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HUMAN RIGHTS IN VIETNAM

WEDNESDAY, NOVEMBER 8, 1995

HoUusE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON ASIA AND THE PACIFIC, AND
SUBCOMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL OPERATIONS AND HUMAN
RIGHTS,
Washington, DC.

The subcommittees met, pursuant to call, at 2:07 p.m., Room
2172, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Christopher Smith
[chairman of the Subcommittee on International Operations and
Human Rights] presiding.

Mr. SMITH. The subcommittees will come to order. Today, our
two subcommittees will jointly hear testimony about human rights
in Vietham. We will hear from the Administration, from human
rights experts. and perhaps most importantly, from some of the vic-
tims of human rights violations themselves.

In July, President Clinton extended full diplomatic recognition to
the Socialist Republic of Vietnam. Many of us believed at the time
that recognition was extended too hastily and without sufficient
consultation with the Congress.

In the opinion of many observers, this move also threw away the
last bargaining chip we had for making the Hanoi regime account
for our POW’s and MIA’s, many of whom were still missing after
20 years. It was also unclear whether the Administration had se-
cured appropriate assurances from lanoi with respect to the pro-
tection otPhuman rights in Victnam.

In the modern world, for a regime that has been denied recogni-
tion by the United States of America, to be granted such recogni-
tion is an important symbol of full admission to the community of
civilized nations. Both the symbol and the substance for which it
stands are tarnished when 've exchange ambassadors with a gov-
ell~lnment which then proves by its actions that it is not civilized at
all.

Many of us had hoped, therefore, that the Administration’s sud-
den recognition of the Communist Government in Hanoi meant
that we ﬁad received reliable assurances that there would be im-
mediate and substantial improvement in Hanoi’s dismal human
rights record. It took only a few days to disabuse us of the notion
that recognition by the United States would mean a kinder and
gentler Vietnam.

In the days immediately after the announcement, various high
ranking officials warned the Western press not to assume that di]p-
lomatic recognition would lead to changes in the situation of reli-
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gious and political dissidents. These officials made it clear that
they regarded the U.S. interest in such matters as an unwarranted
interference in their internal affairs, the time-worn slogan of totali-
tarian governments everywhere.

Ther, only a few days after Secretary of State Christopher trav-
eled to Vietnam to raise the flag over the new U.S. Embassy, the
Government of Vietnam proceeded with two separate political show
trials of dissidents who were already in detention.

One was a trial of six of the highest ranking Buddhist religious
leaders in the country. The other trial involved nine pro-democracy
activists, including two Vietnamese-Americans who are U.S. citi-
zens, and who had traveled to Vietham with government permis-
sion and with U.S. passports for a conference on democracy and de-
velopment. .

At these trials, the regime to which the courts are subservient,
did not even take the usual precaution of trumping up ordinary
criminal charges. The charges leveled against the defendants were
nakedly political, such as acting to overthrow the People’s Adminis-
tration or carrying out activitics to sabotage the state policy and
abusing democratic rights in order to violate the interest of the
state and mass organizations.

The Communist Government of Vietnam appears to be saying
loudly and clearly to the free world, we want your investment dol-
lars and we are willing to learn from your economic system, but
Kour values on religious and political freedom are not welcome

ere.

At today’s hearing, we will hear from some extraordinary wit-
nesses. We are particularly fortunate to have Nguyen Tan Tri, a
U.S. citizen who was imprisoned in Vietham up until just this past
Sunday. We will also hear from Nguyen Chi Thien, a prominent Vi-
etnamese poet who was also a political prisoner, and who arrived
in the United States under the orderly departure program only a
few days ago.

We will hear testimony from Mrs. Doan Viet Hoat, whose hus-
band is perhaps the most well known prisoner of conscience in
Vietnam today. These victims of the Hanoi regime will tell us about
the human cost of the regime’s defiant attitude on human rights.

We will also hear from experts on the political and religious per-
secution in Vietnam and from the State Department, which worked
diligently to secure the frcedom of Nguyen Tan Tri and to gain
counselor access to him during his lengthy detention.

As we move toward further normalization of relations with Viet-
nam, even while the government there defies internationally recog-
nized human rights standards, it is timely that these two sub-
committees, the Subcommittee on International Operations and
Human Rights and the Asia and Pacific Subcommittee, put on the
record the real state of affairs in Vietnam.

It is even more important that we begin to discuss prospects and
strategies for improvement.

Mr. SMITH. At this point, I would like to ask my good friend from
California if he has any opening comments?

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Thank you very much. I would like to first
of all congratulate Congressman Smith and the great leadership
that he is showing, not only today but has shown throughout his
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career. He has demonstrated a concern for human rights and a con-
cern for his fellow human beings all over this planet that is exem-
plary of the values that this government is supposed to stand for,
and in that, he is not only a good American but an exemplary
American.

