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CUNR 2002 Congressional Candidate Questionnaire Background Information

1.
United States Activity in the United Nations 

Many of today’s threats—terrorism, crime, weapons of mass destruction, economic instability, pollution, and infectious diseases—cross national borders.  The solutions to these problems rest with an effective, democratic, and accountable United Nations able to prevent war, protect fundamental human rights, establish justice and respect for international law, and promote sustainable social progress. 

Most Americans agree with this view, and recent successes have engendered more support for the United Nations.  U.N. peacekeeping efforts like East Timor and Sierra Leone have restored peace to many flashpoints throughout the world, while various U.N. agencies and programs administer refugee assistance throughout the world and U.N. international tribunals prosecute Slobodan Milosevic and other war criminals.  Additionally, the larger U.N. system facilitates international air travel, coordinates mail delivery across national boundaries, and conducts worldwide programs to fight infectious diseases.  Smallpox was eradicated under an international campaign led by the World Health Organization. 

The United Nations provided a mandate for the U.S. response to the September 11th terrorist attacks.  Even before these attacks, the United Nations supervised the negotiation of several anti-terrorism treaties, including the Convention for the Suppression of Terrorist Bombings and the Convention on the Suppression of the Financing of Terrorism.   President Bush quickly made support of these conventions part of his response to the September 11th attacks.  Despite this outstanding record, Representative Ron Paul (R-TX) offered amendments to withhold all payments to the United Nations and U.N. peacekeeping.  Paul’s efforts failed.  Nevertheless, 15% of the House of Representatives voted for these amendments. 

1. 
Should the United States remain engaged as a member of the United Nations?

2. 
U.S. Payment of Dues to the United Nations 

The United Nations relies on contributions assessed on its members, based on the size of the national economy. Due to its powerful economy, for several years the United States has previously been assessed 25% of the U.N. regular budget and 31% for peacekeeping operations. At the end of the Clinton administration, then U.N. Ambassador Richard Holbrooke negotiated a reduction in the U.S. assessment to 22% of the general budget and 26% of peacekeeping by 2004, based on an understanding that the United States would then pay its arrears. Despite this reduction, the United States owed the United Nations nearly $1 billion as of November 2001. 

Supporting the United Nations is a cost-effective way of preserving U.S. national security as well as improving the lives of people throughout the world. The annual budget of Vermont is larger than the central budget of the United Nations. The United States has criticized other countries for not paying their dues on time and would condemn other countries for unilaterally making demands upon the United Nations as a condition of payment. The United States should not engage in behavior to which it would object if done by another nation.

The U.S. policy of withholding U.N. dues is counterproductive. It has endangered the U.S. vote in the General Assembly and damaged the moral leadership and public image of the United States within the international community. According to a non-partisan poll, 53% of U.S. voters support repayment of all dues to the U.N. system, while even more are in favor of payments to the regular U.N. budget. When the United States ratified the U.N. Charter, it made a binding legal commitment to pay an annual assessment—just like all other states—based on the size of the national economy. By withholding payments the United States seriously damages the ability of the United Nations to function effectively.

At present, there is little room in the U.N. budget to cover both its regular operating expenses and emergency operations. Since 1994 provisions have been included in U.S. Congressional authorization and appropriation bills that make the payment of dues to the United Nations contingent on a no-growth budget.

These provisions severely damage the ability of the United Nations to function effectively. The U.N. budget cannot even be adjusted to keep pace with inflation. In addition, it is almost impossible for the United Nations to establish new programs such as anti-terrorism efforts. Since the United Nations is prohibited from borrowing money, it has maintained its solvency only by diverting to the regular budget what it owes governments for their peacekeeping efforts. U.N. Secretary General Kofi Annan explained, “Further budgetary constraints would seriously compromise our ability to deliver the services expected of us, particularly when member states impose new mandates on us without new resources… . We can do more with less, but only up to a point. Sooner or later, the quality of our work must suffer.”

2.1 
Do you support the payment of U.S. dues to the United Nations in full, on time, and without conditions in accordance with the obligations incurred when the United States ratified the U.N. Charter? (If no, please indicate what conditions you support.)

