the mission’s responsibility, the mission, for being 
too skittish about using the veto in the Middle East. I think we made 
some mistakes in the past because we were so anxious not to use the 
veto, and I feel a certain sense of relief t ha t we have finally crossed 
this particular barrier. It  is a little bit like the first scratch on a new 
car; you j ust  can’t stand the thought of th at first scratch, and when 
you have had it then it doesn’t seem so bad. I think tha t the time 
has passed when we can expect tha t we are not going to have to vote 
negatively, on occasion, in the Security Council, and I think tha t the 
very fact tha t Mr. Fraser was in doubt as to whether there was a 
“no” vote tha t was not a veto is a good indication of the fact tha t 
many people don’t understand tha t tha t is all this is, it is a “no” 
vote. The fact tha t we have abstained on occasion, on many things, 
bothers me a great deal.

I am very unhappy about the recent vote on the Human Rights 
Commission, condemning Israel for a number of things, where all we
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did was abstain. That comes out and is reported in U.N. publications 
as a vote by the Human Rights Commission. W hat was it—it  was a 
vote of 12 in favor to none against, and 15 abstentions.

Now, tha t is an absurdity. I think it was a bad vote; I think we 
should have fought it, and I think the time has arrived when we 
should be standing up and say what we believe, even if it means being 
accused of vetoing.

So tha t I hope tha t as we go on down the road, tha t we will try 
our best, as we have in the past, to achieve results in the Security 
Council tha t are consonant with what we can go along with and 
support.

But I think there have been plenty of times when the majori ty of 
committees and organizations at the U.N. have done silly, stupid 
things, and I think we have to recognize that.  This is something we 
have to live with, and we don’t have to be ashamed to stand up and 
be counted on what we believe is practical and sensible and realistic.

In terms of the possible use of force in southern Africa, I would like 
to ask you this question: In your discussions with those who have 
supplied U.N. troops in the past, Canada, the Scandinavian countries, 
Ireland, have you had any indication from them how they would 
feel about the use of U.N. Forces in these southern African situations?

Ambassador Yost. I have certainly  seen no indication at all tha t 
they would be prepared to have their forces used in such a situation . 
In fact, there really has been no serious, as distinguished from rhetor­
ical, consideration given to the use of U.N. forces in South Africa.

Mr. Bingham. Tha t was my impression.
I do w ant to say tha t I think there are many things we could do 

with regard to South-West Africa tha t we haven’t done. I think there 
are many things we could do with regard to South Africa, as a matte r 
of national policy, tha t we ought to be doing, and we haven’t done; 
but  I, for one, am very, very leery of the proposition tha t we should 
come out in favor of the principle of U.N. use of force in the southern 
African situation.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Gallagher. Mr. Fraser?
Mr. Fraser. Mr. Chairman, I would like to make clear that on 

the use of force, I was talking about South-West Africa, which I 
distinguish rather sharply from both Rhodesia and southern Africa.

South-West Africa, by U.N. action, is an international territory 
at this point and should be subject to international control.

I might add tha t I think there is much to what Congressman 
Bingham says about the use of the negative vote, tha t we used the 
negative vote as the veto, for the first time, on an African issue. I 
think many people would say, well tha t is about  what we would expect 
of the United States. I think there is something to be said for this 
sentiment. And, there may be occasions where it seems to me th at an 
abstention, with an indication of our position, might be useful, but  
in the long run, as I say, I think Mr. Bingham has a good deal of 
force to his logic on that .

Mr. Rosenthal. Mr. Chairman?
Mr. Rosenthal.
Returning to the other issue for a moment, do

Mr. Gallagher. 
Mr. Rosenthal.

you think tha t we should continue the hearings, so tha t we might get
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some additional testimony on the point tha t I raised, as to the nature  
and extent of the  c ity’s $20 million cash contribution?

Mr. Gallagher. Well, I think the Chair will take tha t under 
consideration, and discuss it  wi th the members.

Mr. Fascell. Mr. Chairman, if you are going to consider th at, let 
me say something on the record, if I may.

I am not the slightest bit interested in superimposing my judgment 
on the judgment of the  Board of Est imate  of the City of New York 
as to whether their contribut ion is financially meaningful or not. 
Tha t is a matter  st rictly for them.

The other question is that which is inherent in the position taken by 
my distinguished colleague, whether we are going to increase the 
Federal partic ipation in this by some $32 million. That is the real 
issue.

So New York’s decisions are New York’s decisions. I don’t know 
why we should interest ourselves in that , frankly.

Mr. B ingham. Would the gentleman yield?
Mr. Fascell. Certainly.
Mr. Bingham. It  seems to me tha t the real issue for those of us 

who care about the United Nations is whether this building is going 
to be built, and what is a practical approach to the financing of tha t 
proposition.

Mr. Fascell. I would agree with that . If New York does not 
want to make the contribution, then we are faced with an entirely 
different problem. Tha t is all I am saying.

Mr. Rosenthal. Well, it would be very easy for the Federal 
Government, I  happen to think, if we may continue for just a moment, 
tha t in terms of the pain of the  contribution, it would be far easier 
for the Federal Government to pay $40 million instead of $20 million 
than for the city of New York to pay $20 million cash, and I think  
this committee should take cognizance of t hat  fact. If the committee 
won’t, I would hope the House will.

Mr. Gallagher. The subcommittee stands adjourned, subject to 
the call of the Chair.

(Whereupon, at 12:15 p.m., the subcommittee adjourned, subject 
to call of the Chair.)
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