We extended our recognition to the Communist Government of
Vietnam, and the commercial stampede is on, and that is what it
was all about. Human rights and the situation in view of human
rights of Vietnam, we are told is tied and was tied to our commer-
cial interaction. That if we had more business between Vietnam
and we had more business between the people of the United States
and the people of Vietnam and there was a rising standard of liv-
ing, that what we would sec is an improving level of human rights.
Is that not what the theory is?

We have people talking about this theory, and whenever it comes
to any regime, no matter how monstrous, in terms of how to im-
prove their human rights. Businessmen in the United States, cager
to make short-term profits, have convinced themselves and have
done everything they can to convince us that human rights will im-
prove miraculously, because this is the formula. This is how you
get to a freer sociely, is you have more economic interaction.

Well, if that is true and we sce the commercial stampede going
into Vietnam today, we should be hearing reports of dramatic im-
provement in human rights that have taken place in the months
since normalization.

But, in reality, we all know that that is a lot of bunk. We know
that businessmen are deluding themselves because they are con-
cerned about making a profit and could care less about human
rights. The real purpose behind normalization was so that our busi-
nessmen could receive credits and guarantees at taxpayers’ ex-
pense, in order to do business with the tyranny, and that is the
real purpose behind these moves.

Human rights and democracy be damned, my company is going
to make a profit and we are actually going to get subsidized by the
taxpayers in doing it.

Well, Vietnam has cast away thc leadership of the Vietnamese
Government. They no way can claim to be socialist anymore. You
talk to these folks, and I have talked to them, and they are talking
about this or that free market economist. If they do not believe in
socialism—if I remember the Communist theory of Marxism and
Leninism, it is that you have this dictatorship, Leninism, in order
to protect Marxism, which was really the idealistic force that drove
this Communist movement, until everybody figured out that it does
not work, for all these decades.

If they have cast away socialism now, what do they have in Viet-
nam? What is it? It is not communism. Well, I think we know what
it is. We can see what they are doing to their people, we see the
way they treat other human beings. These are gangsters. Instead
of communism, it has been replaced with gangsterism.

Vietnam is not the only place where this metamorphosis has
taken place since the end of the cold war. What we have is mem-
bers ofpthe gang suppressing anyone outside the gang who threat-
ens the gany, It is called gangsterism.
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I would hope that the American Government reflects the values
of the American people more to the degree that we care about
something more than just money. I hope that these hearings will
at least send a message to the gangsters in Vietnam that they are
being watched. When they throw religious people into jail, when
they throw people who are speaking out into prison and they sup-
press freedom of speech and assembly and the other rights that we
hold dear, at least they know that we are paying attention and that
we do not buy the lie.

So, thank you again, Mr. Chairman, and I am looking forward
to the testimony today.

Mr. SMitH. Thank you very much for your very kind words and
for your very cogent remarks on how important human rights are.
I would like to make a part of the record, and without objection
will do so, a press release that has just been put out by Amnesty
International, pointing out that two human rights activists have
(l;eenlimprisoned and sentenced. Without objection, it will be so or-

ered.

[The press release appears in the appendix. |

I would like to yield to my good friend from American Samoa,
Mr. Faleomavacga.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and I, too, would
like to second the remarks made by my distinguished friend and
dear colleague from California. The outstanding leadership that
you have displayed as chairman of this subcommittee, of which I
am a member, and certainly a champion of human rights through-
out the world, and I want to commend you for that. I look forward
in the coming weeks and months as we have dealt together with
this very important issu¢ and now are faced with Vietnam, as we
go into now the next most serious phase in terms of how we are
going to be treating the Government of Vietnam.

I would like to take somewhat of a different perspective, Mr.
Chairman, and I guess we are bound because of our experiences,
and because of that, I have a very fond affection for the people of
Vietnam and the trials and tremendous tribulations that they have
been subjected to for the times of horror of the Vietnam War, of
which I am a by-product. I say this, because as a Vietnam veteran,
I am still filled with a lot of bitterness. As far as I am concerned,
I could have been among the 55,000 names that are listed on the
Vietnam Memorial. I could have been among one of those body
bags that are brought back, and for what reason and at what price?

My perspective is a little different in terms of the history of Viet-
nam and what the Vietnamese people have been subjected to, even
before we were ir.volved in the 1960°s and the 1970’s. If this does
not relegate to the problems and the things that we have seen his-
torically, they called it in those days colonialism in its finest form.
It happened in Algeria, it happened in Vietnam. Our own people
in the Pacific are faced with this very serious problem—the people
in New Caledonia. I am talking about the fact that the people of
Vietnam have had some very serious problems of French colonial-
ism. The idea that here is a democratic country, but faced with
very undemocratic policies and methods for which the Vietnamese
people have had to fight for their freedom.
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We have different perspectives, I suppose, and say, well, how do
you look at Ho Chi Minh? Is he an outstanding leader of the Viet-
namese people? Was he a murderer of people or what? I think his-
tory will explain a very different perspective of how the people of
Vietnam and people of Southeast Asia ﬁave been subjected, over all
these years and the forms of colonialism that they have been sub-
jected to.

