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purposes of investigating and prosecuting
these individuals. But we had no expectation
of it taking more than several months to
find suitable jurisdiction (particularly given
the high-profile reality of Pol Pot finally in
custody and our hope that having him in
custody would spur Security Council interest
in finding a means to prosecute him).

As it turned out, not a single senior Khmer
Rouge leader was ever captured with the as-
sistance of U.S. authorities. The cooperation
of the Cambodian Government for detention
of suspects at Palau collapsed by early 1999.
The plan would have been activated if our ef-
forts to capture Pol Pot had not been scut-
tled by his sudden death in late March 1998.
Our vigorous efforts to capture Ta Mok (or
secure his surrender) during the rest of 1998
and into early 1999 finally were overtaken
when he was captured by Cambodian forces
and detained in Phnom Penh. Other senior
Khmer Rouge leaders surrendered under ar-
rangements that kept them out of prison in
Cambodia, with the exception of Kang Kek
Ieu (alias Comrade Duch), the chief of the
notorious Tuol Sleng prison, who remains
imprisoned to this day by Cambodian au-
thorities in Phnom Penh. So the habeas cor-
pus concerns never were tested even under
the remote circumstances that would have
been presented with a joint custody arrange-
ment in Palau.

The other story in this saga concerns my
efforts to find the alternative jurisdiction
before which Pol Pot and his colleagues
could be held until transferred to a newly es-
tablished international criminal tribunal or
prosecuted for genocide and other atrocity
crimes. In all of these efforts, which I will
describe briefly, the fact that the United
States was incapable of prosecuting the
crime of genocide against Pol Pot and the
senior Khmer Rouge leaders was diplomati-
cally crippling. It forced me to concede that
the United States had not stepped up to the
plate itself with some reasonable application
of universal jurisdiction for genocide. How
could I credibly persuade other governments
to stretch their domestic law to prosecute
Pol Pot et al. when the United States was
not prepared to do so (and had as much if not
more reason to try to do so in the case of
Cambodia than, say, Sweden, Denmark, Nor-
way, or Spain). If the United States had had
the legal tools wit which to prosecute Pol
Pot, but was hampered for some political or
logistical reason, at least then I could have
argued with credibility that a foreign gov-
ernment also has the responsibility to step
forward and bring this man to justice. So I
was dealt a very weak hand.

I pursued two tracks of diplomatic strat-
egy to find a jurisdiction willing and able to
prosecute Pol Pot and the senior Khmer
Rouge leaders. Both tracks were launched
immediately in June 1997 when the first op-
portunity arose to apprehend Pol Pot. The
first track was to approach countries either
with some capability in their domestic
criminal codes to exercise a form of uni-
versal jurisdiction over genocide and/or
crimes against humanity or (we thought)
might be willing to find an innovative way
to prosecute Pol Pot. These countries at first
included Canada and Denmark and later, in
April 1998, expanded to include Germany,
Spain, Norway, Sweden, Australia, and
Israel. Each one of them declined the oppor-
tunity I presented to receive Pol Pot for
trial in the event the United States Govern-
ment arranged for his capture and then
transport to such country. Each one also de-
clined the opportunity to hold Pol Pot tem-
porarily until a suitable national court or
international criminal tribunal could be
found or created for the purpose of pros-
ecuting Pol Pot and other senior Khmer
Rouge leaders.
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The second track of diplomatic strategy
was to persuade U.N. Security Council mem-
bers to join us in approving the establish-
ment of an international criminal tribunal
to investigate and prosecute the senior
Khmer Rouge leaders (including Pol Pot
while he was still alive). This proposal went
through various stages of evolution, and in-
cluded plans for sharing certain functions,
such as the prosecutor and the appeals cham-
ber, with the International Criminal Tri-
bunal for the Former Yugoslavia (ICTY). In
late April and early May of 1998 I worked
closely with the U.S. Mission to the United
Nations to formally present a draft resolu-
tion, with a draft statute for the tribunal ap-
pended, to other Security Council members
for their consideration. Concerns by other
members arose as to germaneness for the
Council (i.e., whether there still existed a
threat to international peace and security in
Cambodia that would trigger Security Coun-
cil jurisdiction), whether the ICTY’s juris-
diction (or perhaps that of the International
Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda) should be ex-
panded, whether the Government of Cam-
bodia would formally request such a tribunal
(which one permanent member considered
essential), and how the cost would be borne.
China and Russia, in particular, balked at
the proposal and refused to indicate any sup-
port whatsoever. Tribunal fatigue on the Se-
curity Council also took hold to slow down
the Cambodia option. Another key factor
was the advent of the permanent Inter-
national Criminal Court and concerns that
an initiative on Cambodia would shift atten-
tion and resources away from that key pri-
ority for many of the Security Council mem-
bers (permanent and non-permanent).

