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THE FIRST ANNUAL STATE DEPARTMENT RE-
PORT ON INTERNATIONAL RELIGIOUS
FREEDOM

WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER 6, 1999

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL,
OPERATIONS AND HUMAN RIGHTS,
Committee on International Relations,

WASHINGTON, D.C.

The Subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 2 p.m. In Room
2172, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Christopher H. Smith
(Chairman of the Subcommittee) Presiding.

Mr. SMITH. The Subcommittee will come to order.

Good afternoon. Today’s hearing is the latest in a series of Sub-
committee hearings focusing on religious persecution around the
world. Over the last 5 years, we have heard from numerous govern-
ment officials, experts, eyewitnesses and victims at a dozen hear-
ings focusing on various aspects of the problem including world-
wide anti-Semitism, the persecution of Christians around the
world, the 1995 massacre of Bosnian Muslims in Srebrenica, the
enslavement of black Christians in the Sudan, and the use of tor-
ture against religious believers and other prisoners of conscience.

Last year, this Subcommittee marked up H.R. 2415, Congress-
man Frank Wolfs landmark legislation on the problem of inter-
national religious persecution. In November, an amended version of
the Wolf bill was enacted into law as the International Religious
Freedom Act of 1999. Among the most important provisions of that
act were an Annual Report on International Religious Freedom, a
Special Ambassador for Religious Freedom, and we are very happy
to have here today an independent bipartisan Commission on
International Religious Freedom.

Today we will hear testimony on the first annual report provided
to Congress pursuant to the Religious Freedom Act, and among our
witnesses are Ambassador Robert Seiple and Commissioner Nina
Shea, whose offices were created by the act. So today’s hearing is
living proof that the United States has taken some important steps
toward helping millions of people around the world who are per-
secuted simply because they are people of faith.

Unfortunately, we still have a long way to go. The first Annual
Report exhibits some of the strengths but also some of the weak-
nesses of the State Department’s annual Country Reports on
Human Rights Practices, which address a broader range of human
rights violations. As we learn year after year in our hearings on
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the Country Reports, the production of an honest and effective re-
port on human rights violences entails a series of struggles.

First, it is necessary to get as many facts as possible and to get
them right. Then it is important to state the facts clearly and hon-
estly. It is important to avoid sensationalism, but it is at least as
important to avoid hiding the facts behind exculpatory introduc-
tions or obfuscatory conclusions.

Finally, and most difficult of all, it is necessary to translate a
clear understanding of the facts about religious persecution into a
coherent policy for ending it.

In general, I believe the first Annual Report on International Re-
ligious Freedom succeeds in getting the facts straight. There are
some important omissions, such as the Indonesia report’s failure to
examine the evidence of anti-Catholicism that has played an impor-
tant role in the repression of the people of East Timor by elements
of the Indonesian military.

I would note parenthetically we just spent all of last week work-
ing on a 1-day hearing looking at the problem there, and we were
very pleased to have Jose Ramos-Horta as well as Xanana Gusmao
as two of our lead witnesses, in addition to Julia Taft and Howard
Koh. So that is one thing that we had in here.

But I am impressed with the extent to which the report states
hard facts even about governments with which the United States
enjoys friendly relations. For instance, the reports on France, Aus-
tria, and Belgium detail the recent official harassment and/or dis-
crimination by the governments of these countries against certain
minority religions such as Jehovah’s Witnesses and some Evan-
gelical and Pentecostal denominations.

Even more impressive is the first sentence of the report on Saudi
Arabia. It is a simple declarative sentence, and I quote, “Freedom
of religion does not exist.”

Unfortunately, in some places, the report could not seem to resist
trying to mitigate the unpleasant appearances of the hard facts by
surrounding them with weasel words. In several reports on Com-
munist countries, the government’s failure to enforce anti-religion
laws uniformly—which is typically due to inefficiency, favoritism or
corruption—is reported in words that suggest the possibility of se-
cret first amendment sympathies on the part of local or central
governments. We are told, for example, that the Cuban govern-
ment’s efforts to control religion, quote, “do not affect all denomina-
tions at all times.”

The report on Laos even makes the remarkable assertion that
the central government was, and I quote, “was unable to control”
harsh measures taken against Christians by local and provincial
authorities, although these measures were fully consistent with
Communism party doctrine and previous actions by the central
government.

Ambassador Seiple, in calling attention to these transparent at-
tempts to sugar-coat the facts with meaningless and/or misleading
editorial comment, I do not want to detract from the very good
work that your office and the Bureau of Democracy, Human Rights
and Labor have done on this report. On the contrary, these
nonsequiturs and disconnects are strong evidence that there was a
struggle within the administration between human rights workers
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who tried to tell it exactly like it is and some of our embassies or
regional bureaus who were carrying water for their odious clients.
In general, the good guys appear to have won.

Despite these important victories that have led to this strong,
honest, and thorough report, I am deeply concerned that it might
not result in the necessary changes in U.S. policy. This is particu-
larly sad because the International Religious Freedom Act provided
an important mechanism for bringing about such changes. Specifi-
cally, the law provides that on or before September 1st of each
year, the same day the annual report is due, the President shall
review the status of religious freedom in each foreign country to de-
termine which governments have “engaged in or tolerated particu-
larly severe violations of religious freedom” during the proceeding
12 months.

These countries are to be designated as countries of particular
concern for religious freedom, and the President then must either
impose diplomatic, political or economic sanction against the gov-
ernments of these countries or issue a waiver of such action. This
year, however, the President did not designate any countries of
particular concern until late last night, about 5 weeks beyond the
statutory deadline.

Ambassador Seiple, I want to congratulate you for prying that
list loose from wherever it was in the Federal bureaucracy in time
for today’s hearing. Unfortunately, this designates only five coun-
tries along with two de facto authorities that are not recognized by
the U.S. as natural governments.

In choosing these seven regimes—Burma, China, Iran, Iragq,
Sudan, Serbia, and the Taliban—the President made only the easy
choices. Six of them are pariah regimes, already under severe sanc-
tions for reasons other than religious persecution. The seventh,
China, must have generated a warm debate within the administra-
tion, not because the evidence is unclear about the atrocities the
Chinese government commits every day against Roman Catholics,
house church Protestants, Uighur Muslims, Tibetan Buddhists, and
other believers, but because a designation of China as a country of
particular concern might be bad for the relationship.

Ambassador Seiple, I am glad the forces of light prevailed when
it came to designating China. But where is Vietnam, which bru-
tally suppresses Buddhists, Protestants and others who will not
join official churches run by the government itself and which at-
tempts to control the Catholic Church through a Catholic Patriotic
Association modeled closely after the Chinese institution of the
same name? Where is North Korea, whose government imprisons
evangelists and then treats them as insane? Where are Laos and
Cuba, which engage in similar brutal practices? Where is Saudi
Arabia in which, and again I quote, “freedom of religion does not
exist?”

Does the administration really believe these governments have
not engaged in or tolerated particularly severe violations of reli-
gious freedom? Or were the President and his advisers more wor-
ried about injuring the relationship or interfering with ongoing ef-
forts to improve the relationship than with giving the honest as-
sessment required by the plain language of the statute?
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Mr. Ambassador, as you know, the Executive Summary of the re-
port contains a description of U.S. actions to promote religious free-
dom abroad. Among other things, it states, “the most productive
work often is done behind the scenes. It happens when an ambas-
sador, after discussing with his senior official his country’s impor-
tant strategic relationship with the U.S., raises one more thing, ac-
cess to the imprisoned mufti or information on a missionary who
has disappeared.”

Unfortunately, this description tends to confirm rather than dis-
pel some of the most frequent criticisms of this administration’s
treatment of religious liberty issues in its conduct of U.S. foreign
policy: First, that the administration is squeamish about holding
governments publicly accountable for their repression; second, that
the administration focuses on specific high-profile cases rather than
pressing for systemic improvements; and, third, that the adminis-
tration too often treats religious liberty as “one more thing,” an ad-
dendum to other policy discussions, rather than mainstreaming it
into other larger deliberations concerning economic, trade, aid, se-
curity policies and the like, those things that might provide con-
crete incentives for repressive regimes to change their actions.

Mr. Ambassador, we need to convince, I believe, repressive gov-
ernments that religious freedom is not just “one more thing.” To-
talitarian regimes often come down harder on religious believers
than on anyone else. This is because nothing threatens such re-
gimes more than faith. In the modern world, in which the rhetoric
of cultural relativism and moral equivalence is so often used to
make the difference between totalitarianism and freedom seem just
like just a matter of opinion, the strongest foundation for the abso-
lute and indivisible nature of human rights is the belief that these
rights are not bestowed by governments or international organiza-
tions but by God. People who are secure in their relationship with
God do not intimidate easily.

So we must remind ourselves, and then we must remind our gov-
ernment, that human rights policy is not just a subset of trade pol-
icy, and refugee protection is not just an inconvenient branch of im-
migration policy. On the contrary, these policies are about recog-
nizing that good and evil really exist in the world. They are also
about recognizing that we are all brothers and sisters, and we are
our brothers’ and sisters’ keepers.

Mr. Ambassador, this report is a good first step toward restoring
these human rights policies to the place they deserve as a top pri-
ority in American foreign policy, and I am very, very grateful to
have you here.

I would like to yield to my colleagues before introducing our very
distinguished guests.

The Chairman of the Full Committee, Mr. Gilman.

Mr. GiLMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I want to thank our distinguished Chairman of the Committee
and ranking minority Member of the Subcommittee on Inter-
national Operations and Human Rights, the gentleman from New
Jersey, Mr. Smith, and the gentlelady from Georgia, Ms. McKin-
ney, for holding this important hearing today. I see we are joined
by Congressman Lantos, who has been a staunch supporter of reli-
gious freedom, and I want to especially commend Congressman
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Frank Wolf, the gentleman from Virginia, for his leadership on the
important International Religious Freedom Act. Although we re-
grettably had to accept some weakening amendments to the bill
from the Senate at the time we adopted it, his leadership ensured
the strong bipartisan measure to final adoption.

In response to section 102 of the International Religious Freedom
Act of 1998, the State Department 1 month ago released its first
Annual Report on International Religious Freedom for 1999; and
while the report can be criticized for its lack of depth in many
areas, I want to thank our good Ambassador who is here with us
today for focusing resources in the right direction.

Ambassador Seiple has done an outstanding job as our first Am-
bassador on our international religious freedom issues. Besides the
mandate to provide detailed information with respect to religious
freedom around the world, the International Religious Freedom Act
also requires that the President or his designees, in this case the
Secretary of State, to determine which countries should be des-
ignated as countries of particular concern.