So, I say this with a little sense of appreciation and understand-
ing of what is going through now, not only in the country of Viet-
nam, what our own policies are going to be toward Vietnam. Now,
the question that comes to my mind, as one of the minions, I sup-
pose, of the half million soldiers and sailors that were subjected to
military c.ders to be there, because it was my duty and responsibil-
ity as a soldier, what is this going to be in terms of some 2,000

IA’s and POW’s that are still unaccounted for? I think this is
where I raise some very, very serious concerns in terms of how are
we going to go about normalizing our relations with Vietnam and
this subject matter that is dear to my heart still hanging there and
wanting to see, if, in fact, that we are going to make some very se-
rious inroads into this problem, not only with our own soldiers and
gailors who are either missing or killed in action, still unaccounted
for but for the fact that, ironically, in the times that we have held
hearings previous to this, as to whether or not we should normalize
relations with Vietnam, and as 1 12call, there was a lot of skep-
ticism. There was a lot of anti-Vietnam because it was a Com-
munist country and I raise the question of the previous Adminis-
trations even till now, and the fact that we hold diplomatic ties or
relations with the highest levels of Communist countries, and yet
we seem to find ourselves some will say, well, we should not do it
with Vietnam, because it is a Communist, country.

Well, the world really has changed. The situation of what my

ood friend from California stated, whether or not the corporate

merica has really gotten hold of the White House, and therefore
normalizing relations is going to improve the economy of the coun-
try and improve our exports. At what price, Mr. Chairman? This
is the question I raise, at what price? Whether or not the human
rights of the Vietnamese people are being protected, what assur-
ances are going to be given, and is it our duty, is it our responsibil-
ity as a country to tell Vietnam the human rights violations are fla-
grant and we are not going to have any part of you unless you cor-
rect these deficiencies?

It raises the question of whether or not this policy is consistent
in our dealings with other countries. So, I have that question in my
mind. I look forward to hearing from our witnes.es this afternoon,
and again, Mr. Chairman, 1 commend you for your tremendous
leadership in advancing the cause of human rights. I am concerned
about the human rights of the Vietnamese pcople. The fact that it
is under a Communist regime, even China is a Communist regime,
but they are going through tremendous changes.

There is a great debate in our country as to whether opening dip-
lomatic relations is going to provide a greater sense of democracy
and protection of the welfare and the lives of the people that live
in those countries. I hope to go to Vietnam in the very near future,
but I want to say this to you again, Mr. Chairman. I look forward
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to hearing from our friends on their experiences in dealing with
this very important issue. 1 want to say that, hopefully, that we
will come to some sense of resolution to this very serious problem
that we are faced with. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. SMITH. Thank you, Mr. Faleomavacyza, and I appreciate your
very kind remarks. Without objection, I would ask that Mr. Ber-
man’s siatement be made a part of the record. He is detained by
some work that is going on in the Judiciary Committee.
d_[’I]‘he prepared statement of Mr. Berman appears in the appen- .

ix.

Mr. SMmitTH. I would also ask for your consent that a letter from
the American Legion likewise be made a part of the record, dated
November 8, from Executive Director John Summer. That letter ba-
sically calls for a re-examination, consistent with the language that
has passed the House, of the situation of those Vietnamese boat
people who are being held in detention camps, whom many of us
believe to be true refugees, many of whom fought side by side with
us in Vietnam. It has been made very, very clear that the Amer-
ican Legion believes that these people ought to be provided refugee
status, or, at the minimum, that their status should be re-exam-
ined because the process—from everything that this particular
member has seen—was fatally flawed. True refugees are slated to
go back to a very precarious situation in Vietnam.

[The letter appears in the appendix.]

I would like to welcome ¢ r two witnesses. This is a hearing that
is comprised of three panels. The first panel is comprised of two
distinguis.ed witnesses from the Administration. Kent Wiedemann
is the Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for East Asia and the
Pacific. Mr. Wiedemann is responsible for China, Taiwan, Hong
Kong, Mongolia, Vietham, Cambodia, Laos, Thailand and Burma.

Before embarking on his diplomatic carcer, Mr. Wiedemann
served 2 years as a Peace Corps volunteer in Micronesia. In the
foreign service, Mr. Wiedemann has served as a consul in Poland,
international relations officer in Latin American affairs at the
State Department, and was posted twice to the U.S. Embassy in
Beijing, China, and once to the U.S. Consulate General in Shang-
hai. From 1993 to 1994, Mr. Wiedemann was special assistant to
the President and senior director for Asian Affairs at the National
Security Consul.

Mr. Steven J. Coffey is the Acting Deputy Assistant Secretary of
State for Democracy, Human Rights and Labor. Mr. Coffey entered
the U.S. Foreign Service in 1977 and began his career working as
a political analyst in the Department of State’s Office of Soviet and
East European Affairs. He has worked at the U.S. Embassy in
Moscow, as well as serving as the special assistant to the Under-
secretary of State for Political Affairs. Before assuming a position
in the branch in which he is currently employed, Mr. Coffey worked
at the U.S. Embassy in Algiers and later in the Office of Independ-
ent States and Commonwealth Affairs.