Without any leverage to threaten U.S.
prosecution in the absence of an inter-
national criminal tribunal, I could only press
the merits of the issue as hard as possible,
knowing that achieving international justice
for the atrocity crimes of the Pol Pot regime
was not a high priority for most other gov-
ernments. Indeed, for some it may have been
viewed as a threat to their own national in-
terests. I would have benefited, however, if
at key junctures in the negotiations over an
international criminal tribunal I could have
asked whether our colleagues on the Secu-
rity Council would be more comfortable with
a U.S. federal court examining the evidence
or would they find more palatable a tribunal
of international composition investigating
Pol Pot’s deeds. I never had the opportunity
to offer that choice in my talks.

By August 1999 I had exhausted my final ef-
forts to achieve a Security Council inter-
national criminal tribunal with both the
Government of Cambodia and with other Se-
curity Council members. At that point the
Clinton Administration shifted its focus to
creating a hybrid court in Cambodia and in-
tensive efforts led by late 2000 to what be-
came the Extraordinary Chambers in the
Courts of Cambodia, approved initially by
the Cambodian National Assembly in early
2001. But by August 1999 the prospect of look-
ing to the United States as a plausible juris-
diction for prosecution of genocide in Cam-
bodia already had become a distant memory.

In conclusion, I would stress that the in-
ability of U.S. courts to prosecute Pol Pot
and the senior Khmer Rouge leaders contrib-
uted to significant delays in bringing these
individuals to justice, delays that rever-
berate to this day as the Extraordinary
Chambers in the Courts of Cambodia strug-
gle to overcome one obstacle after another
before proceeding to indictments and trials.
Several key suspects died before they could
be brought to trial, including Pol Pot, Ke
Pauk, and Ta Mok. Their fates—dead before
justice could be rendered—did not nec-
essarily have to become the historical

S5709

record. We could have moved much faster
and more decisively in 1997 and 1998 to secure
their custody, ensure proper medical care,
and bring them before a court of either na-
tional or international jurisdiction if the re-
ality of U.S. jurisdiction for at least the
crime of genocide had existed. If we seek to
influence others to prosecute the crime of
genocide, and if we aspire to arming our dip-
lomats with the arguments they need to in-
fluence other governments to accept their
responsibilities for international justice, we
must be able to demonstrate that our courts
have, within reasonable parameters, the ju-
risdiction to prosecute the crime of geno-
cide. Even if such jurisdiction may rest upon
the discretion of, say, the Attorney General
under certain extreme circumstances, we
must be able to use it for the worthy purpose
of credible justice.

During the final negotiations for the Rome
Statute of the International Criminal Court
in July 1998, I presented the U.S. position
that with respect to the crime of genocide,
the International Criminal Court should ex-
ercise universal jurisdiction. That U.S. posi-
tion in the negotiations was partly influ-
enced by our unfortunate experience with
Pol Pot months earlier.

I would hope that given all of this experi-
ence-stretching back to the Holocaust and
even earlier, and given the logic that must
apply to ending the crime of genocide, U.S.
law at long last could reflect the illegality of
genocide committed by anyone anywhere in
the world and the ability of our courts to
prosecute the perpetrators of genocide, in-
cluding when they are non-citizens who
stand on U.S. soil.

Respectfully,
DAVID SCHEFFER,
Mayer, Brown, Rowe & Maw/Robert A.
Helman Professor of Law, Director, Cen-
ter for International Human Rights,
Northwestern University School of Law.