I am informed that the list is made of up of Burma, People’s Re-
public of China, Sudan, Iran, Iraq and the Taliban in Afghanistan.
While there are many other nations that could be mentioned, I was
concerned to learn that Vietnam, Laos, Cuba and Saudi Arabia
were not designated. Vietnam and Laos have the same restrictive
policies on unapproved and unregistered religious institutions as
the People’s Republic of China.

According to the Country Report on Human Rights Practices,
Saudi Arabia has a systematic discrimination based on religion,
and that is built into their law. Cuba imprisons and tortures
Protestant evangelists who refuse to work with denominations by
the government. Despite the opening of the talks that came about
thﬁgugh the Pope’s recent visit, they turned out to be just that,
talk.

We hope that the administration will not be reluctant to list
Vietnam and Laos as countries of particular concern because it is
trying to ensure that these repressive regimes obtain most favored
nations trading status. Our Nation’s foreign policy must never be
to ensure that business comes before the right to freely practice
one’s religion and the freedom of assembly.

We look forward to hearing from our distinguished witnesses;
and I thank you, Mr. Chairman, for conducting this hearing.

Mr. SMITH. Thank you very much, Chairman Gilman.

Mr. Lantos.

Mr. LaNTOS. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Let me at the outset commend my friend from Virginia, Frank
Wolf, who emphatically pursued this goal, and we are all here to
celebrate what in fact is a victory for religious freedom in no small
measure, thanks to his commitments and his efforts.

I also want to pay tribute to you and to Chairman Gilman for
your unfailing support of religious freedom. I want to welcome our
distinguished Ambassador and look forward to many annual re-
ports over the coming years.

I want to congratulate both you and the administration on this
report. I agree with my colleagues that the list of seven could easily
be expanded, and I hope that in coming years it will either be ex-
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panded or the performance of these countries will change so that
they will not have to be included in this infamous listing of coun-
tries that deny religious freedom.

I particularly want to commend the administration for including
China in the list. It is important for all of us in Congress to recog-
nize that we have a far greater degree of freedom as individual
Members of Congress to express our views since it is not our re-
sponsibility to conduct official diplomatic relations with other coun-
tries.

It is far easier for a Member of Congress to recommend that
China be on the list than it is for an administration which has a
tremendous variety of relationships with China to include China.
So I commend you, Mr. Ambassador, and Secretary Albright and
the President and the Vice President for having the courage to in-
clude China in this list because China surely belongs on that list.

I also agree with my colleagues that a number of countries, rang-
ing from Saudi Arabia to Vietnam to Cuba, should be included on
the basis of their performance; and I hope that in subsequent re-
ports, they either will be included or their improved performance
will qualify them not to be included.

But I think it is easy to nitpick the first historic report on reli-
gious freedom globally. The United States is the only country on
the face of this planet—I want to repeat this—the United States
is the only country on the face of this planet which has an annual
report prepared by its administration and submitted to its Con-
gress on this most important subject.

I think it is very important to underscore the positive. This is a
major legislative achievement and a major accomplishment by the
administration. The report is extensive, impressive, accurate and
overwhelmingly depressing. It is depressing because this funda-
mental human right, the right of religious freedom, is so little ob-
served in so many countries of this world; and religious hatred and
bigotry still permeate the official public policy of large numbers of
countries on the face of this planet.

I think it is extremely important that we rejoice in our combined
and joint efforts as Republicans and Democrats and as a Congress
and as an administration; and I look forward to working with you,
Mr. Ambassador, and your staff, for years to come, hopefully, to im-
prove the cause of religious freedom globally.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. SMiTH. Thank you very much, Mr. Lantos. I think you point-
ed out so well that we do work in a bipartisan way on human
rights in a town that seems to have partisanship written all over
it. At least this is one area where we can come together and pro-
mote the common welfare for people across the planet. So thank
you very much for your comments.

Mr. Pitts.

Mr. PrTTs. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you for holding this
hearing. Your efforts on behalf of religious freedom have positively
affected numerous people around the world, and I am honored to
work with you and commend especially Congressman Wolf and
Congressman Lantos, Chairman Gilman, to work on behalf of pro-
moting human rights and religious liberty around the world.
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I also want to commend Ambassador Seiple and the numerous
individuals in the State Department who spent, I am sure, a tre-
mendous amount of time and effort in the report that we are exam-
ining today.

As a newly appointed member of the Helsinki Commission, I
have concerns regarding the state of religious freedom in Europe
and Central Asia and the Caucasus, concerns about how the 1997
Russian religious law is being implemented.

The 1998 Uzbek law, which I think is the most restrictive law
in the OSCE region, criminalizes unregistered religious activities.
It penalizes free religious expression. Over 200 individuals have
been imprisoned in Uzbekistan this year for their religious prac-
tices. In countries such as Hungary and Bulgaria and Ukraine and
Romania, new laws restricting religious freedom are in various
stages of legislative process. In Azerbaijan, the raid of the Baptist
Church on September 5th and last Sunday’s raid of the German
Lutheran Church underscore the price that religious believers pay
for their faith.

Because of time limitations, I won’t go into detail. But, like the
Chairman, I am very concerned about the religious liberty viola-
tions in the People’s Republic of China, Sudan, Pakistan,
T%rkmenistan, Vietnam, Saudi Arabia, Burma, Egypt, Iran, and
others.

I am very disappointed that Vietnam and Pakistan were not des-
ignated as countries of particular concern, despite widespread reli-
gious liberty violations in both of these countries.

Mr. Chairman, thank you again for holding this hearing. I look
forward to working with all of you, all of us together on behalf of
religious liberty around the world.

Mr. SmITH. Thank you very much, Mr. Pitts.

Mr. Wolf?

Mr. WoLF. No opening statement. That is OK.

Mr. SMITH. The prime sponsor of the bill has nothing to say.

Mr. SMITH. Let me introduce our distinguished witness, Ambas-
sador Robert Seiple, who was confirmed as the State Department’s
first Ambassador-at-Large for International Religious Freedom on
May 5th of this year. For the last 11 years, he has served as presi-
dent of World Vision, the largest privately funded relief and devel-
opmental agency in the world. A former Marine and recipient of
the distinguished Flying Cross and numerous other awards for his
service in Vietnam, Ambassador Seiple previously served as presi-
dent of Eastern College and Eastern Baptist Theological Seminary.

Mr. Ambassador, welcome to the Subcommittee. We look forward
to your statement.

STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE ROBERT A. SEIPLE, AMBAS-
SADOR-AT-LARGE FOR INTERNATIONAL RELIGIOUS FREE-
DOM

Mr. SEIPLE. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman and Members
of Congress. With your permission, I will, in the interest of time,
read a shortened version of my prepared text and ask that the en-
tire text be entered into the record.

Mr. SmiTH. Without objection, the full text will be made a part
of the record.
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Mr. SEIPLE. It is a pleasure to be here today to testify about the
Department of State’s first Annual Report on International Reli-
gious Freedom. I consider it an honor to appear before you, know-
ing as I do the key role you played in the Committee in promoting
religious freedom and in creating the International Religious Free-
dom Act.

We share a common vision, a simple but profound vision. It is
to help people who suffer because of their religious faith. Such peo-
ple live literally around the globe, and they number in the millions.
They live in fear, afraid to speak of what they believe. They wor-
ship underground in 21st century catacombs, lest authorities dis-
cover and punish their devotion to an authority beyond the state.
They languish in prisons and suffer torture, simply because they
love God in their own way.

They are children stolen from their parents, sold into slavery and
forced to convert to another religion. They are Christian mothers
searching for their missing sons. They are Buddhist monks in re-
education camps, Jews imprisoned on trumped-up charges of espio-
nage, Muslims butchered for being the wrong kinds of Muslims.
They hail from every region and race, and their blood cries out to
us. Not for vengeance, but for hope and for help and for redress.

Nor should we speak of human suffering merely in terms of num-
bers. Suffering has a face. You will forgive me if I repeat a story
I told elsewhere. But in my office there is a lovely watercolor paint-
ing of a house and a garden. The painted scene is one of peace,
which reflects the forgiveness in the artist’s heart. But that paint-
ing has its origins in hatred.

The artist is a young Lebanese woman named Mary, who at the
age of 18, was fleeing her village after it was overrun by militia.
Mary was caught by a militiamen who demanded with his gun that
she renounce her faith or die.

She refused to renounce her faith. The bullet was fired, severed
her spinal cord. Today Mary paints her paintings of forgiveness
with a paintbrush braced in her right hand. She represents both
the painful consequences of religious persecution and the best
fruits of religion. Mary is filled with physical suffering, yet she for-
gives. In so doing, she points the way to an enduring answer to re-
ligious persecution and that is, of course, reconciliation.

In order to have forgiveness and reconciliation, we must elevate
the notion of universal human dignity, the idea that every human
being has an inherent and inviolable worth. Lest we forget the face
of suffering, or of forgiveness, I have dedicated the first Annual Re-
port on International Religious Freedom to Mary.

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee, you are to be
commended for your work on this issue and for calling this hearing.
Together with the International Religious Freedom Act and our
own new Report on International Religious Freedom, this hearing
will sharpen the focus for those of us who may be in a position to
help, while at the same time it will provide hope to believers in
every place where hope is in short supply and where each day
brings fear of more persecution.

We are all aware that religious liberty is the first freedom of our
Bill of Rights and is cherished by many Americans as the most pre-
cious of those rights granted by God and to be protected by govern-
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ments. This Congress was wise in recognizing that freedom of reli-
gion and—in a religious context—freedom of conscience, expression
and association are also among the founding principles of inter-
national human rights covenants.

The Universal Declaration of Human Rights, the International
Covenant on Political and Civil Rights, as well as other human
rights instruments, grant citizens of the world the right to freedom
of religion. As a consequence, when we go to officials of foreign gov-
ernments to urge them to protect religious freedom, we are not ask-
ing them to do it our way. We are asking them to live up to their
commitments that they have made, both to their own people and
to the world.

Mr. Chairman and Members, as you well know, on October 27th
of last year, President Clinton signed into law the International
Religious Freedom Act of 1998. Section 102 of that bill calls for the
submission to Congress of an Annual Report on International Reli-
gious Freedom to supplement the Country Reports on Human
Rights Practices by providing additional detailed information with
respect to matters involving international religious freedom.