2.2 
Do you favor repeal of the existing law, which makes U.S. dues payments contingent on the United Nations not increasing its budget?

3. 
The United States, the United Nations, and Military Intervention

Since the end of World War II the international community has reiterated the message that people can and will be held accountable for genocide, war crimes, and other crimes against humanity. The international community has also accepted the principle that there is an obligation to prevent such violations of our common humanity. While these obligations are codified in the Genocide Convention, the Geneva Conventions, and other treaties, the response of the international community to actual cases of genocide, war crimes, and crimes against humanity has been widely inconsistent. In the cases of genocide in Cambodia, Rwanda, and East Timor, many in the international community regret the lack of coordinated international action.

Genocide took more lives during the 20th century (174 million) than all wars combined (110 million). For example, in 1994 the ethnic Hutu government of Rwanda led a genocidal campaign to eliminate the Tutsi minority, resulting in approximately 800,000 deaths. A 2,500-person U.N. peacekeeping force was in Rwanda before the killings began. The force’s commander, General Romeo Dallaire of Canada, asked the Security Council to give him the means to prevent the genocide. However, the Clinton administration, recently stung by the well-publicized loss of U.S. troops in Somalia, quietly blocked action by the U.N. Security Council. With no other nations offering reinforcements, and after Hutu forces deliberately killed Belgian peacekeepers, the Belgian government requested the mission be withdrawn. The Security Council ordered the peacekeepers out of Rwanda, giving free reign to the state-sponsored genocide. General Dallaire believes a force of 5,000 trained and equipped peacekeepers could have prevented the slaughter.

Only the United States has the military capability to quickly react to crises anywhere in the world. President Bush has repeatedly stated that the U.S. military should not be a global police force. Yet the majority of Americans feel that ‘something should be done’ about genocide and other human rights atrocities. In fact, 89% of Americans believe the U.S. should ‘do its fair share’ as part of a U.N. or multilateral force when action is required. (Program on International Policy Attitudes, 2000)

Americans feel that when a crisis does not threaten the United States, it would be more appropriate for the United Nations to respond, rather than the U.S. military or even NATO. Currently, it is very difficult to deploy a U.N. peacekeeping force in a timely manner.

First, the Security Council must vote to initiate a peacekeeping mission. This can be a difficult process, especially if a conflict occurs within the borders of a single state. Then the Secretary General must ask for soldiers and supplies from member nations who must then decide if they have the available resources to participate. This slow and complicated process prevents timely deployment of peacekeeping forces. In fact, it takes on average six months for a peacekeeping force to deploy, and even longer for an international civilian police force.

Once the operation is finally on the ground, troops with varying degrees of training, different weapons systems, procedures, kinds of communication equipment, and languages operate in what is often a demanding political and physical environment. This results in the inefficient use of manpower and supplies and the loss of human life.

The current method of coalition and/or regional peacekeeping falls prey to the selective will of member nations and results in the inefficiencies described above. The atrocities in Kosovo, East Timor, and Sierra Leone stand as horrific examples of the consequences of not being able to mount a timely response to such crises. Sudan is an example of the international community not reacting at all. Peacekeepers must be able to do more than keep a conflict from spreading or simply putting out the remaining ‘hot spots’ after a conflagration has burned itself out. They must be able to prevent and/or halt violent conflict before widespread civilian casualties occur. 

One possible improvement is the creation of rapid reaction forces consisting of units from national armies earmarked or on-call for peacekeeping operations. The Canadians, Dutch, and Danes have established such forces. However, these units suffer from the same logistical problems experienced by the coalition forces and remain dependent on the national political dynamics of their countries.