Gentlemen, you are welcome to the committee and you may pro-
ceed as you. would like.



7

STATEMENT OF MR. KENT WIEDEMANN, DEPUTY ASSISTANT
SECRETARY OF STATE rFOR EAST ASIA AND PACIFIC AF-
FAIRS, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF STATE
Mr. WIEDEMANN. Mr. Chairman and other distinguished mem-

bers, I would like to say I am, indeced, very, very pleased to have

the opportunity to speak to you today about this very, very impor-
tant as]pect of our relations with Vietnam human rights.

I will begin by taking a few minutes to outline the current state
of U.S.-Vietnamese relations and the part human rights play in
those relations. Mr. Coffey will then speak to you in greater detail
concerning Vietnam’s human rights record and our ongoing dialog
with the Vietnamese Government, on these issues.

Obtaining the fullest possible accounting for our POW/MIA’s re-
mains this Administration’s highest priority in relations with Viet-
nam, and, in fact, carries on the priority that was set in previous
Administrations. As you know, on January 28, 1995, the United
States established a liaison office in Hanoi. Following the Presi-
dent’s decision to establish diplomatic relations with Vietnam, Sec-
retary Christopher opened the U.S. Embassy in Hanoi on August

The presence of a U.S. post in Vietnam has enhanced our abilit
to make progress in accounting for POW/MIA’s, allowed us to ad-
vance the interest of U.S. companies and made possible provision
of counselor services to U.S. citizens, among other things,

Most important for the subject of this hearing, diplomatic rela-
tions has led, also, to a deepening of our dialog on Smman rights
and an increase in the depth of our understanding of the current
situation in Vietnam across the board, but to include human rights.
Since the President’s announcement, of diplomatic normalization
with Vietnam in July, we have continued to receive strong coopera-
tion from the Vietnamese on matters of importance to the United
States. Most significantly, cooperation by the Socialist Republic of
Vietnam in our efforts to seck the fullest possible accounting for
our POW/MIA’s continues to be vigorous,

We have continued to make progress in cach of the four key
areas identified by the President in 1993, in the areas of remains
recovery, resolution of discrepancy cases, trilateral cooperation with
Laos, and obtaining access to documents related to the POW/MIA
issue. On remains, for example, with additional repatriations in
August and October, remains believed to represent 31 Americans
have returned to the United States from Vietnam during this year.

Since January 1993, we have repatriated 174 sets of remains, in-
cluding remains obtained through joint activities in the field and
those turned over unilaterally by the Vietnamese. The increased
pace of repatriation of remains over the past 2 years is resulting
in a significant number of identifications in our Central Identifica-
tion Laboratory in Hawaii. This is the final step, of course, in our
accounting, the U.S. Government’s accounting for missing Ameri-
cans from the war.

Since January 1993, the remains of 45 Americans lost in Viet-
nam have been identified and returned to their loved ones. Identi-
fications completed this year include two individuals from the last
known alive discrepancy case list and two from a list of 84 whom
we call special remains, cases on which we have evidence indicat-
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ing the remains had once been under Vietnamese control, and
therefore, that the Vietnamese should have access to records about
these people, eveii though they were lost as long as two decades
ago.

On discrepancy cases, the discrepancy case list is a subset of
cases in which evidence suggests individuals could have survived
their loss incident. Of the 196 individuals originally named on the
list, the remains of 26 have been recovered an%l identified. As noted
above, two of these identifications were completed this year.

Since January 1993, we have confirmed tﬁe deaths of another 80
individuals on this list, reducing the number whose fate remains
unknown to 55. Vietnamese officials are continuing to work closel
with us to resolve these remaining cases, and it certainly is hig
on our list of priorities.

Trilateral cooperation with Laos, the third issuc the President
pointed to in 1993, as an indicator of progress, has also moved for-
ward. Under a mechanism established in December 1994, the Viet-
namese witnesses to Laos incidents in Laos continue to accompany
U.S. investigators to sites in Laos. Viethamese witnesses played
important roles in a number of investigations, providing informa-
tion very helpful in locating crash and grave sites.

With respect to dozuments that we seck to shed more light on
the loss of men and women from our Armed Forces during the Viet-
nam War, in response to our cequest, the Vietnamese sct up search
teams in the Ministries of Interior and National Defense. In 1995,
the teams and othe: Vietnamese organizations and individuals
have located and . .rned over to U.S. investigators a total of 295
documents, totaling some 563 pages.

Included have been a number of documents containing leads on
unresolved cases, including cases specifically requested by the Na-
tional League of Families of POW/MIA’s. A Presidential delegation
on POW/MIA’s will visit Vietnam in December to review the efforts
to date on the POW/MIA issue, and to pursue further progress to-
ward a fullest possible accounting. 1 willpbe on that delegation, and
we will continue to press the Vietnamese very hard on what the
President has described as this nation’s highest national priority
with Vietnam.,

Vietnam is also cooperating with us on other important matters,
including counter-narcotics cfforts. Narcotics being, especially her-
oin, a growing problem in Vietham and one that its government
recognizes as a scourge in its socicty, just as it is a scourge in our
society. So, our cooperation, as I say, is moving forward.