On September 9th, we submitted to Congress the first Inter-
national Religious Freedom report. It is this. This is 1,100 pages
long. It covers 194 countries and focuses exclusively on the status
of religious freedom in each. I would like publicly to thank the hun-
dreds of Foreign Service Officers worldwide who helped research,
draft, corroborate and edit this new report.

I want to extend a special thanks to officers in the Bureau for
Democracy, Human Rights and Labor, in particular, the staff of the
Office of Country Reports and Asylum Affairs. These dedicated offi-
cers worked overtime, literally and figuratively, in order to meet
the deadline and to produce the best possible product.

Finally, I wish to thank my own staff in the Office of Inter-
national Religious Freedom, not only for their hard work but for
their love of their work. They are proud to say, as you do in the
International Religious Freedom Act, that the United States stands
with the persecuted.

The report applies to all religions and beliefs. It targets no par-
ticular country or religion, and it seeks to promote no religion over
another. It does, however, recognize the intrinsic value of religion,
even as it acknowledges that religious freedom includes the right
not to believe or to practice. Integrity has been our goal as we
sought to ascertain and report the status of religious freedom in all
countries around the globe.

The report includes an introduction, an Executive Summary, and
a separate section on each of the 194 countries. The introduction
lays the philosophical groundwork for promoting religious freedom.
While noting there is more than one understanding of the source
of the human dignity, it also acknowledges a religious under-
standing of that source, namely, the idea that every human being
possesses an intrinsic and inviolable worth that has a devine origin
and is part of the natural order of things.

So understood, religious freedom can provide support for all other
human rights. When the dignity of the human person is destroyed,
it is not simply a practical rule that is being violated, but the na-
ture of the world itself.
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Mr. Chairman, I am sure you will agree that if the idea of
human dignity is viewed merely as a utilitarian matter, solely the
product of legislation or treaties, it becomes perishable. Any na-
tional or international standard that reflects only the norms of a
given cultural or historical period can be abolished for the conven-
ience of the powerful.

Drawing from the individual reports, the Executive Summary
provides a brief description of barriers to religious freedom in some
35 countries, grouped around five themes ranging from discrimina-
tion to harsh persecution. As required by the act, the Executive
Summary includes, but is not limited to, those countries that may
be designated countries of particular concern.

Each of the 194 Country Reports begins with the statement
about applicable laws and outlines whether the country requires
registration of religious groups. It then provides

Mr. SMITH. Mr. Ambassador, I think your microphone just went
out. Thank you.

Mr. SEIPLE. Each of the 194 Country Reports begins with a state-
ment about applicable laws and outlines whether the country re-
quires registration of religious groups. It then provides a demo-
graphic overview of the population by religious affiliation, outlines
problems encountered by various religious groups, describes soci-
etal attitudes and finishes with an overview of U.S. policies.

The drafting process was similar to that used in preparing the
Human Rights Reports. We worked diligently to include as much
factual information as possible, relying not only on our other
sources but also on material from experts in the academia, non-
governmental organizations and the media. Our guiding principle
was to ensure that all relevant information was assessed objec-
tively, thoroughly and fairly as possible. We hope that Congress
finds the report to be an objective and comprehensive resource.

The International Religious Freedom Act also requires that the
President, or in this case his designee, the Secretary of State, re-
view the status of religious freedom throughout the world in order
to determine which countries should be designated as countries of
particular concern. As the Chairman and the Committee Members
know, we have delayed the designations in order to give the Sec-
retary ample time to consider all the relevant data, as well as my
own recommendations.

She has been reading relevant parts of the report itself, which
was not completed until September 8th. Designations must be
based on those reports, as well as on the Country Reports on
Human Rights Practices, and all other information available to us.

I am pleased to tell you that the Secretary has completed her re-
view. We will shortly send to the Congress an official letter of noti-
fication in which we will detail the Secretary’s decision with re-
spect to any additional actions to be taken. While I am not pre-
pared today to discuss those actions, I do wish to announce the
countries that the Secretary intends to designate under the act as
countries of particular concern. They are Burma, China, Iran, Iraq,
and Sudan.

The Secretary also intends to identify the Taliban in Afghani-
stan, which we do not recognize as a government, and Serbia,
which is not a country, as particularly severe violators of religious
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freedom. I will be happy to take your questions about the restric-
tions on the exercise of religious freedom in all of these areas.

I would also note that there are many other countries that our
report discusses where religious freedoms appear to be suppressed.
In some instances, like Saudi Arabia, those countries are beginning
to take steps to address the problem. In some countries, such as
North Korea, religious freedoms may be suppressed, but we lack
the data to make an informed assessment. We will continue to look
at these cases and collect information so that, if a country merits
designation under the act, we will so designate it in the future.

Let me turn briefly to the subject of U.S. actions to promote reli-
gious freedom abroad.

Secretary Albright has said that our commitment to religious lib-
erty is even more than the expression of American ideals. It is a
fundamental source of our strength in the world. The President,
the Secretary of State and many senior U.S. officials have ad-
dressed the issue of freedom in venues throughout the world. Sec-
retary Albright some time ago issued formal instructions to all U.S.
diplomatic posts to give more attention to religious freedom both in
reporting and in advocacy.

During the period covered by this report, all of 1998 and the first
6 months of 1999, the U.S. engaged in a variety of efforts to pro-
mote the right of religious freedom and to oppose violations of that
right. As prescribed in the International Religious Freedom Act,
the Executive Summary describes U.S. actions to actively promote
religious freedom.

Drawing on the individual reports, it describes certain activities
by U.S. Ambassadors, other embassy officials and other high-level
U.S. officials, including the President, the Secretary, Members of
Congress, as well as the activities of my own office.

Our staff has visited some 15 countries in the last several
months, including China, Egypt, Vietnam, Uzbekistan, Serbia, Rus-
sia, Indonesia, Laos, Kazakhstan, Israel, Saudi Arabia, France,
Germany, Austria, and Belgium. We have met with hundreds of of-
ficials, NGO’s, human rights groups, religious organizations and
journalists, here and abroad. I am delighted to report to you that
our office has become a clearing house for people with information
about religious persecution and discrimination and for the per-
secuted themselves. By fax, telephone, E-mail and direct visits they
tell us their stories. We listen, record, and, when appropriate, we
act.

At the very least, we believe we have created a process by which
their stories can be verified and integrated into our annual report.
With persistence and faith, perhaps our efforts will lead to a reduc-
tion in persecution and an increase in religious freedom.

Mr. Chairman, I have provided in my written statement a de-
scription of U.S. efforts in three countries, China, Uzbekistan, and
Russia, where Congress has shown particular interest and in which
we have expended considerable diplomatic effort.

In China, our collective efforts on behalf of persecuted minorities,
and I include Members of Congress in that collective, have been
persistent and intense, but have unfortunately had little effect on
the behavior of the Chinese Government.
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In Uzbekistan, our efforts have met with some success, although
it certainly is too soon to discern long-term or systemic change for
the better.

In Russia, our interventions with the Russian government have
apparently blunted the effects of a bad religion law.

Again, I am willing to discuss with you any country about which
you have concerns.

Let me close, Mr. Chairman, by thanking you for your leadership
in the promotion of international religious freedom and the entire
Committee for its willingness to hold this hearing. As I said at the
outset, we share a common vision. It is of a world in which people
of all religions are free from persecution. To create such a world,
we seek to change the behavior of those regimes which engage in
or tolerate abuses of religious freedom and to signal persecutors
and persecuted alike that they will not be forgotten.

But, Mr. Chairman and Members of Congress, there is a pro-
foundly important point that I believe is sometimes missed in our
discussions of religious freedom, a point I briefly made earlier and
one with which I am certain you will agree. Let me return to it in
closing. To protect freedom of religion is not simply to shield reli-
gious belief and worship. It is that, but it is more. When we defend
religious freedom, we defend every human being who is viewed as
an object or a product to be used or eliminated according to the
purposes of those with power.

I believe that to guard religious freedom is to lift high the no-
blest of ideas, indeed the idea that is the seed bed of our own de-
mocracy. It is a religious understanding of human dignity, the con-
viction that every person, of whatever social, economic, religious or
political status of whatever race, creed or location, is endowed by
God, with a value which does not rise or fall with income or pro-
ductivity, with status or position, with power or weakness.

Mr. Chairman, let us together renew our determination to com-
bat religious persecution and to promote religious freedom. By so
doing, we hold out hope for those who live in fear because of what
they believe and how they worship. By so doing, we give pause to
those who contemplate tormenting others because of their religious
beliefs. By so doing, we strengthen the very heart of human rights.

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Seiple appears in the appendix.]

Mr. SMmiTH. Thank you very much, Ambassador Seiple, for your
very powerful statement and very persuasive words and for your
personal commitment to undertake so many trips abroad to meet
with the leaders of religious faiths and, perhaps even more impor-
tantly, with the government officials to personally convey our gov-
ernment’s deep concern about the plight of persecuted religious in-
dividuals or groups. I want to thank you very strongly for that.

I also want to commend Mr. Farr for his good work and other
members of your commission and your office for the fine work,
again, in producing this voluminous document which becomes the
basis for action; and we hope that that is what will follow.

Mr. Burton has joined us, and I would like to yield to him for
any opening statement.
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Mr. BURTON. Yes, I have just have a real quick opening state-
ment. I want to apologize, Mr. Chairman, because I do have to go
to another hearing.

I have heard good things about Mr. Seiple. Many times we have
people testify that we take issue with, but it sounds like to me you
are doing a pretty good job.

The Committee for Coordination on Disappearances in Punjab re-
cently issued a new report on enforced disappearances, arbitrary
executions and secret cremations of Sikhs in the Punjab in north-
ern India. It documents the names and addresses of 838 victims of
this policy, and I have those I would like to submit for the record.

The report is both shocking and distressing. The Committee is an
umbrella organization of 18 human rights organizations under the
leadership of a Hindu human rights activist. The report discusses
“illegal abductions and secret cremations of dead bodies.” in fact,
the Indian Supreme Court has itself described this policy as “worse
than a genocide.” the report includes direct testimony from mem-
bers of the victims’ families, other witnesses and details of these
brutal cases.

The human rights community has stated that over 50,000 Sikhs
have, quote, “disappeared” at the hands of the Indian government
in the early 1990’s. How can any country, especially one that
claims to be the world’s largest democracy, get away with so many
killings, abductions and other atrocities? It is going on not only in
Punjab but Kashmir and elsewhere in the India.

Will the Indian government prosecute the officials of its security
forces who are responsible for these acts? Will the Indian govern-
ment compensate the victims and their families? I think not.