An additional proposed strategy is the creation of a standing U.N. rapid deployment brigade operating under the Security Council’s authority (thus subject to U.S. veto). This approach would eliminate many of the problems hindering current peacekeeping missions. Representatives James McGovern (D-MA) and Amo Houghton (R-NY) have introduced the “United Nations Rapid Deployment Act” (H.R. 938) which calls for the United States to support the creation of a small U.N. Police and Security Force. This brigade would consist of individual volunteers from all over the world. They could be specifically trained for police work as well as peacekeeping and would use common techniques and equipment. No one country would bear the burden of sacrificing lives and resources or risk offending national sentiment. The selective political will of nations would not limit the deployment of such a brigade, thus making its reaction time and efficiency far superior to current peacekeeping units. This brigade would drastically reduce humanitarian atrocities which occur because the U.N. cannot quickly commit a properly trained and organized peace force. It is noteworthy that 64% of Americans are in support of the development of a ‘truly international army, with troops from many countries that can be used in places like Bosnia, Kosovo, East Timor, and Rwanda.’ (Harris Poll, 1999)

While a small U.N. force would not replace “coalitions of the willing” such as the U.S. and British Afghanistan intervention, this capacity would be an invaluable step towards improving the international community’s peacekeeping capacity.

3.1
When national governments or others in their jurisdiction perpetrate, plan, or allow gross violations of human rights, genocide, or other major crimes against humanity to be inflicted within their borders, do you favor intervention under the auspices of the United Nations?

3.2
Do you support legislation like H.R. 938 (the U.N. Rapid Deployment Act) that would allow the creation of a rapid-reaction U.N. Police and Security Force composed of individually recruited members?

4.
UNESCO 

The United Nations Educational, Scientific, and Cultural Organization (UNESCO), together with its partners in national and international civil society, promotes collaboration among nations through education, science, culture, and communication in order to further respect for justice, the rule of law, and the protection of human rights and fundamental freedoms. UNESCO:

· leads the worldwide “Education for All” program, a program to eradicate illiteracy and ensure quality content in basic education;

· sponsors education programs for HIV/AIDS prevention;

· carries on programs to protect freedom of the press in countries like Yugoslavia, Indonesia/East Timor, and Rwanda;

· promotes human rights; and

· works to preserve cultural monuments of historical and cultural significance.

While nearly twenty agencies of the U.S. government cooperate with UNESCO on some level, the United States has no leadership role in the strategies, policies, programs, and budgets of the organization because it is not presently a member of UNESCO. 

The United States withdrew from UNESCO in 1984, alleging poor management, unreasonable budget increases, anti-Western biases, and policies that hindered freedom of the press. Now, UNESCO is a reformed agency. In the last two years, UNESCO’s Director General Koichiro Matsuura has streamlined management and brought budgets under stricter fiscal control. Matsuura has reduced costs, abolished one-half of all high-level posts, and eliminated redundancy. These moves have met with general acclaim as an effective reform effort, particularly addressing the concerns of the United States and increasing the efficiency of UNESCO.

On May 10, 2001, the House of Representatives passed HR 1646, which authorized the payment to UNESCO of $59.8 million for back-dues and $5.5 million for the working capital fund. Annual dues to the organization equal a mere 25 cents per United States citizen. The legislation also asks the President to rejoin UNESCO. The United States and Singapore are the only two countries that are not member states. Re-entry into UNESCO would be viewed as extremely welcome progress towards partnership with the world community and provide the United States an excellent forum to advocate for human rights.

4. 
Do you favor the United States rejoining and actively supporting UNESCO?

5. 
International Treaties

5.1
CEDAW

In the United States, women generally enjoy legal status and rights equal to men. Such equality is not available to women in many countries. The United Nations has been working with the international community to establish a working framework to prevent discrimination against women in all countries. 

Adopted in 1979 by the U.N. General Assembly, the Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination Against Women (CEDAW) provides a platform for education and action against discrimination that is consistent with U.S. human rights policy. The treaty calls for gender equality in employment, education, health care, and economic and social life. The goal of CEDAW is to protect the rights and privileges of women with maximum sensitivity to cultural and religious beliefs. It takes no stand on the issue of abortion.

President Carter signed the document in 1980, but the United States has not ratified CEDAW even though it has already become international law. Currently, 168 countries have ratified the Convention. Other nations that have declined to ratify CEDAW include Iran, Afghanistan, and Somalia. Ratification of this treaty would support U.S. human rights goals.

5.1 Should the United States ratify the Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination Against Women (CEDAW)?