We have concluded a good settlement for &S. private claimants
against Vietnam, settled our diplomatic property claims with Hunoi
and are involved in ongoing negotiations over our prewar govern-
ment-to-government debts.

In addition, our governments are engaged in an ongoing dialog
on human rights. As Secretary Christopher said in Honoi, progress
in this dialog wili enable our two nations to further deepen our
ties. As Mr. Coffey will describe in greater detail, ihe fourth round
of these talks was held in Washington last month. :

I want to emphasize that in no sense do we confine our discus-
sions of human rights with the Vietnamese officials to the formal
dialog process. Human rights has been on the agenda in every sin-
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gle significant contact between U.S. and Vietnamese officials, in-
cluding at senior levels throughout this Administration.

As Congressman Smith pointed out a few years ago in this Ad-
ministration, I was a special assistant. to the President and director
for Asia, and that happened to be at the very beginning of our ef-
forts with Vietnam to increase and put greater focus on the POW/
MIA issue and to gain results. I can say from that time forward,
I happened to attend a number of Presidential delegations to Viet-
nam. We always raised human rights as the second priority of the
United States, and always pointed out, indeed, that movement to-
ward normalization and further substantive improvement in rela-
tions with the United States would depend not only on progress in
the POW/MIA issue, but also very importantly, in establishment of
a human rights dialog that was not a dialog simply run for its own
sake and for cosmetic reasons, let us say, but that actually pro-
duced results over time. Although, you frankly hear in Washington
that human rights is a complex, tough issue and would take time
to resolve, but we knew, also, that we must begin now, and we
began back in 1993.

To borrow again from Secretary. Christopher’s speech in Hanoi,
we believe that the rule of law and accountable government are the
bedrock of stability and prosperity. Just 3 days ago, we welcomed
Vietnam’s humanitarian gesture in releasing two American citi-
zens, Nguyen Taun Tri and Tran Quan Liem, who had been de-
tained since, as you know, 1993.

These releases came in response to direct requests by Secretary
Christopher in Hanoi in August and here in- Washington last
month between Secretary Christopher and Foreign Minister CoCom
of Vietnam. Others of us also spoke with CoCom at that time,
pointing out that we neceded some concrete progress in the human
righ(tis ialog, or the relationship could not continue to move for-
ward.

We believe the releases demonstrate Vietnamese willingness, at
least, to address our concerns in this area, in the context of the
overall expansion of the relationship. I mean, I cannot sit here and
argue that based on my discussions with the Vietnamese that the
dialog has led to an epiphany for the Vietnamese authorities and
a change in their attitude toward what they consider to be dis-
sidence and all the rest. But, for whatever reason, they are moti-
vated, I think, to at least discuss the issue with us, and as indi-
cated, perhaps, by these latest releases, actually respond to the
points we make very strenuously whenever we make them.

Not surprisingly, economic and trade ties are an area of para-
mount interest for the Vietnamese Government in its relations
with the United States. Indeed, perhaps, it is their interest in
these economic ties that has motivated their being responsive to
some of our human rights concerns.

We do believe that such ties are important for the mutual bene-
fits they can bring to our two countries and economy, certainly, but
more importantly, for their contribution to creating an atmosphere
in which we can continue to make progress toward the broad range
of our bilateral agenda, including POW/MIA accounting and human
rights.
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Earlier comments by the Honorable Representative Rohrabacher
about normalization having been driven by commercial interests, I
would argue are off the mark in that we very, very carefully for the
past 3 years, in all of our meetings with the Vietnamese, whether
in Hanoi or here in Washington, made very careful efforts to keep
out of any talking points on our side the discussion of economic
ties, except when the Vietnamese raised them. Usually our mes-
sage was to their ears a negative one, that basically, we would not
mov% on economic relations unti! we had real progress and
proof—-—

Mr. SMITH. I am going to have to ask you to suspend your re-
marks for one moment. Since Mr. Rohrabacher is not here to de-
fend his assertion, I would like to make an observation on that
point. When Secretary of Commerce Brown was here—this was ap-
Kroximately 2 or 3 years ago and is a matter of record—I asked

im whether the POW or human rights issues were a factor in our
opening up to Vietnam, and he said no, in their face-to-face meet-
ings with the Vietnamese, those issues were not part of the nego-
tiation.

So, I beg to differ, and the record going back a couple of years
is to the contrary, and I remember being shocked by it. I had
served as a memger of the POW/MIA Task Force throughout the
1980’s and actually went over there with Mr. Gilman and Mr.
Salmon and, I think it was about seven other members in the mid-
1980’s, so it is an issue that we are all very concerned about, as
I know you ave, personally. But, when asked whether or not this
was intricately linked to the economic issue, he did say no.