Mr. Seiple, I want to thank you for the reception you have given
my staff and other organizations that may have submitted various
reports and information for your review. I am encouraged by some
of the findings in your report that focuses the attention in India on
Christian persecution.

I also want to point out to Mr. Seiple and my colleagues that,
last week, Human Rights Watch issued a 37-page report that de-
tails violence against Christians in India that include killings of
priests, rapings of nuns and the physical destruction of Christian
institutions, schools and churches.

But I want to remind everyone that there is persecution in In-
dian of almost all religions. So I hope that you will take a hard
look at this report from the Committee for Coordination on Dis-
appearances in Punjab, and I look forward to working with you in
the future.

Mr. Chairman, as I said before, I would like unanimous consent
to submit the names of 838 Sikh victims that have just disappeared
from the face of the earth and are believed to be cremated by the
Indian government. Also, Mr. Chairman, I would like to, since I do
have to leave, thank you for holding this hearing and also submit
a few questions for the record.

Mr. SMmiTH. Without objection, Mr. Burton, your submissions will
be made a part of the record.

Mr. BURTON. Thank you, Mr. Seiple.

[The information referred to appears in the appendix.]
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Mr. SMITH. The chair recognizes the Chairman of the Full Com-
mittee, Mr. Gilman, who regrettably is on a short timeframe and
will have to depart, but he has some questions that he wanted to
ask.

Mr. GILMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Again, I thank you for conducting this important hearing.

We thank Mr. Seiple for being here, for his good report, even
though it left out some of the countries we are concerned about.

Mr. Ambassador, is the President merely saying that there are
only seven regimes in the world that inflict torture or other cruel
treatment of prolonged detention without charge on religious be-
lievers? Is that contrary to the report itself?

Mr. SEIPLE. When we did the report, we looked at the language
in the act, and the bar created four countries of particular country
concern. It is very specific language. It talks about the government
that either engages in or tolerates ongoing, systematic and egre-
gious—and then it goes on to define egregious as acts of persecu-
tion, which include things like prolonged interment, torture, rape,
disappearance and general mayhem about people and does that on
the basis to a significant degree because of religion. That is the
standard that we apply to every one of the countries.

I am prepared in anticipation of this question to talk about those
that either came close or came over the line or didn’t quite meet
the line, but simply to say that this in our mind was a very high
bar, and when a country is so designated, it is a very significant
blight on their record, and that is the approach that we took with
every country.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Ambassador, were any agencies outside the
State Department consulted about which countries should be in-
cluded in the list?

Mr. SEIPLE. We talked to literally hundreds of people and NGO’s
and human rights organizations. We also went through this with
the commission head. The commission normally in a given year
would have a report to give to us by the 1st of May.

The commission is the independent commission started up late
this year. I did have those conversations with the commission, all
of which is to say that I think that we have inputs. In fact, a lot
of the reporting in places will show that those inputs came from
places like Human Rights Watch, Amnesty, Freedom House, and
any place that we could get verifiable information. If we could sus-
tain it with credibility, it is in the report.

Mr. SMITH. Mr. Ambassador, did you discuss this with any Fed-
eral agencies?

Mr. SEIPLE. In the sanctioning process that we have begun and
that you will hear about when the official letters of designation
come for CPC’s, those other Federal agencies, like the Treasury De-
partment and so on, have to be included as we discuss sanctions.
So, in that sense, there are other avenues and other venues and
other parts of the U.S. Government.

We have also worked very closely with this Congress in a couple
of countries, namely Uzbekistan and very recently Egypt, and con-
tinued to work with staffers here in Congress at all levels.
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Mr. GILMAN. Did any of the other Federal agencies or depart-
ments recommend to you that you not include any of those coun-
tries that you were considering?

Mr. SEIPLE. Our recommendations were only based on the facts.
We wanted to make sure that we had the report right so that the
second exercise of designation would flow from the report and the
report would be an acceptable and credible rationale for that des-
ignation.

Answering your question specifically, no.

Mr. GILMAN. One last question, Mr. Ambassador. With regard to
Tibet, during the period covered by the report, diplomatic personnel
consistently urged both central and local Chinese authorities to re-
spect religious freedom in Tibet. Figures as prominent as President
Clinton and Assistant Secretary Koh raised specific issues of con-
cern about the human rights situation in Tibet. Yet at the same
time, by the report’s own reckoning, religious freedom in Tibet di-
minished, and the Chinese Government launched a 3-year cam-
paign against religious exercise.

Given the inefficacy of admonitions in the Beijing regime, what
more can be done to address this deteriorating situation in Tibet?
We would welcome your recommendation.

Mr. SEIPLE. As we point out in the report, this has not been an
easy time with our relations with China and primarily because of
the human rights abuses. This has not been a year when the
human rights situation has improved. It has remained consistently
bad. You are right to point out the widespread abuses in Tibet and,
of course, we could go to other parts, as you will hear today, of
China, as to how that happened.

The silver bullet for making all of that right, for getting the at-
tention, I don’t know. We will continue to look for a dialogue that
produces results. We will continue to talk to the Chinese in terms
of the international covenants they have signed which clearly spell
out their obligations for mutual accountability to the global commu-
nity, on what they are doing in places like Tibet.

Mr. GiLMAN. Thank you very much, Mr. Ambassador.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. SMITH. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Ambassador, I noted and I was glad that you undertook the
trip to China last January; and one of the first items mentioned in
U.S. action to promote religious freedom abroad in the Executive
Summary was to raise the issue of Bishop Su of Hebei province.

I had met with Bishop Su when he was briefly out of prison. He
requested the meeting, and he actually celebrated mass with our
human rights delegation, and then for that, apparently, he was re-
arrested and has spent time in prison, and now his whereabouts
remains somewhat of a mystery.

In explaining that the new law does have some sanctions, how-
ever modest those sanctions may be, however waivable those sanc-
tions may be, did you get information concerning Bishop Su then
or now or any time in between those conversations almost a year
ago? Second, did they take you as if you had credibility when you
say that there are some things, penalties, that could be imposed if
there is not a mitigation of your violations of these basic human
rights?
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I would like to yield.

Mr. SEIPLE. As we point out in the report, the whereabouts of
Bishop Su Ahimin is still, as you say, unknown. Everyone that has
gone and every high-ranking official that has brought up this indi-
vidual in this particular context has gotten the same information.
We have not been allowed to see people. We have not been allowed
to visit priests that had been put in prison, even though, in many
cases, as | pointed out to them when I was there in January, if you
would let me go and talk to the priest, maybe we could put to rest
the provocative stories that are coming out around the world. Still
they would not allow me to go. They would not allow our embassy
to go.

So our information comes from other sources. I think it is good
information, but it hasn’t come from government.

Have we been ignored as a representative of this country in
terms of human rights? We don’t have much to point to in this last
year, except that we had been faithful and persistent in explaining
the position, explaining our desires to promote religious freedom,
not to take punitive actions and point fingers and act in a
judgmental fashion but to find ways to take the ball forward in a
way that can be helpful to the government as well as to the people
who this day are repressed.

Whether there are larger issues that overshadow this, they are
very concerned about their anniversaries. They are very concerned
about their economy. They are very concerned about the bank-
ruptcy of the Communist ideology. Maybe there are other issues
that overshadow this. But they know as a part of our foreign pol-
icy—and I think by designating China, it may have been a sur-
prise, but by designating China, they know that we are not going
to sweep any of this under the rug when it comes to our bilateral
relationship.

Mr. SMITH. There is no doubt that light acts as a disinfectant,
and it is certainly helpful and gives us more moral suasion when
we would deal with them. But, again, did they convey back to you
then, or at any time since, that they take seriously the fact that
some penalty might be imposed upon them, some kind of sanction
so that they might curb some of their more egregious behavior?

Mr. SEIPLE. I have to answer that somewhat indirectly, because
specifically we never posed that with an answer to come back. I
think the penalty for the Chinese in a global community is putting
them in the group that we have designated today. I think that is
the largest thing we could have done to them.

I think that they will care more about that, and again from indi-
rect intuition and conversations with a wide variety of Chinese in
this last year, I think that will mean more than any specific sanc-
tion that ultimately comes with the letter that you will be receiving
shortly from the Secretary.

Mr. SMITH. I do hope you are right. I know that you are very sin-
cere and you believe that and it is likely that it could lead to some
good and we all certainly hope that is the case.

Let me just ask you and really followup to Mr. Gilman’s question
with regards to those countries that are included and those that
somehow didn’t make the bar. Were there countries—did the Presi-
dent accept your recommendations in its totality? Were there some
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like Saudi Arabia which again had that very clear definitive, de-
clarative sentence that there is no religious freedom in Saudi Ara-
bia and we do know that there are arrests. We know that there are
punishments, including the use of torture, against people, espe-
cially if they convert from Islam to Christianity.

It is hard—it seems to be a real stretch to say they shouldn’t be
included in the list, even if our relationship as it is, is strategic and
close, all friends commit human rights abuses, since we are a mir-
ror perhaps, why weren’t they on there?

Was there any kind of political vetting that went on with regards
to this country’s too much of a strategic ally or was this the plain,
unvarnished truth?

Mr. SEIPLE. This is the plain, unvarnished truth. We do not look
for political justifications. We didn’t talk to folks who perhaps
would bring that to the fore. We looked at the facts and, again,
took the facts up against a very high standard. If you look at the
standard that I mentioned before, the standard that comes out of
the act, we tried to be very faithful there, but as you look at that
standard, it is systematic, ongoing and egregious.

There is no question that Saudi Arabia is systematic, ongoing
and egregious in terms of the persecution as it is defined in the act,
not in the period of the report. I had a conversation with their for-
eign minister last February, and we talked about in these very nar-
row lines of realpolitik for us to negotiate—can we get non-Muslims
worshipping privately without threat of the Mutawwa coming in
and harassing them, beating them up and everything else? I got
from him a commitment that that would not happen. Non-Muslims
can worship as long as it is privately, and they can worship in a
secure environment.

To date, in the preparation of the report time, that has been a
faithful keeping of the word. That is not a major victory, it is not
a large step, it is a very small step, but in a very difficult context.
We want to move the ball forward, and I think that is positive. I
think we have a government there willing to work with us within
fairly tight restrictions. We wish it would be better. We wish that
there would be optimism to our way of thinking about this and the
international covenants that the global community has come up
with, but we have made progress in terms of Saudi Arabia over
where we were.