HONORING OUR ARMED FORCES

PRIVATE FIRST CLASS BRIAN BOTELLO

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, it is
with sadness that I pay tribute today
to a young man from Iowa who gave
his life in service to his country. PFC
Brian A. Botello was killed on April 29,
2007, while serving in Iraq as part of
the 3rd Squadron, 61st Cavalry Regi-
ment, 2nd Infantry Division. My pray-
ers go out to his mother Karyn, in
Alta, TA, and his father Tony in Michi-
gan. They can be proud of their son’s
honorable service and the tremendous
sacrifice he made for his country. All
Americans owe a debt of gratitude to
Brian Botello. His memory will live on
along those other patriots who have
laid down their lives for the cause of
freedom.

I know that Brian’s loss will be felt
particularly deeply in the small town
of Alta where he grew up. I know that
flags have been flown at half mast and
everyone from his neighbors to class-
mates from high school to members of
his church are sharing stories and
grieving as they remember Brian. I
hope that they are able to take com-
fort in the fact that Brian Botello died
honorably as an American patriot and
he is now in a better place.

———

GOOD FRIDAY AGREEMENT

Mrs. CLINTON. Mr. President, today
marks a historic moment for Northern
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Ireland and for countless people in Ire-
land, Great Britain, the United States,
and around the world who have prayed
and hoped and worked for lasting
peace.

Today, the devolved Government of
Northern Ireland stands up to govern
peacefully and democratically. The
commitment of everyone involved,
their constructive negotiations, their
sacrifice, and their faith led us to this
day of a new government and renewed
hope.

I am proud of the role my husband
and I were able to play in helping to
bring about peace in Northern Ireland
and to help make today possible.

Of course, some doubted that lasting
peace could be possible. So many had
lived through decades of violence, hate,
and ill will; so many had buried loved
ones. SO0 many were resigned to what
had felt, for them, inevitable: their
children and their children’s children
would suffer the same fate. Their chil-
dren were destined to grow up, go to
school, and start their own families in
the shadow of history and hostility. In
recent months and years hope was fad-
ing. But not for the people of Northern
Ireland who have endured great hard-
ships who said to their leaders, ‘It is
time for peace.”

I remember in my visits to Northern
Ireland meeting with women and men,
leaders and citizens, who shared the
same longing for peace, the same hopes
for their children, and the same desire
for a better future. It was this spirit
that triumphed, that rose above the
bad blood, that helped a people over-
come a difficult legacy, to escape that
shadow. It was this spirit that led to
the signing of the Good Friday Agree-
ment in 1998. It is this spirit that we
honor on a historic day.

I remember when Bill, Chelsea, and I
traveled to Ireland in 1996. It was an
important trip for lasting peace, and it
was a memorable trip for me person-
ally—among the most special in my
time in the White House. In Ireland, I
met the Nobel prizewinning poet
Seamus Heaney. His words would be-
come the theme for our visit and for
this moment in Irish history.

History says, Don’t hope

On this side of the grave,
But then, once in a lifetime
The longed-for tidal wave

Of justice can rise up

And hope and history rhyme.

For mothers and fathers, husbands
and wives, and sons and daughters of
Northern Ireland, history said to them
““‘don’t hope.”” But they hoped.

When we traveled through Ireland in
1996, I spent time with women working
for peace. I was struck by so many who
had suffered but did not suffer without
hope; women who lost husbands and
sons and loved ones but did not lose
faith.

I will always carry the memory of 65-
year-old Joyce McCartan, a remark-
able woman who founded the Women’s
Information Drop-in Center in 1987
after her 17-year-old son was shot dead
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by Protestant gunman. She had lost
more than a dozen family members to
violence. Joyce and other women had
set up the center as a safe house, a
place for women of both religions to
convene and talk over their needs and
fears. I remember Joyce saying, ‘It
takes women to bring men to their
senses.”’