Mr. WIEDEMANN. Well, despite the fact that he is a Cabinet sec-
retary, I think, perhaps, well, I would not say you misunderstood-
him. T would say that his remarks did not represent what is Ad-
ministration policy, what was Administration policy from the be-
ginning of this Administration.

I do speak the truth, because I was involved in the delegations
to Hanoi, in saying that our talking points very consciously avoided
discussion of commercial activities. It happens right now that we
have a delegation in Vietnam which is made up of an inter-agency

oup of people who represent U.S. economic and trade policy. But,

would point out that we, again, with this delegation, made very,
very certain that it did not convey to the Vietnamese Government
that the provision of the things Mr. Rohrabacher referred to, and
that is, U.S. facilitation of business, U.S. support for business in
the way of credits and guarantees and other things that would be,
indeed, subsidies of the U.S. Government of commercial activa-
tion—

Mr. SMITH. Secretary, if you would not mind suspending, we do
have a vote underway and 1t is very close to the end of it. We will
suspend this hearing for about 5 minutes and then resume. Thank
you. , .

[Recess.)

Mr. SMITH. I would like to call the subcommittee back into ses-
sion. Mr. Wiedemann, if you could just conclude?

Mr. WIEDEMANN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, I will finish my re-
marks very rapidly so we can hear from Mr. Coffey on the central
focus of this hearing.
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I mentioned as a next step in our relationship with the Vietnam-
ese, we have dispatched a fact-finding mission made up of people
from Treasury and USTR, Commerce and State Department, led by
the State Department, which is meant to gather facts about what
is going on in Vietnam that could be of concern to us as we con-
sider such things as a provision of Eximbank or OPIC or other
things to which Mr. Rohrabacher referred, as well as the very im-
portant issue of what needs to be done on the Vietnamese side for
them to warrant extension of MFN status at some point in the fu-
ture.

We also will discuss with them ouvtstanding bilateral debt issues.
This relates principally to the debt between the Vietnamese Gov-
ernment and the U.S. Government that preceded the war. We will
continue to consult with Congress on the unfolding of normaliza-
tion. We will be happy to provide debriefs on the delegation’s trip,
the delegation I just mentioned, following its return.

I might just finish by stressing again that this economic delega-
tion really is just starting the first sort of baby steps and opening
up a dialog with the Vietnamese for the first time on economic re-
lations. Its principal purpose is not to convey to the Vietnamese
that we are moving forward with any particular elements of bene-
ficial economic relationship, but rather to educate them as to what
is entailed in getting MFN, for example, both a trade agreement
and compliance with Jackson-Vanick requirements, particularly
freedom of emigration and other issues.

I think the other clear point was to educate the Vietnamese that
our moving forward on these things probably will take a very long
time, and certainly will require first Vietnamese compliance with
U.S. statute concerns.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Wiedemann appears in the ap-
pendix.]

Mr. SMITH. Thank you very much for your testimony.

Mr. Coffey.

STATEMENT OF MR. STEVEN COFFEY, ACTING ASSISTANT SEC-
RETARY OF STATE FOR DEMOCRACY, HUMAN RIGHTS AND
LABOR, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF STATE

Mr. CorreEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 1 would also like to
thank you for the opportunity to be here to discuss with you today
how we are handling the issue of human rights with V)i(etnam. I
know that time is short, so I will just summarize the key points
in t,héa longer written testimony, which I have submitted for the
record.

Few countries have elicited as much passionate debate among
the American people as has Vietnam. It is therefore appropriate
that we approach the newest chapter in Vietnam relations with our
country’s commitment to human rights very much in mind. The
POW/MIJA issue will remain our highest priority in relations with
Vietnam, but human rights is also %\igh on the agenda. The Presi-
dent is committed to pursuing an improvement in Vietnam’s
human rights practices. ‘

Since assuming the position as Acting Principal Deputy Assistant
Secretary for human rights a month ago, I have probably devoted
more time to Vietnam than any other subject. Our dialog with Viet-
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nam on human rights dates to February 1994, when the President
first initiated a dialog with the Vietramese in order to systemati-
cally address our human rights concerns.

Just 2 weeks ago, on October 30, we held the latest round and
the first round since normalization. | am convinced the formal dip-
lomatic ties will strengthen our ability to pursue our goal in this
regard. Our principal message to the Vietnamese has been that we
seek progress in all areas of our relationship, including human
rights, and that human rights will affect the warmth and depth of
our bilateral relations.

We have seen some hopeful trends in Vietnam. The government
is less intrusive in the lives of Vietnamese citizens and has made
some progress in developing a legal structure. Within narrow
boundaries, the government has allowed and even encouraged seri-
ous press debate and criticism, and citizens have greater freedom
of movement within the country.

However, despite these promising beginnings, Mr. Chairman,
there is no getting around the fact that the Vietnamese Govern-
ment still severely limits civil liberties, particularly freedom of ex-
pression, association and religion. It also continues arbitrarily to
arrest and detain persons with a peaceful expression of opposin
views. We were particularly disappointed by the August trials an
convictions of nine pro-democracy activists, including American citi-
zens Nguyen Tan Tri and Tran Quang Liem, for planning a pro-
democracy conference in Ho Chi Minh City in November 1993.