Mr. SMITH. Let me just ask you briefly about Vietnam, because
that is something that other Members and myself included in our
opening comments. Many of us know many people who have re-
cently immigrated from there. We work with human rights organi-
zations, and there is a question as to why that country was not in-
cluded as well. Maybe there is a good answer, and we look forward
to hearing that. If you are outside the official government struc-
ture, as in China, you are in for almost like, very severe limita-
tions, including incarceration. We know that they, just like China,
impose a quota on the number of kids you can have. That two child
per couple policy has real religious significance especially when
Catholic and other Christian denominations speak out against that.
As a matter of fact, they can be arrested for it.

What about Vietnam?
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Mr. SEIPLE. First of all, I am not here to defend any of these
countries. Obviously, a lot of them are closed cases.

This was my 12th trip into Vietnam last July. I know the coun-
try well, I know the people well, and I know the groups well. What
I have seen over the last several years, although this was my first
year and my first visit going in for international religious freedom
and had confirmed by every religious group that I met with, Catho-
lics, Buddhists, Protestants, evangelical Protestants, both belong-
ing to the Temlon Church and other groups, that would be more
coming out of the hills, tribesmen and so on. Every group I talked
to assured me that things were better in terms of religious repres-
sion in the last 5 years. Things had come to a better place than
they had been.

Now, the shoe can drop at any time and things can change. But
in the period of this report, we saw progress, we saw general am-
nesties for the first time. Many of the people that had been in pris-
on had been let out. We have been led to believe that there will
be more amnesties. We have seen the Marian devotion at Le Van.
Last year, 100,000 Catholics were allowed to gather. This year that
group is 200,000. This is progress.

Will it continue? I don’t think we should be Pollyanna-ish. I
think we have to watch it closely. We have a tremendous Ambas-
sador in Pete Peterson there making these same cases and these
same points with the Vietnamese government. It was a close call,
but there was progress. They were receptive to diplomatic initia-
tives, unlike some of the countries that have been on the list.

Mr. SMITH. Thank you. Let me just followup. In Vietnam, reli-
able sources have described the Dien Bien region as the center of
a new anti-Christian campaign by Vietnamese officials. Vietnamese
government documents support these reports.

One particular document describes a pilot project aimed at pre-
venting the growth of Christianity throughout the country. In cer-
tain areas of Vietnam, government officials encouraged villages to
attend seminars to learn about the government’s attitude toward
Christianity. Villages are required to sign a statement promising
that they will not study the Christian religion or take part in any
Christian activities such as Bible reading or worship services, and
they will actively tell them not to participate in the Christian reli-
gion.

I was just wondering, is this something that your commission is
aware of, is looking into, has spoken out against?

Mr. SEIPLE. I think you are talking about many of the Hmong
tribesmen, and we spent a lot of time on this issue in order to un-
derstand it, in order to help the Vietnamese understand it. By the
way, these are the folks that fought with us back in the 1960’s and
1970’s, and we should look for ways not only to take their part but
to raise their issue to the Vietnamese in terms again of the inter-
national covenants that they have signed, and we have done that.

It is complicated. Some are Christian, some are millennial cults,
and unfortunately, the Vietnamese government, not knowing the
difference, could come down with a hammer on all of them. It is
complicated, because they are historic enemies. As I say, they
fought on our side. It is complicated because of the ethnicity and
their location on the borders.
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Again, in my recent trip, we spent probably the majority of the
time with every person we talked to talking about this issue. If
these issues that have come to light since the closing of the report
continue to rear their head, we can come back, obviously, and make
them a country of particular concern. I hope that won’t happen, I
hope the diplomacy will work, but obviously we have that option.

Mr. SmITH. Thank you, Mr. Ambassador.

Mr. Wolf.

Mr. WoLF. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

First, I am not a Member of the Committee, and I want to thank
you for the opportunity to be here and also for your helping in get-
ting this passed. I think the record should show that Chris Smith
has done more to help the persecuted, the poor and the suffering
than just about almost anyone else in the Congress. So I just want
to thank you for that and thank you for having the hearings.

Mr. Ambassador, I want to welcome you here and thank you, too,
for the work and for the report. I have a couple of questions.

At the outset I was just wondering, China is of a particular inter-
est, and it was one of the countries that you named. In the text
on China, you never used the word “persecution”, and looking in
Afghanistan the word “persecution” is used on page 4 of the report
for Afghanistan. What would lead you to use the word “persecu-
tion” in Afghanistan and not use the word “persecution” in China?
You used the word—or the government in the report used the word
“restrictions.” What would be the difference there?

Mr. SEIPLE. Let me answer that in general. First of all, we did
each country separately. I am delighted that you read the reports
to find that word. I am chagrined that you found that word by
reading the reports carefully, but let me say that we tried to write
without any kind of volatile

Mr. WoLF. I didn’t mean that as a criticism, just so you know.
I am just trying to get the sense if there was a style of writing.

Mr. SEIPLE. I appreciate that. The style of writing was to be in
a narrative style without volatile language. A statement of facts,
just stating the facts as we know them, without biasing the fact
with a word that carries a little bit more emotion than perhaps we
want in the report. We felt in the countries-of-particular-concern
exercise we could do the denunciation, and that is where we would
use the language that would specifically talk about persecution.
Persecution is an important word to us. I am not sure how it es-
caped in one and not the other, but we take it seriously in terms
of the definition that the act provides us with.

Mr. WorF. Thank you.

The law prescribes several actions by the State Department: web
site, training at the Foreign Service Institute, prisoner list. Where
does that sit with regard to those three?

Mr. SEIPLE. The web site is up and running—www.state.gov. You
don’t have to have your own hard-bound copy, but that is there. We
have worked extensively with the Foreign Service Institute specifi-
cally in two areas: What are the courses that are going to be pro-
vided on this issue for incoming Foreign Service Officers, and what
kind of training will we give our Ambassadors before we go into the
field?
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In terms of the prisoner list, we have a lot of work to do. Where
we have them, they have been collected and collated in our office.
As you point out correctly by the act, we are the office that is sup-
posed to keep them. In many countries, they are up to date and up
to speed, and we are pleased with how complete they are. In some
countries, we are still working on that.

Let me say in that regard, and this is also back to Chairman
Smith’s comment earlier, any of the information that you have that
perhaps we don’t have, we would love to take it off your hands to
make sure that it gets into the next report, or if there is a correc-
tion that has to go into the country reports that come out in Janu-
ary that we can make that correction as well.

Mr. WoLF. I would share the comment that was made by the
Chairman, Mr. Smith, and also Chairman Gilman with regard to
several of the other countries, Vietnam and North Korea, but I am
not second-guessing you, obviously, and I think it is a process that
you are moving through. I think the list that you selected—Burma,
China, Iran, Iraq, and Sudan—nobody could question, and maybe,
looking at it from your point of view, there has been a minor im-
provement and maybe that is a reason not to be on the list. I think
the fact that you made a fair report at the outset sends the mes-
sage that the next time another country comes on that they will
show that they are slipping back, rather than making progress. So
maybe the fact that you have only limited it to these is really ap-
propriate. But I think there are some other countries that other
Members, myself included, think that should be on there.

I think the question that I have is of the enforcement. I think
the fact that China made it is enough, to a certain degree, but I
think you are going to have to do more, and my sense is the first
enforcement that you take will be watched by the other countries.
I think it ought to be tough, but I think it ought to be fair. I think
it ought to be something that an objective group of people would
look at and say, this is tough, but this is certainly, certainly fair,
and I would emphasize fair as well as the tough.

But that all eyes will be watching, because if it gets to the point
that you make this list and nothing really happens, then some of
these countries will almost view the list as a badge of honor be-
cause of the types of some of the people that are running some of
these countries. I can almost hear some of the prison wardens just
kind of feeling that they are really doing great because they made
the list versus the other.

So I think how you enforce it and when you come out with what-
ever it will be—and of course, in the bill, the list ranges from al-
most nothing to fairly significant. But I would just urge you to be
very, very careful, because everyone is going to be watching. It is
like when you are in school and the first person is punished, I
think it sends a message to everybody else. We go from a private
demarche, which would be irrelevant, to prohibiting the U.S. Gov-
ernment from procuring or entering into a contract for the procure-
ment of any goods for the foreign government. So there is a big list
that I know you are going to have a tough job with, but I hope it
is tough enough but fair enough that it sends a message to every-
one that is not on the list.
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I think also, because of the credible job that you have done here,
and I think if the enforcement is tough enough, although fair, my
sense is you are going to find other countries doing certain things
to make sure that they are not on the list. I think you are going
to find people who are never arrested solely because a country
doesn’t want to be on the list. I think you will also find that some
of the jail cells are open and people get out because they don’t want
to be on the list. Every year, it is like the battle for MFN in the
old days with the Soviet Union and others, things would improve.
I think your list may do more good that we never really see. But,
it is the crack down that doesn’t take place because the list is
ready to come out. So I think how that is done is very important.

One other—or two other questions. On page 7, you said, in some
instances like Saudi Arabia, those countries are beginning to take
steps to address the problem. What steps is Saudi Arabia taking?

Mr. SEIPLE. The step that I mentioned in terms of Saudi Arabia
was the commitment that not only could non-Muslims worship pri-
vately, but they would worship without harassment. That was not
the case—was not always the case; and, as I said, in the period of
this report, they kept their word.

Mr. WOLF. So next year, you will go and look to see if that com-
mitment was kept. If it was not kept, that would be a negative for
them; if it were kept, that would move them farther forward?

Mr. SEIPLE. We would like to see a continuum going forward. We
are in the business of promoting international religious freedom
and, as I said, with Saudi Arabia the steps are going to be small.
It is going to take lots of time, but I hope this is the first of many
steps.

Mr. WoLF. Positive reinforcement can be as effective as negative.

Mr. SEIPLE. Absolutely.

Mr. WoLF. So I think it is the carrot and the stick.

One last question. Very, very appropriately I see you added the
country of Sudan on the list, and we know you know 2 million peo-
ple have died. I am sure you watched or have heard about the
movie Touched by an Angel and how they covered it, Senator
Brownback’s recent trip there with Congressman Tancredo, and I
think it is so factual that nobody can even debate this issue. I am
pleased that it is on. I have been concerned. You have China and
Sudan, you almost get a two-for with regard to this.

The Chinese National Petroleum Company, who wants to raise
capital in the United States, has a project in Sudan. Their main
foreign investment is the oil fields and the construction of a pipe-
line in Sudan. If our government allows Sudan to earn an esti-
mated $500 million, which I have seen in the articles that they
want to use for buying more weapons to kill more innocent people,
you will have a problem of the listing of the Chinese National Pe-
troleum Company. They get the oil, they get the revenues, Sudan
doesn’t have to purchase oil on the open market, so they have more
that they can use to kill people, and then they get $500 million of
Eevenue from this that they can buy and develop an armament in-

ustry.