5.2
ABM Treaty/Missile Defense

President Bush has said that formal arms control agreements limiting missile defenses are no longer needed to manage the relationship between Russia and the United States. The Bush administration announced on December 13, 2001 its intent to unilaterally withdraw from the Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty, so that the United States can proceed with a national missile defense system (NMD). The 1972 ABM Treaty prohibits the United States and Russia from deploying national missile defense systems protecting their entire territory. The treaty further bans the development, testing, and deployment of sea-based, air-based, space-based, or mobile land-based ABM systems. The treaty was created to establish a framework for global strategic stability, maintaining nuclear balance between the Soviet Union and the United States.

Withdrawing unilaterally from the ABM Treaty and proceeding with the development of an ambitious and costly NMD system could have serious negative consequences for the security of the United States and global strategic stability. Furthermore, numerous technical challenges must still be overcome before an NMD system can be effective against even a limited missile launch against the United States.

The only viable response to NMD for China and other countries seeking nuclear deterrence will be to increase their arsenal enough to overwhelm the NMD system. China’s building more nuclear missiles would pressure India to build more weapons, which would, in turn, pressure Pakistan to do the same. Without limits on missile defense, the entire framework of offensive arms control and voluntary national self-limitations on offensive strategic nuclear weapons could collapse, initiating another arms race. A world engaged in a multi-polar nuclear arms race would make the United States less secure.

Moreover, the September 11th terrorist attacks raise the question of whether NMD is a good investment. There are more dangerous threats than those from long-range missiles where the identity of the attacker would be clear.

5.2 Should the United States continue to comply with the ABM Treaty and delay implementation of a ‘national missile defense system’ until it is replaced with a multilateral treaty governing anti-ballistic missile weapons?

5.3
Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty 

The United States has a vital national security interest in preventing the spread of nuclear weapons. The Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT) prohibits testing of nuclear weapons, a crucial step for countries attempting to develop nuclear weapons. Consequently, this treaty creates an obstacle for countries that seek to acquire nuclear weapons in violation of the Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT). Since the United States now has superiority in conventional military strength as well as in nuclear weapons, preventing the development of any new nuclear weapons is an important way of preserving U.S. security. 

The CTBT will come into effect once the 44 nations of the world with nuclear facilities and/or weapons sign and ratify the document. Currently 164 states have signed the CTBT and 89 (including 31 of the 44 nuclear powers) have ratified it. The United States signed the treaty in September 1996, but it was defeated in a ratification vote by the U.S. Senate on October 13, 1999.

Ratification of the CTBT would: 1) strengthen U.S. national security by improving our abilities to detect and deter nuclear explosions; 2) allow the United States, through proposed safeguards, to maintain a safe and reliable deterrent; 3) place a constraint on nuclear weapons programs in states like Russia, China, Pakistan, and India as well as inhibit other countries from pursuing nuclear weapons programs; and 4) reestablish the United States as a leader against global nuclear proliferation. U.S. ratification is necessary for the treaty to take effect and would encourage ratification by other states. 

The CTBT includes provisions for a verification regime to monitor the use of all nuclear weapons. An International Data Center and Inspection Directorate would be based in Vienna, Austria while explosion-sensing technology would be deployed to ensure that no country reneges on its responsibilities. 

Critics of the CTBT have not articulated a coherent strategy for halting the spread of nuclear weapons outside the framework of the treaty. Any U.S. attempt to apply sanctions would be ineffective without broad support from the international community. The U.S. ratification of the CTBT is necessary to apply sanctions—moral, technical, and economic—against states acquiring nuclear weapons in violation of the NPT and restrictions on states transferring nuclear weapons.

5.3 Should the United States ratify the Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty?

5.4
Landmines

Reducing use of anti-personnel landmines serves U.S. national interests. Since its inception in 1997, the Ottawa Treaty has succeeded in reducing landmine use around the world. The Ottawa Treaty needs U.S. support to reach its potential to minimize the use of landmine technology.