Similarly, several days later, six Buddhist clerics, as you pointed
out, were tried and convicted for participating in flood relief efforts
and other activities sponsored by the Unified Buddhist Church of
Vietnam.

As you know, Mr. Chairman, we normalized relations with Viet-
nam 4 months ago, and we cannot expect comprehensive change
overnight. In order to improve Vietnam’s human rights practices,
it will take sustained, long-term efforts on our part, and, of course,
on theirs. We are committed to seeing this process through. We
have begun to establish benchmarks by which we can measure
progress and we will continue to press our concerns on all issues,
including those where near-term progress is difficult.

While our dialog is the principal mechanism for us to raise
human rights issues, these issues, as Mr. Wiedemann pointed out,
will also figure prominently in all contacts between U.S. and Viet-
namese of%lcia]s. We believe the Vietnamese leadership under-
stands that progress on human rights is necessary in order to
achieve the kind of warm, bilateral ties both our governments seek.

I would, at this point, Mr. Chairman, like to review briefly some
specific issues that are particularly salient in our human rights en-
gagement with Vietnam. The reclease last Sunday of American
Nguyen Tan Tri and Tran Quang Liem was a welcome step. The
re%r:ase comes as a direct response to requests made by Secretary
Christopher in meetings with senior Vietnamese officials.

Though we disagreed with the basis for the arrest of these indi-
viduals, the decision to release Mr. Tri and Mr. Liem is an indica-
tion that both sides can come together to resolve difficult issues. 1
would add the observation that our diplomatic presence in Hanoi,
as a result of normalization, helped this process immensely. We
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will also intend to pursue the cases of the seven Vietnamese citi-
zens arrested with Mr. Tri and with Mr. Liem,.

Mr. Chairman, we believe Vietnam’s stated desire to move to-
ward the rule of law is a positive step, both for the maintenance
of a stable and just society and because the lack of a consistent,
clear legal system deters potential investors and entrepreneurial
spirit the country’s economy so urgently needs. Of particular con-
cern to us are the ambiguities within the legal code that can be
used to arrest individuals involved in the peaceful expression of
dissenting views.

We have also urged the Vietnamese to adopt the recommenda-
tions of the U.N. working group on arbitrary detentions concerning
prison access and revisions of the legal code.

Mr. Chairman, concerning religious issues, and I know this is a
special concern of yours, the Vietnamese Government has, in recent
years, taken a number of steps to relax some restrictions on free-
dom of worship. However, the government continues to restrict the
activities of religious organizations. Tensions between the gevern-
ment and the United Buddhist Church of Vietnam have heightened
since 1992. The dispute between the government and the Vatican
over Vatican appointments is unresolved, and the government con-
tinues to maintain restrictions on other activities of the Protestant
and Catholic churches, including the right to assemble, to speak
and to teach.

We have, on numerous occasions, expressed to Vietnamese au-
thorities our serious concerns about religious freedom, and in par-
ticular, the treatment of the leaders of the UBCV. To date, we have
made little headway on this issue, but we intend to keep trying.

In sum, Mr. Chairman, we are engaged in human rights in Viet-
nam, and are pursuing these concerns with the government. We
will continue to work to resolve these outstanding issues, both in
the near term and in the longer term.

A final word. Our human rights issues in Vietnam do not differ
substantially from those issues over which we contend with a num-
ber of countries. We do believe that normalization has afforded us
new channels in and through which to advance human rights in
Vietnam. Thank you.

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

Mr. SMITH. Thank you very much for your testimony. Two of our
latest witnesses, one from Human Rights Watch and another from
Freedom House, Nina Shea, will testify that, notwithstanding thz
frenzy of diplomatic triumphs, full diplomatic recognition by the
United States, and admission to ASEAN, Vietnam has embarked
on a frenzy of activity to intimidate and suppress independent wor-
ship. Human Rights Watch, in its cstimon{‘, points out that, unfor-
tunately, recent diplomatic breakthroughs have not led to improve-
ments in Vietnam’s human rights record. Yes, the relationship is
still young, but many of us are concerned that we put the cart be-
fore the horse by not making human rights progress a precondition
for recognition and enhanced economic trade.

What do you make of their assessments? Are they accurate? Is
there a crackdown? We see a very similar thing going on in another
Asian country, where we seem to be bending over backwards to ac-
commodate the Beijing dictatorship, and yet, religious repression
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there is on the rise, not on the decline. These dictatorships seem
to, in their assessment, conclude that it is people of faith who
refuse to have restraints on their observance. We are talking about
mere worship and other kinds of expression. They see them as a
threat.

Is that accurate? Has therc been a lack of progress and, indeed,
a crackdown in Vietnam?

Mr. CorreEY. Well, I do not believe that there is a serious divide
between Human Rights Watch’s estimate and our own estimate. It
is my understanding that Human Rights Watch believes that the
situation with regard to civil, political and religious rights in Viet-
nam is complex and mixed and that the human rights conditions
are in a state of flux during a transitional period.