I have written to the Chairman of the SEC and the New York
Stock Exchange asking them not to allow CNPC to raise capital in
the U.S. I mean, to think that schoolteachers and retirees might
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unwittingly invest in it, and I am a Presbyterian—maybe the Pres-
byterian fund for ministers will invest in it? Most people wouldn’t
know how CNPC is invested in Sudan. To think that American dol-
lars of teachers and religious leaders or insurance agents or any-
body would be invested on the New York Stock Exchange which
would allow the Chinese National Petroleum Company to earn rev-
enue.

Then also where the PLA and others can do what they are doing,
and we know in Tibet and places and in China, and also enable
Sudan to proceed with the war, would you speak, or would the gov-
ernment speak certainly to the SEC and explain the concerns that
the State Department has with regard to terrorism? There are
many terrorist training camps in Sudan. The Sudanese government
was implicated in the assassination attempt on President Mubarak,
and the people who did this are still there in Sudan. There are sto-
ries of slavery and everything else.

Would you feel it is appropriate—and I would urge you if you do,
I don’t want to ask you anything that is not—but for the State De-
partment to consider contacting the Securities and Exchange Com-
mission, a Federal agency, and the appointments at the SEC are
made by the President, confirmed by the Senate, to not list—to
urge the New York Stock Exchange and Mr. Richard Grasso not to
list this company on the New York Stock Exchange for several rea-
sons. One, China has now made the bad list, Sudan has now made
the bad list, and by listing this company, we are not even providing
a sanction, we are providing actually an encouragement, and I hope
they won’t be listed.

Mr. SEIPLE. That is a very interesting point.

Obviously, people at the State Department working on Sudan—
and our office works a great deal on Sudan—are very concerned
about what happens to the dynamic of a 16-year war once you have
this income stream coming into the north. I would appreciate very
much getting a copy of the letter that you have sent, and maybe
this is an area where we could work together to do some good.

Mr. WOLF. Good. I would appreciate it.

Again, let me just personally thank you and thank all of your
staff for the good efforts and work.

Years ago, there was a Congressman Mike Barnes who passed a
bill to raise the drinking age to 21, and I remember supporting the
bill on the floor at that time and saying, because of his efforts,
there will be a lot of people who never get the telephone call saying
that their son or daughter is dead. Because they don’t know why.
It is just because that law made a difference.

My sense is that if this is pursued as the way you have been
doing, there are many people who will never be thrown into jail,
many people who will never make the web site and maybe people
who will just never have the problem solely because this commis-
sion and the notoriety and the sanctions will keep countries in
check who care deeply about what the United States and the west
think. So, for that, future generations who won’t even know about
this report or about your position will really be able to be helped.
So thank you very much.

Again, Mr. Chairman, I really appreciate you holding the hearing
to do this. Thank you very much.
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Mr. SMITH. Thank you very much, Mr. Wolf.

Let me just conclude with a couple of followup questions, and we
will submit a number of questions for the record and ask you, if
you would, to respond.

The first is with regard to Iran. I noted in the September 29th
Jerusalem Post, Secretary Albright suggested that the 13 Jews now
being held in Iran will not be executed, which obviously is good
news. But do we have information as to whether or not they are
being held simply because they are Jews? Has there been any work
done by the Bureau to determine whether or not they are truly in-
nocent victims and hopefully are going to be released?

Also, the situation of the Baha’i. As we know, there was an exe-
cution about a year ago of a man who was accused of converting
a woman from Islam to Baha’i. There are Baha’i on death row, two
simply for, quote, “apostasy.” What can we do to try to effect their
release or at least a downgrading of their sentence?

Mr. SEIPLE. Both of these issues are somewhat long-standing.
Obviously, the Baha’i is for a much longer time. Both of them are
very egregious, both of them speak I think to the act and partially,
certainly on the part of the arresting of the 13, why we have that
designation of country of a particular concern. The conjecture, the
conventional wisdom is that they are not spies. Everyone has said
that that knows them inside and outside the country. The conjec-
ture is that this is part of the ongoing debate, fight, conflict within
Iran between the moderates and the clerics. We are concerned
about that debate and how innocent people might get chewed up
in the debate.

The person that you mentioned conducting the investigation, the
judiciary minister, he was one who had called for the assassination,
even before the investigation was finished, the investigation that
his ministerium leads. This, obviously, produces a chilling effect.
We would like to have more leverage in that country than we do,
but we have lots of friends, allies who are working this issue with
us. It is one that we have been very, very clear since it started.
They know the seriousness of this, and we will continue to pound
away as we must and as we can along with our allies to make sure
that this is properly and quickly resolved.

On the issue of the Baha'’is, you have a classic case that fits the
act of a government that consciously, in an egregious, systematic,
ongoing way, on the basis of faith, tries to persecute and does per-
secute. Of the 300,000, 350,000 Baha'’is that are still living in Iran,
this also is a very difficult time for them to live under that repres-
sion. We will do everything that we can—whether it is 350,000 peo-
ple or 13 people or one person, we will do everything that we have
within our power to do to make sure that the repression stops.

Mr. SMITH. Thank you. I really appreciate that.

On Russia, I noted in the report you used with regard to the
1997 Russian law that it was a potentially discriminatory law. I
will never forget, both Mr. Wolf and I undertook a trip a couple of
years ago as this law had just been signed by Yeltsin, and we were
talking about our hopes that it would not be enforced or perhaps
even overturned by the court, their court, because aspects of it are
such that it could very easily lead to draconian measures against
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religious believers and especially groups that would then be left out
of the mainstream and would not be able to operate under the law.

Since this report has been issued, has there been any degrada-
tion or diminution of religious freedom under that law? We are all
watching with bated breath and hoping that it does not become
very quickly what it could become.

Mr. SEIPLE. That is the problem, the potential for it and the
chilling effect of waiting for the other shoe to fall. Russia does not
have the best implementation system in the world when it comes
to their laws and so you have an even more uneven implementa-
tion of this particular act. In some places there is total freedom and
in other places people are harassed.

This was a giant step backward, it was pointed out by everybody
from the President on down when they did it. It was contradictory
to their own constitution. We wish that they had stayed with their
1990 progressive law. We will have to continue to follow this, but,
at this time, we think we have the attention and we think, as I
mentioned in my statement, that we blunted any effectiveness of
this going in a negative direction.

Mr. SMITH. Let me just ask one final question, Mr. Ambassador.

Uzbekistan was not identified as a country of particular concern,
and your testimony notes positive changes in recent months, in-
cluding reports that large numbers of Muslim prisoners may have
been released. That claim of a large-scale prison release was made
by the Uzbek government itself. Was it credible, in your view, and
has the Uzbek government given any information about the actual
charges against these prisoners or any details identifying their
cases?

Mr. SEIPLE. The report was that 300 Muslims would be released
and that as many as 1,000 or 2,000 would shortly be released. The
Uzbekis have made that statement. That is no longer an allegation.
In terms of seeing the flesh of those folks walk out of prison, we
cannot yet report that that has happened. The Uzbeki government,
however, has taken steps to release other prisoners, they have
taken steps in a positive direction to allow for registration, and
they have taken steps to look at, as you pointed out, that most hor-
rific law that they put together in 1998, and hopefully we will see
some amendments in the future.

So there has been progress in Uzbekistan, more hopefully to
come, obviously much to watch.

Mr. SMITH. I would just note that we are planning on the Hel-
sinki Commission, which I also chair, a hearing probably on the
18th, it is not set in concrete, on Uzbekistan and the hope is to try
to }glet further into that issue and other issues as well on human
rights.

I do have one final question and that is on Turkey. Ambassador
Hal Koh and hopefully I and many others will be traveling over
there for an OSCE ministerial. Yet many of us are concerned about
human rights in general, whether it be the use of torture, which
I raised during a bilateral recently with a number of parliamentar-
ians, and the responses were very interesting. It wasn’t complete
denial, but it remains a major problem.

But 3 weeks ago we were told police raided a Turkish Protestant
church in Izmir and arrested 40 Christians. This past Sunday the



25

Istanbul security police interrupted a morning worship service, ar-
resting most of the adult members of the congregation, along with
11 foreigners and five children. On August 3rd, a Turkish Chris-
tian was arrested for selling Christian literature at a convention
for intellectual discussion and exchanges. He was reportedly beaten
and then released without formal charges.

In your view, are these signs of increasing religious hostility to-
ward non-Muslim faiths in Turkey?

Mr. SEIPLE. Very disturbing, very troubling. We have the same
reports.

As soon as they came, we started working on them with our desk
and with the Turkish, our own embassy there. I think it is some-
thing that we should be deeply troubled about, because this is a
close friend and ally. If you can’t tell candid truth to close friends
and allies, who can you tell them to? When we get to that point
where your visit is ongoing, we would like also to do some briefing
on this situation and others that ought to be brought to the atten-
tion of the Turkish authorities.

Mr. SmITH. I do appreciate that.

Mr. Ambassador, thank you very much for your testimony.
Thank you for the good work of your commission.

I hope you have sufficient resources, and it is something you
might want to comment on, if you have any closing comments,
whether or not you have sufficient staff, who are I am sure over-
worked and working many long hours not only to put this together
but to continue their fact-finding and also to develop a strategy for
implementation of what is outlined in the bill. So if you have any
comment on that, please.

Mr. SEIPLE. I think it is illegal for me to lobby for more money
to Congress, so please cut me off whenever you think I have
crossed that ethical line.

I have been in government now for one whole year. I have been
aghast at how underfunded and under-resourced this government
funds its arm into the global community. At a time when we have
all of the advantages of being the sole remaining superpower in
this transitional period, when we can be doing so much by way of
preventive and preemptive diplomacy, we are suffering the death
of a thousand cuts. It is not just our bureau, it is not just getting
mandates without funding—although that is true. I see it through-
out the State Department.

I bring that to your attention. Thank you. I wouldn’t have said
it if you hadn’t asked, but I bring it to your attention more as a
private citizen who has only been in government for a year. The
taxpayers might feel good about that. I think we are mortgaging
the future.

Mr. SMITH. I appreciate that. Just for the record, we are trying
to up at least the amount of money available to the Democracy,
Human Rights and Labor Bureau, Secretary Koh’s bureau. We en-
vision at least a doubling. My travels, and you might see this as
you travel, have underscored in virtually every mission that I have
visited—particularly when we are in an area that is a frontline
country where human rights are nonexistent or violated to some
extent—that the human rights officer very often is outmanned or
is a very junior Foreign Service Officer. The number of Commerce
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people far exceed him, usually to the second and third power.
There are just so many more of them, and less of the people who
care about human rights.