Because landmines remain a hazard for decades after the official end of hostilities, they perpetuate the instability of armed conflict and severely retard economic growth. Landmines create a barrier to the distribution of food and the mobility of the general population. A relatively few landmines can render acres of farmland unusable. When there is no viable economy in which to participate, combatants stay mobilized or turn to banditry. The instability created by landmines keeps countries from re-entering the world community and economy. Afghanistan was in this condition when al Qaeda began training there.

Landmines remaining from previous conflicts threaten U.S. military personnel in practically every new mission, especially peacekeeping missions. As a military weapon—as opposed to attacking civilians and disrupting societies— landmines have limited utility. Because of the huge cost of clearing landmines, the prevention of landmine use yields substantial savings for the international community in the long run. 

U.S. opponents of the Ottawa Treaty have invoked Korea as an example of where landmines serve U.S. military needs. A North Korean invasion would transport troops by vehicle, not foot. Eight retired generals and admirals wrote to President Bush, “Several of us are former commanders of elements of I-Corps [the US/South Korean military partnership] and believe that [anti-personnel landmines] are not in any way critical or decisive in maintaining the peninsula’s security. In fact, freshly scattered mixed systems would slow a U.S. and South Korean counter-invasion by inhibiting the operational tempo of friendly armor and dismounted infantry units.”

While over 120 countries have signed and ratified the Convention, including nearly all U.S. allies, the United States has refused even to sign it, preferring instead to remain in the company of China, Iraq, and Cuba. U.S ratification of the Ottawa Treaty would advance U.S. security and humanitarian interests.

5.4 Should the United States ratify the Ottawa Treaty to ban anti-personnel landmines? 

5.5
Global Warming 

After over 30 years of rigorous study, the impartial National Academy of Sciences and other objective climate researchers have confirmed that “global warming” is real and caused by human activity. President Bush has recognized that “climate change, with its potential to impact every corner of the world, is an issue that must be addressed by the world.” 

If not checked, global warming will have harmful consequences. Even a small rise in sea level will destroy many islands and low-lying regions. Average temperatures will rise, requiring major changes in agriculture. Tropical storms will increase in number and severity, increasing storm damage and insurance claims. It is currently unknown exactly how weather patterns may change. Areas that now provide food for the nation and the world may be turned into deserts. 

No country will be able to insulate itself from the effects of global warming. There is little incentive for one country to emit less greenhouse gases unless all major greenhouse gas-producers reduce their emissions. The reward for better behavior is withheld unless everyone improves. 

Any solution must therefore include all the large greenhouse-gas-producing countries. The United States is the world’s largest producer of greenhouse gases. If the United States intends to comply with any agreement on reducing the severity of global climate change, would it not also want the agreement to be binding for other countries? Will other countries not reasonably doubt U.S. commitment to comply with an agreement, if the United States insists that any agreement be voluntary? Detractors of a multilateral approach have not articulated any other way of addressing global warming. 

5.5 Should the United States respond to global warming by supporting implementation of binding international agreements to limit or reduce greenhouse gas emissions?

5.6
Law of the Sea Treaty

The U.N. Convention on the Law of the Sea Treaty has been in effect since November 16, 1994 and may soon come before the U.S. Senate for ratification. It creates a comprehensive and much-needed legal framework governing the use of the oceans that comprise over two-thirds of the planet’s surface. The treaty clearly spells out that with rights come responsibilities; fishing, navigation, and mining rights are codified as are standards for protection of the marine environment. The treaty recognizes national sovereignty to 12 miles beyond the coastline while simultaneously requiring that all international straits remain open to international passage. It also grants coastal states full control of fishing and mining rights out to 200 miles.  

The Clinton administration successfully concluded negotiations, begun under President George H.W. Bush, which addressed the objections of industrialized countries. As the world’s pre-eminent naval power, the United States has a national interest in establishing universally accepted rules governing air and sea navigation. The International Tribunal on the Law of the Sea and the International Seabed Authority are operating without U.S. participation. With over 12,000 miles of coastline, the United States would benefit from participation in this treaty. The Bush administration supports ratification of this treaty.

5.6
 Should the United States ratify the Law of the Sea Treaty?

6.
 International Criminal Court

At its noblest, U.S. foreign policy emphasizes protection of human rights and judicial accountability for individuals that abuse these rights. Americans from a wide variety of political ideologies acknowledge the need to prosecute individuals for major violations of human rights anywhere in the world.