I met with Joyce and several women
sitting around a table who described
over tea how worried they were when
their sons and husbands left the house
and relieved when they arrived safely
home. When I left our meeting, Joyce
gave me a teapot to remember them
by. Joyce died before having the
chance to see the Good Friday Agree-
ment and before this historic day. But
when I spoke at the first memorial lec-
ture in her honor in 1997 in Belfast, I
brought with me that teapot. I put the
teapot on the podium and spoke of the
courage of Irish women like Joyce who,
at kitchen tables and over pots of tea,
helped chart a path to peace. She
helped make lasting peace possible; she
helped write the song in which hope
and history could rhyme. I still fill
with emotion whenever I see that tea-
pot or think about her.

I hope we can continue to draw inspi-
ration from these stories of courage.
There are countless people like Joyce
whose names we will never know who
helped make this day possible.

I also want to commend the political
parties. Many people have suffered
deep losses and the healing process will
continue far into the future. I praise
everyone involved, especially Prime
Minister Blair and Taoiseach Bertie
Ahern, who stayed strong when it
seemed hope was fading. I know that
the Catholic and Protestant leaders
who have been working to see this day
become reality are grateful for a bright
and prosperous Northern Ireland.

During my last visit to Northern Ire-
land and Ireland I had the pleasure of
seeing familiar faces and to visit with
party leaders who I know all wanted a
new day and a new beginning. And I
commend political leaders like Gerry
Adams of Sinn Fein, the Reverend Ian
Paisley of the DUP, and all the others
past and present who have worked
hard.

I also want to remember the efforts
of people like Senator George Mitchell,
John Hume, David Trimble, Martin
McGuinness, David Ervine Seamus
Mallon and Mo Mowlam; people in-
volved so deeply in the negotiations
leading up to the 1998 agreement. The
sacrifices and compromises made back
then formed the basis of today’s de-
volved government.

So many worked so hard and sac-
rificed so much over the past years and
I think we must acknowledge everyone
for their work and their endurance in
traveling the long and difficult road to
reach today’s milestone.

I want to commend my colleagues
here in the Senate and across the Ro-
tunda in the House, people like Sen-
ators TED KENNEDY, CHRIS DODD, and
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PATRICK LEAHY; Congressmen RICHIE
NEAL, JOE CROWLEY, JIM WALSH, PETER
KING, BRIAN HIGGINS. I want to com-
mend everyone who labored to show
the support of the American people and
the Congress. Thank you for your lead-
ership.

I have been proud to work among
civic and business leaders on a variety
of cross-border, cross-community ef-
forts designed to spread the prosperity
that is possible when people work to-
gether. I am grateful for the business
leaders who have been strong partners
in furthering the peace process and for
the contributions they make to society
in spurring job growth, economic in-
vestment, and trade throughout Ire-
land and beyond.

What has happened—and what is hap-
pening—in Northern Ireland should
serve as a model for peace and rec-
onciliation in our world and I believe
people will look back upon these times
and realize how truly great the accom-
plishment is for humanity.

I also want to recognize the Irish and
Scots-Irish Americans who helped
make the United States what it is
today. Not only does today mark a vic-
tory for the people of Northern Ireland,
today also marks the 62nd anniversary
of Victory in Europe, which helped
usher in peace and prosperity across
Europe and the world.

The movement toward lasting peace
in Northern Ireland is a model for how
we, as a nation, can engage the rest of
the world. But the progress we are
commemorating today represents a
larger note of hope: peace is possible.

I want to honor the leaders who now
assume great responsibility to govern,
heal and lead Northern Ireland into a
new era. America must always stand
with those working on behalf of North-
ern Ireland, and all people working and
longing for a brighter, peaceful, more
hopeful future.

———

HONORING FORMER SENATOR
ROBERT STAFFORD

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I wish to
speak today in remembrance of former
Senator Robert Stafford, who passed
away this past December and for whom
we will be having a memorial service
this evening.

I personally remember Bob as a mod-
erate voice in the Senate, never put-
ting partisan politics above his prin-
cipled ideals. He and I served together
on the Senate Committee of Labor and
Human Resources in the early 1980s,
beginning when I was a relatively
young first-term Senator chairing the
committee and Bob was beginning his
third decade of congressional service. I
often found Bob’s advice and counsel to
be helpful in handling many of the
issues which came before the com-
mittee.

I, personally, remember what a pro-
found influence Bob had on the Labor
and Human Resources Committee
while I was chairman. As a young
chairman and a relatively new Member
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