I am often told, “Well yes, but it is the Ambassador’s portfolio to
deal with human rights as well,” and that is true, but we do need
specialists who just do nothing but or spend a major part of their
time in government service working on that. We are trying to in-
crease at least that portion of it.

I do appreciate your comments, and I admire your work.

Mr. SEIPLE. Thank you.

Mr. SMITH. The Subcommittee will resume its sitting.

I would like to introduce our second panel beginning with Ms.
Nina Shea, a member of the U.S. Commission on International Re-
ligious Freedom, as well as the Director of the Center for Religious
Freedom at Freedom House. As a lawyer specializing in inter-
national human rights for the past 12 years, she has focused exclu-
sively on the issue of religious persecution. Ms. Shea is the author
of “In the Lion’s Den,” a book detailing the persecution of Chris-
tians around the world.

Second we will be hearing from Mr. Stephen Rickard, who is the
Washington Office Director for Amnesty International, USA. Pre-
viously, Mr. Rickard has served as the Senior Advisor for South
Asian Affairs in the Department of State, as well as a professional
staff member for the Senate Foreign Relations Subcommittee on
Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs.

Next, Dr. Paul Marshall is a Senior Fellow at the Center for Re-
ligious Freedom at Freedom House and is the editor of that organi-
zation’s survey of Religious Freedom Around the World. The author
of 16 books, Dr. Marshall is also a visiting fellow at the Claremont
Institute and an adjunct professor of philosophy at the University
of Amsterdam.

Fr. Nguyen Huu Le is the Executive Director of the Committee
for Religious Freedom in Vietnam. He served as a Catholic priest
in Vietnam until the Communist government ordered his arrest in
1975. He was captured while trying to escape and spent the next
13 years in various reeducation camps. In 1978, he and four other
prisoners escaped but were recaptured and tortured, two of them
to death. He was shackled in solitary confinement for 3 years. He
was released in 1988 and escaped to New Zealand where he served
as the chaplain for the Vietnamese Catholic congregation.

Abdughuphur Kadirhaji is a Uighur Muslim from Urumgqi City
in Xinjiang, China. For the past 15 years he was worked as a man-
ager and then director of the Xinjiang Uighur Autonomous Region
Government Foreign Affairs Office. He came to the United States
in March of this year and is currently living in Virginia with his
family.

Mr. SMITH. Ms. Shea, if you could begin.

STATEMENT OF NINA SHEA, DIRECTOR, CENTER FOR
RELIGIOUS FREEDOM, FREEDOM HOUSE

Ms. SHEA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

On behalf of the U.S. Commission on International Religious
Freedom, I wish to thank you for holding these critically important
hearings today. Mr. Chairman, your stalwart support over many
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years for religious freedom throughout the world and your cham-
pioning of the International Religious Freedom Act itself is to be
heartily commended.

I must say it is a real personal honor for me to be addressing
this topic in front of some of the great standard bearers in the
House of Representatives of religious freedom for persons all over
the world—Congressmen such as Frank Wolf and Congressmen
Pitts, Gilman, Lantos, Burton and yourself.

Continued attention on the part of the Congress to this most fun-
damental issue is, in the Commission’s judgment, essential to mo-
bilizing the appropriate foreign policy tools to deal with religious
persecution abroad.

I am appearing here as the representative of the U.S. Commis-
sion on International Religious Freedom of which I am one of 10
commissioners. Our Chairman, Rabbi David Saperstein, and Vice
Chairman, Michael Young, are both on travel today at conferences
dealing with issues relating to religious liberty. Ambassador Robert
Seiple, who is a witness for the State Department, is also on our
Commission as an ex-officio member.

As you know, the Commission was established under the Inter-
national Religious Freedom Act of 1998, which also mandated the
State Department report that we are discussing today. The Com-
mission is charged with advising the President and the Congress
on strengthening religious freedom and combating religious perse-
cution worldwide. It is part of the Commission’s mandate to evalu-
ate the decisions of the administration whether to designate a
country for particular concern and to recommend effective re-
sponses where appropriate. In a few weeks, we will be holding our
own set of hearings on the State Department report.

Last month, the Commission welcomed the release of the State
Department’s first Annual Report on International Religious Free-
dom. Over 1,000 pages in length, it reflects a monumental effort on
the part of Ambassador Robert Seiple and his Office on Inter-
national Religious Freedom at the Department of State. We appre-
ciate that producing this report may have been a cultural wrench
for the State Department and Foreign Service Officers who are ac-
customed to dealing mostly with human rights reports on political
persecution and political prisoners.

Of course, it is always possible in this type of exercise to critique
specific country reports, but as the first historic attempt by the
State Department to describe the status of religious freedom world-
wide in one compilation, it is a step in the right direction. We again
express our appreciation to Secretary of State Madeleine Albright
and Ambassador Seiple for their diligence in producing the report.

What is most extraordinary, Mr. Chairman, however, is the pri-
ority listing of countries of particular concern, or CPC’s, that the
State Department released at today’s hearing. The report itself con-
tains an overwhelming and unselective compilation of facts and in-
formation without reaching definitive conclusions or conveying a
sense of priority. In a report of this magnitude and type,
prioritizing American concerns becomes essential. Not to do so is
to lose sight of severe persecutors in a welter of detail. Congress
wisely understood this danger and foresaw the need to give real
focus and priority through CPC designations.
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The Commission is especially pleased that the governments of
China and Sudan are on State’s brief CPC listing and will receive
appropriate focus and the concerted attention of the U.S. State De-
partment, the Congress and our Commission, as well as others in
the nongovernmental sector, by virtue of this designation. It is this
CPC designation that triggers under the act a Presidential an-
nouncement within 90 days of what policies the administration will
adopt to improve religious freedom in the countries in question.

China and Sudan are the two countries that the U.S. Commis-
sion on International Religious Freedom has decided to review dur-
ing its first year of work as countries with severe and ongoing prob-
lems of religious persecution, China has the world’s largest number
of religious prisoners while Sudan’s government is waging the larg-
est genocidal war in the world today, replete with enslavement,
scorched-earth bombings and calculated starvation against its reli-
gious minorities in the south and central part of the country.

Arguments can be made that many other countries should be in-
cluded on today’s list. Mr. Chairman, I think I have a different
take on the question of the selectivity or the brevity of the list than
you do. I believe that the issuance of this highly selective CPC list
that includes China, the world’s largest religious persecutor, and
Sudan, the world’s most hideous persecutor, will send the strongest
possible signal both to officials here and to governments through-
out the world of a renewed recognition of the salience of religious
freedom to American foreign policy.

I believe there is no better way to help the persecuted religious
believers in Vietnam, Pakistan, Egypt, North Korea, Saudi Arabia,
and elsewhere than to see China and Sudan become first cases on
a short list of countries where the U.S.—and if the U.S.—is pre-
pared to spend political capital to end the scourge of religious geno-
cide and persecution. Targeting a powerful nation like China and
a rogue state like Sudan in a foreign policy priority listing signals
that business may not be conducted as usual, that the United
States may be adopting a zero tolerance policy for hard-core reli-
gious persecutors. This possibility of a change in movement in for-
eign policy will be the best assurance to persecuted peoples every-
where. We have observed that foreign governments are keenly
aware of the report and, as of this morning, are on notice that
America has a deep, abiding concern for religious freedom for all
peoples and may be prepared to act accordingly in its foreign pol-
icy.

If this listing is meant for something more than a 1-day com-
mentary, however, the United States must take appropriate fol-
lowup action and apply pressure on the CPC’s from its range of for-
eign policy tools. Two steps in particular should occur:

First, the administration should exhibit leadership in making
Sudan the pariah state with the same concerted moral and political
action that succeeded in making a pariah out of the apartheid gov-
ernment of South Africa.

Today’s financial pages are reporting about the enormous
amounts of international investments going into Sudan from com-
panies such as Canadian Talisman Energy, Inc. China National Pe-
troleum. Mr. Wolf made reference to this issue, and I would like
to suggest that the record include an article from Investors Busi-
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ness Daily yesterday about this very issue of China and Talisman’s
investment in Sudan. According to the Speaker of Sudan’s par-
liament, Hassan Turabi, the revenues from these oil investments
will be used to shore up Sudan’s military arsenal in its genocidal
war.

Ms. SHEA. Second, the administration must demonstrate that the
United States will not build its relations with China on sand and
that America understands that appeasement of a government that
persecutes as many as 100 million believers is neither consistent
with our values or our tradition nor will it serve our long-term in-
terests. History has demonstrated that American interests are best
served by relations predicated on the defense of principles that are
shared by civilized nations around the world.

Mr. Chairman, the Commission believes that the administration
has made a great forward stride in producing the report and, most
importantly, in prioritizing American concerns. We look forward to
working with the administration and Congress over the next crit-
ical 3 months when policies are to be developed regarding China,
Sudan, and the other CPC’s.

It is critical now this process has begun that there be appropriate
followup in terms of policy action. As Mr. Wolf stressed, all eyes
will be watching how the list is enforced. If actions aren’t tough,
tyrants all over the world will be emboldened. In China, Sudan,
and the other countries of particular concern, the lives of millions
of religious believers are quite literally at stake.

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. SmITH. Thank you, Ms. Shea.

I want to thank you personally for the work you did and the in-
sight you provided for the legislation itself when it was under con-
sideration. As you know, it went through many evolutions and it
was changed very often. It went from Subcommittee to Full Com-
mittee and kept changing, but the essential character remained the
same. You were very, very helpful in that process as an individual,
and I do want to thank you for that and for the good work you do
on religious freedom issues.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Shea appears in the appendix.]

Mr. SMITH. Mr. Rickard.

STATEMENT OF STEPHEN RICKARD, WASHINGTON OFFICE
DIRECTOR, AMNESTY INTERNATIONAL

Mr. RICKARD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. It is an honor to be in-
vited to testify today before you on the first Annual Department of
State Report on International Religious Freedom. Few people do as
much day in and day out as you do to help human rights victims
around the world, to raise human rights issues, and it is an honor
to be here to testify before you and with the other distinguished
panelists that I am appearing with.