At the end of the bloodiest century in human history, the international community adopted a treaty creating the world’s first independent and permanent International Criminal Court. That court is now becoming a reality. The International Criminal Court (ICC) will be able to investigate and prosecute individuals accused of genocide, war crimes, and crimes against humanity. The ICC will complement existing national judicial systems and step in only if national courts are unwilling or unable to investigate or prosecute such crimes. 

The Statute to create the court was adopted at an international conference in Rome on July 17, 1998. After five weeks of intense negotiations, 120 countries voted to adopt the treaty. Only seven countries voted against it (including China, Iraq, and the United States) and 21 abstained. Since then, most U.S. concerns have been addressed in negotiations, and President Clinton signed the treaty on the December 31, 2000, the last day the treaty was open for signature without simultaneous ratification.

Sixty countries need to ratify the treaty to establish the Court. As of December 31, 2001, 48 countries have ratified it, including allies such as the United Kingdom and Germany. The sixtieth country should ratify before the November elections. Disagreement over this treaty has become a source of conflict between the United States and its NATO allies.

Currently, individuals like Saddam Hussein and Pol Pot have escaped consequences for actions like mass-killings and using poison gas against their own citizens. Existing legal institutions are ill-equipped to handle these cases. The International Court of Justice can hear only cases between national governments. The two ad hoc war crimes tribunals for the former Yugoslavia and Rwanda are similar to the ICC but have limited geographical and temporal scope, while the ICC will be global in its reach. The ICC, as a permanent court, will also avoid the delay and start-up costs of creating country-specific tribunals from scratch each time the need arises. 

The function of the International Criminal Court will be to apply a cohesive and impartial set of international laws and procedures to hold accountable those who perpetrate the most heinous crimes. The existence of a body of law and the knowledge that individuals will be held responsible for their deeds will deter criminals who currently act with impunity protected by a cloak of national sovereignty. 

The United States played a key role in negotiating the treaty, particularly the due process protections and guarantees of the rights of the accused. Much of the procedural law of the ICC is based on U.S. law. The accused will be assumed innocent, will have the right to counsel, the right to remain silent, and must have any charges proven beyond a reasonable doubt. 

The ICC is not intended to replace national courts. Instead, it ensures that those who commit the most serious human rights crimes are punished. A central tenet of the Rome Treaty encourages states to try their own citizens when accused of crimes. The ICC will step in only when nations cannot or will not address crimes within the Court’s jurisdiction. All indictments will require confirmation by a pre-trial chamber of judges that will examine the evidence supporting the indictment before issuing it. The accused and any concerned countries will have the opportunity to challenge the indictment. 

The treaty also establishes strict criteria for the selection of the judges and prosecutors, who will be prohibited from any activity that might jeopardize their independence. In the unlikely event they overstep their positions Court officials can be removed. The majority of countries choosing judges will be democracies. Unlike the U.N. Human Commission on Human Rights, there is a built-in disincentive for human rights abusers to participate in the Court; they would be forced to submit their actions to the Court’s jurisdiction. Nations with poor human rights records are not ratifying the statute. However, nationals of those countries can still be prosecuted in cases referred to the ICC by the U.N. Security Council. 

Despite the many safeguards built into the treaty to assure fair legal procedures, both chambers of Congress have passed, without committee hearings, anti-ICC legislation that tries to limit the United States involvement with the Court. Given the United States’ commitment to the rule of law and global justice, a close U.S. relationship with the International Criminal Court is both desirable and constructive. If the United States does not ratify the Rome Statute, the U.S. government will not be able to select judges or prosecutors and will also forfeit its opportunity to influence how the Court’s budget is spent. 

The Court is expected to come into force in 2002. The United States must decide if it will ratify the treaty, or if not, whether it will remain engaged as an active observer of the Court — giving input into the selection of judges, prosecutors, and the administration of the ICC. Constructive engagement with the ICC will serve U.S. national security and human rights interests.

6.1 Do you support U.S. cooperation with international efforts to legally prosecute perpetrators of genocide, major war crimes, and crimes against humanity, including U.S. ratification of the Rome Statute to establish the International Criminal Court?

6.2 Do you support the United States remaining actively engaged with the International Criminal Court prior to U.S. ratification of the Rome Statute?
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(Please write additional comments on a separate piece of paper)

U.S. Engagement in the United Nations

1. 
Should the United States remain engaged as a member of the United Nations?

YES
Comments:____________________________________________________________________

U.S. Payment of dues to the United Nations

2.1 
Do you support the payment of U.S. dues to the United Nations in full, on time, and without conditions in accordance with the obligations incurred when the United States ratified the U.N. Charter?  (If no, please indicate what conditions you support.)

YES 
Comments:____________________________________________________________________

2.2 
Do you favor repeal of the existing law, which makes U.S. dues payments contingent on the United Nations not increasing its budget?

YES 
Comments:____________________________________________________________________

The United States, the United Nations, and Military Intervention

3.1 
When national governments or others in their jurisdiction perpetrate, plan, or allow gross violations of human rights, genocide, or other major crimes against humanity to be inflicted within their borders, do you favor intervention under the auspices of the United Nations?

YES 
Comments:____________________________________________________________________

3.2 
Do you support legislation like H.R. 938 (the U.N. Rapid Deployment Act) that would allow the creation of a rapid-reaction U.N. Police and Security Force composed of individually recruited members?

YES 
Comments:____________________________________________________________________

UNESCO

4. 
Do you favor the United States rejoining and actively supporting UNESCO?

YES 
Comments:____________________________________________________________________

International Treaties

5.1 
Should the United States ratify the Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination Against Women (CEDAW)?

YES 
Comments:____________________________________________________________________

5.2 
Should the United States continue to comply with the ABM Treaty and delay implementation of a ‘national missile defense system’ until it is replaced with a multilateral treaty governing anti-ballistic missile weapons?

YES 
Comments:____________________________________________________________________

5.3 
Should the United States ratify the Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty?

YES 
Comments:____________________________________________________________________

5.4 
Should the United States ratify the Ottawa Treaty to ban anti-personnel landmines?  

YES 
Comments:____________________________________________________________________

5.5 
Should the United States respond to global warming by supporting implementation of binding international agreements to limit or reduce greenhouse gas emissions?

YES 
Comments:____________________________________________________________________

5.6
Should the United States ratify the Law of the Sea Treaty?

YES 
Comments:____________________________________________________________________

International Criminal Court

6.1 
Do you support U.S. cooperation with international efforts to legally prosecute perpetrators of genocide, major war crimes, and crimes against humanity, including U.S. ratification of the Rome Statute to establish the International Criminal Court?

YES 
Comments:____________________________________________________________________

6.2 
Do you support the United States remaining actively engaged with the International Criminal Court prior to U.S. ratification of the Rome Statute?

YES 
Comments:____________________________________________________________________

Other Information

7. 
Have you made public statements, written articles, or taken formal positions on any of the issues covered in this questionnaire or on any other foreign policy, national security, or military intelligence issues?  Please send us a copy of your article or statement along with this questionnaire. 

YES 
Comments: See attached

8. 
If offered, would you accept the endorsement of the Campaign for U.N. Reform for election to the U.S. Congress?

YES 
Comments:____________________________________________________________________

9. 
If offered, would you accept a contribution from CUNR's Political Action Committee?

NO
Comments: The Lane Startin for Congress Committee does not accept PAC contributions.
STATEMENT BY LANE STARTIN, 2002 GREEN CANDIDATE FOR US HOUSE OF
REPRESENTATIVES, NEVADA 1ST DISTRICT, ON THE ATTACKS OF 11 SEPTEMBER 2001

AND THE WAR IN AFGHANISTAN

 

16 November 2001

 

I initially did not plan on issuing a statement on the 11 September attacks and the war in Afghanistan until later in the campaign. I have discussed my stances on the resulting issues with Nevada Greens in the past weeks and felt that was sufficient for the time being. However, given the recent activity in Afghanistan and in the Green Party, I feel as a candidate it is necessary to make my positions known sooner than later.