Winston Churchill reportedly said of Clement Attlee that he was
a modest man who had much to be modest about, and I truly feel
a little bit like Clement Attlee testifying here with Nina and Paul
and with others who have actually suffered for their convictions
and before you, Chairman Smith. I am very grateful and I would
like to express appreciation on behalf of Amnesty and its members
to the many people, yourself included, other human rights cham-
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pions in the Congress, Frank Wolf, Nina and Paul and others who
have done so much to raise the profile of this issue, to draw greater
attention to it, to mobilize people on behalf of this issue.

Four years ago, Amnesty International ran a worldwide cam-
paign on the terrible human rights crisis in Sudan. We produced
videos, materials, and I can assure you that the 300,000 Amnesty
members in the United States and the more than 1 million Am-
nesty members around the world who sat at kitchen tables and in
church basements and in high school classrooms writing letters to
the State Department and to the government in Khartoum about
the human rights crisis in Sudan are delighted and even thrilled
that this issue is getting more attention. It certainly deserves it,
and we welcome and appreciate the help of all of those who have
put it front and center.

I am also grateful for the work that you and they have done to
build bridges between people working on human rights issues. That
is extremely important. Not everyone has done that. There have
been some harsh words spoken about the failure of some groups to
work on these issues, particularly our colleagues at Human Rights
Watch. I personally regret that, and I am delighted that others did
not join in that chorus. They are fantastic colleagues who do great
work, and I appreciate the work that people did to build bridges
between people who cared about this issue.

I don’t want to duplicate the testimony that Nina, Paul and oth-
ers will do on particular countries. Instead, I would like to offer
some comments about policy, the issues of the record and report,
and then look at a limited number of reports. My remarks are not
intended to be a comprehensive survey; and, Mr. Chairman, with
your permission, I might ask that we be able to submit some addi-
tional written materials, as you say in the House, to revise and ex-
tend my remarks, more to extend rather than to revise.

Mr. SMITH. Without objection, your full remarks and any submis-
sions you or any other witnesses would like to provide will be made
a part of the record.

Mr. RICKARD. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

[The information referred to appears in the appendix.]

Mr. RickARD. Mr. Chairman, this is Amnesty International’s
very first ever annual report that was published in 1961, just a
crazy group of people with the idea that individuals speaking out
for individuals could make a difference. It says here that the core
of Amnesty’s work was going to be to defend people’s right to prac-
tice Article 18 and Article 19 of the Universal Declaration of
Human Rights. That was the original purpose of creating Amnesty
International.

As you well know, Article 18 is the article that states everyone
has the right to freedom of thought, conscience and religion. This
right includes the freedom to change one’s religion or belief and
freedom, either alone or in community with others, in public or in
private, to manifest his religion or belief in teaching, practice, wor-
ship and observance. Pursuant to that founding purpose, the very
first Amnesty conference ever held by an Amnesty section in Paris
in 1961 was a conference on religious persecution.

The very first investigative mission undertaken by Sean
MacBride was a mission to Czechoslovakia to protest and inves-
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tigate the imprisonment of Archbishop Beran and to investigate the
other conditions of other religious prisoners. This is an issue that
is very, very dear to our hearts, and it is a real delight to see a
comprehensive report on this issue mandated by the Congress.

Mr. Chairman, one of the shortest and most powerful credos over
uttered was offered by the Apostle James when he wrote, “As the
body without the spirit is dead, so faith without works is dead.”
Faith without works is dead. It is a powerful challenge to any per-
son of conviction no matter what their particular religion or beliefs.
So it is with any human rights report. Reports without action are
dead. This is an impressive report. I agree with Nina’s character-
ization of this report as a milestone. It is impressive, but much
more impressive will be a comprehensive plan to assess the viola-
tions that it documents.

The final legislation that the Congress adopted gave the adminis-
tration a great deal of flexibility in terms of crafting a response to
these abuses. In the abstract, everyone agrees that flexibility is a
desirable thing to give policymakers. Let’s hope that the adminis-
tration uses that flexibility wisely and forcefully and doesn’t give
flexibility a bad name. Trust is essential. It is better when we are
working together on these issues instead of at cross-purposes.

As I have said in the past when I have testified before you, Mr.
Chairman, all of the efforts of those in the State Department who
truly care about human rights are, unfortunately, undermined by
the perception that at critical moments when push comes to shove,
the U.S. commitment to human rights takes a back seat to fighting
for other goals. Whether it is fighting drugs or terrorism or pro-
moting trade or the amorphous, ever-popular stability, there is, as
I have said, the view that human rights remains in far too many
ways an island off the mainland of American foreign policy. The re-
port is impressive, and we look forward to impressive action that
matches the problems that it documents.

I would also like to say a few words about the role for Congress
here. It is Congress that mandated the report. It is Congress that
mandated the original report. It is Congress that mandated the cre-
ation of the Human Rights Bureau. In so many ways Congress has
led the U.S. Government on human rights issues.

But there are a number of critical things that the Congress could
do, considered doing, and then did not do that I think would help
to add additional weight to the effort that led to the mandating of
this report. As we said, one of the most important things in the
original Wolf-Specter legislation, and one of the things we were the
most deeply disappointed about that was not adopted in the final
form, was the beginning effort to turn back the tide on some of the
incredibly retrograde steps that have been taken on the issue of po-
litical asylum in the United States. I commend you, Mr. Chairman,
for leading that fight. It is a pity that you lost or that it wasn’t
in the final legislation, but I strongly encourage every American
who cares about religious persecution to call, to write, to visit their
Members of Congress to say that you don’t believe that people flee-
ing persecution should have to run the gauntlet to achieve a haven
from persecution in the United States. I don’t believe that Ameri-
cans, if they understood the current situation, would think that
that is what the United States should stand for.
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Last, it is the fundamental constitutional responsibility of the
Congress to determine how our tax dollars are spent, and you have
led the fight to try to increase funding for human rights activities
within the State Department, and I think that is extremely impor-
tant. It is disappointing that the Department has resisted your pro-
posal to increase funding for human rights activities. Even with the
severe reductions in foreign affairs funding which have occurred in
recent years and which Ambassador Seiple referred to, the prior-
ities of the State Department are out of order. There can be more
funding for human rights activities. There needs to be more fund-
ing for human rights activities within the Department.

However, I also agree with Ambassador Seiple that the overall
context of decreasing funding for foreign affairs activities overall
also undermines our ability to have a powerful and effective human
rights strategy. Speaking solely for myself and not for the adminis-
tration and with the caveat that I at least for 2 years served at the
State Department, I have to say that I have been increasingly re-
minded of the section of Exodus where Pharaoh says to his task-
masters in response to the appeals of Moses and Aaron, “You shall
no longer give the people straw to make bricks. Let them go and
gather straw themselves.”

If the Department of State wants the Human Rights Bureau to
be an effective champion for human rights, it has to give it straw
to make bricks. If the Congress wants the United States to be an
influential and effective player on the world scene on behalf of
human rights and other issues, the Congress needs to give dip-
lomats the straw to make bricks so that they can build a firm
human rights foundation.

Mr. Chairman, I do have one very specific recommendation on a
topic that I know you have been interested in. I think that this re-
port is further evidence of the need for the Congress and the ad-
ministration to work together to have a comprehensive approach to
controlling the potential export of repressive equipment from the
United States.

The administration has said many times that they support this,
that they don’t want repressive equipment like electric shock
equipment being exported from the United States, but we believe
at Amnesty that in fact it has happened, that electric shock equip-
ment, for instance, has been exported to Saudi Arabia, a country
with a terrible problem of religious persecution and torture. I think
that, given the statements of the administration and your own in-
terest in this, there ought to be the opportunity to sit down to-
gether and come up with a proposal where we will manage these
exports, at least as rigorously as we do, for instance, dual-use nu-
clear exports, where we say we are really going to watch where
these go and how they are used and demand lots of documentation.

Turning to the report itself, let me say overall that our initial re-
view of the contents is quite positive. We have some disagreements,
not all of them minor; but, overall, it would be wrong not to com-
mend the Department, Ambassador Seiple and Assistant Secretary
Koh for this important and useful document. Obviously, we have
not had the opportunity to review all of it; and, as I said, I would
like to just focus on some illustrative cases, not the case where reli-
gious persecution is the worst necessarily, not in any way a com-
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prehensive survey, but a few countries that might illustrate wheth-
er or not the administration has flunked the litmus test for candor
standard: that is, countries where there may be the greatest temp-
tations to shade the truth.

Saudi Arabia. One can hardly imagine a more forthright opening
sentence than “Freedom of religion does not exist in Saudi Arabia,”
and that is welcome candor, particularly with a country where
there is great sensitivity. The State Department, however, in the
text that follows is much more dry and mechanical in explaining
the situation in Saudi Arabia, and I go into greater detail here, but
substantively we think that much more could be said and said
more forcefully about the degree of active harassment and persecu-
tion that exists within Saudi Arabia. There is an implication that,
while they have a system of rules and if you follow the rules every-
thing will be OK, that really doesn’t capture the situation in Saudi
Arabia. It is not bad, but in tone it can be much better in terms
of describing the situation, and we think stronger language is justi-
fied.

Israel. The Israel report unflinchingly addresses an issue that is
not always addressed, which is the disparity between government
support for Israeli Arabs and other Israeli citizens in terms of the
quality of education, housing and employment opportunities that
they receive. I think the report was quite candid, frank and com-
prehensive in covering this issue.

One issue that it does not cover and should, and doubtless this
is an area where we can work with them, is the issue of Israel’s
treatment of conscientious objectors, which in fact, is not very good.
The trials that they use to handle those are not really free, fair
trials. There are disparities in who gets exemptions and who
doesn’t. It is one area where we think that we need to work with
the Department to raise the profile of this issue.

The Caspian Sea region. This is an area where I think the report
is good as far as it goes, but it illustrates a problem, which is that
there is not as much information available. Some of the areas that
are a little harder to get to, we don’t have as many diplomats
there. I list some of the items that have happened just in the last
few months, probably after the report went to print, in that region
which need to be reflected in next year’s report, and we look for-
ward to working with the Department to enhance the coverage of
some of those areas that aren’t in the headlines as much.

I have talked about Turkey and Vietnam in my written report.
Let me just say about both countries that the issue that we high-
light, although there are a couple of places, particularly in the Viet-
nam report, where we think there is very important information
that would have given a better picture of the degree of government
hostility to outside scrutiny on this issue—they mention the reac-
tion to the U.N. Special Rapporteur’s report. They don’t really give
a sense of how vigorous it was. We welcome the fact that the U.S.
backed up the Special Rapporteur on that, but we think that more
could have been done to give a full flavor of the situation there.

But in both of those countries and in several others, the key
question is not what the report reports, the key question is policy.
We take no issue with Assistant 