 

I am compelled to respectfully disagree with the pacifist line of the Green Party of the United States with regard to Afghanistan. The horrific events of 11 September 2001 in New York City, Washington DC and the abortive hijacking that ended in disaster outside of Pittsburgh represent the most catastrophic attacks against the United States on the North American mainland since the War of 1812. Further, I believe the Taliban-controlled Afghani government and Osama bin Laden’s al Qaeda network were behind the attacks. I therefore believe a response in kind is appropriate; I cannot with a clear conscience justify doing otherwise.

 

Although I have reservations about the broad-based language of the resolution, had I been in the US House of Representatives to do so I would have voted in favor of House Joint Resolution 64 authorizing the use of military force pursuant to the War Powers Act of 1973. To not do so would be effectively doing nothing when action is called for, not to mention be a terrible disservice to the wishes of the Nevada 1st Congressional District. It would have not been an easy vote for me but it would have been a necessary one.

 

However, I stand proudly with my fellow Greens in opposing the erosion of civil liberties at home that have been perpetrated on us using Afghanistan as an excuse. In the House, I would have opposed the so-called “Patriot Act,” which unconstitutionally extends the surveillance power of law enforcement. I also condemn the apparent 1 November detainment of Greens/Green Party USA activist Nancy Oden as a suspected terrorist at a Maine airport, even if she is part of the “other” Green organization. While increased and better quality airport security is an obvious need in today’s climate, there is no justification in clamping down on civil liberties in the name of “security.”

 

As of this writing it appears the Taliban is days – perhaps hours – away from collapse. Although the Northern Alliance is not the answer by themselves, it is my fervent hope that this war ends very soon and that the Afghan people finally get the inclusive, peaceful government they so much deserve but has eluded them for over a generation now. It is also my hope the Bush administration chooses not to escalate this conflict outside Afghanistan; nothing is served by further destabilizing Central Asia and the Middle East.

 

This is not to say we are entirely blameless in this most unfortunate turn of events. Clearly, the time has come for us to rethink the policies that are at least in part the cause of anti-American terrorism. We can’t change the minds of the tiny minority of ignorant fanatics, but we can change ourselves for the better. Here are three ways how:

 

We don’t have to choose between being pro-Israel and pro-Arab. We can be both. Although radicals on both sides won’t like it, we should aggressively pursue a foreign policy in the Middle East that is both. Israel has the right to exist as an independent state, period. So does Lebanon, Syria, Jordan, Egypt and, yes, Palestine. Of course the ultimate outcome of that conflict will (and should) be decided locally. We should do what we can to ensure cooler heads finally prevail.

 

Oil isn’t the answer. There is no need whatsoever for us to be chained to foreign oil – and the often despotic regimes that control it. Instead, we should augment oil consumption with the accelerated introduction of alternative energy sources. It’s not only good for the environment, it’s good for consumers, good for business and good for America. In fact, we will soon find we don’t have a choice. The plain truth is we don’t have even close to enough oil on to be self-sufficient, even if we do commit a dreadful ecological blunder and drill in Alaska. Let’s get serious about alternative energy sources now before grim reality forces us to do it later.

 

Sanctions aren’t the answer, either. If we’re really serious about abetting the long-overdue demise of the Saddam Hussein regime in Iraq, why are we propping him up indefinitely by not only helping to starve his people, but also giving him a convenient bogeyman to blame for it? Fidel Castro has been playing this exact same us-versus-them game in Cuba for over 40 years now, why assume Saddam will be any different? Even decades of sanctions against South Africa would have been for naught had F.W. de Klerk not had the sense to free Nelson Mandela and end apartheid on his own. Think Saddam or Castro are as noble as de Klerk? I don’t either. We need to stop kidding ourselves and admit economic sanctions worldwide are a total failure.

 

Like all Americans, there is a void in my life since the attacks. The senseless loss of innocent life on all sides saddens me deeply. I pray for a quick end to the war, the return home of all allied troops, and a peaceful and lasting political solution in Afghanistan and the region as a whole.