I would fully subscribe to that. It is an accurate summary of the
complexity of the situation. The picture is genuinely complex, par-
ticularly with regard to religion. My understanding is that on the
grass roots level ordinary parishioners are able to engage in wor-
ship. The problem comes with churches’ hierarchy and organiza-
tion. The government does restrict the ability of churches to orga-
nize, just as it restricts the recruitment of seminarians and the
publishing of religious materials.

So, it is a mixed picture. On the one hand, people are allowed
freedom of worship, and there is worship. People do attend serv-
ices. On the other hand, the hierarchy is discouraged and ham-
pered in its conduct of religious activities.

Mr. SMmitH. How do you respond to, again, Human Rights
Watch’s admonition that the Administration should take additional
steps to make it clear that without significant human rights and
labor rights improvements, neither OPIC nor MFN are possible,
and that there need to be specific benchmarks?

Mr. Correy. I think that is exactly what we are doing. In the
last session of the dialog, one of the agenda items was to walk the
Vietnamese delegation through our statutory requirements, par-
ticularly with regard to emigration and worker rights. As my col-
league, Kent Wiedemann, just pointed out, we have a dclegation
there now that is reviewing all of this with the Vietnamese.

One of the key issues is precisely to gather information about Vi-
etnamese practices and to see how those conform with hard legisla-
tion.

Mr. SMITH. Let me just ask you about another recommendation
that Human Rights Watch makes and how you feel about it.
Should the U.S.-Vietnam human rights dialog be elevated to a
more senior level, a higher level? As they point out, the exchanges
have been at mid-level State Department levels, and perhaps the
higher echelons are not getting the message about how utterly seri-
ous the Administration—with full congressional backing—is. We
want to see real progress.

Mr. Correy. Well, Mr. Chairman, that that may be necessary at
some point. The thing to bear in mind at this point is that the dia-
log is in its infancy. We just started in February 1994, and we have
only had one session since normalization. So, I would like to see
what we can achieve at the current level.

I would say, though, that one of the things that we are consider-
ing is broadening the delegation to perhaps include other agencies
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at some point. But, for right now we ought to keep the focus where
it is, to see what it can produce and what the progress is.

Mr. SMITH. Let me just say, and I mentioned it earlier in my
comments, the Administration should get its fair share of the credit
for the work you did on behalf of Mr. Tri and Mr. Liem. It is a step
forward and I think we are all very happy with that. But, what
else is the Administration doing with regard to the specific political
prisoners that are being held? I have seen the list, I know you have
copies of the list and are concerned about it. How are we conveying
our concern to the Vietnamese Government that these people neeﬁ
to be let out? These are universal standards of human rights that
we are talking about, and these people have done no wrong.

Mr. CorriEy. Well, Mr. Chairman, these cases form a very, very
important part of this dialog. We spend a lot of time on these cases,
and one of the points I try to convey to them is that there is a lot
of interest with these cases, not only within the Administration,
but also within the Congress and within the body politic. I tell
them it is hard to move other aspects of the relationship forward
when these cases keep cropping up.

So, we present the details of the cases and try to evoke at least
a clarification of the status of the cases, while emphasizing the im-
portance of progress. We do remind them that if this relationship
is %oing to proceed and progress, in the final analysis there has got
to be progress in all arcas.

Mr. WIEDEMANN. May I just add a point?

Mr. SMITH. Please.

Mr. WIEDEMANN. Outside of the dialog, the formal dialog itself to
Secretary Christopher that I mentioned earlier, I spoke with Viet-
namese 1n senior levels in Hanoi in August and then here in Wash-
ington in October.

Tony Lake at the NSC also called in the Vietnamese Foreign
Minister and pressed him very, very hard on specific cases of peo-
ple whom we want out of prison.

Secretary Christopher’s message has been, we want all political
prisoners out, and we will continue to push for that. I think, as you
say, we have had some recent success, but clearly we are not satis-
fied with that. We will press forward. The White House is not sat-
isfied with that either, as witnessed by Tony Lake’s direct involve-
ment.

Mr. SMITH. That is encouraging. Two of our witnesses today, as
you know, came to the United States fairly recently through the
Orderly Departure Program and I have heard that there may be
an attempt to shut down the ODP. Is that true, and why?

Mr. WIEDEMANN. I do not know. I am afraid I cannot answer
that question.

Mr. SMITH. If that could be provided for the record, that would
be most helpful.

Mr. WIEDEMANN. T will look into it and get back to you as soon
as possible.

[The information follows:|

Since November 8, 1995, when this testimony was given, the United States has
announced its intention to conclude regularly scheduled refugee interviews through

ODP on June 30, 1995. Scheduling of initial refugee interviews through ODP ended
on March 31, 1995, and ODP is currently rescheduling interviews for applicants who



16

were not able to attend their first interviews but who are now ready. ODP will con-
tinue conducting rescheduled interviews until June 30.

It should be noted that ODP was originally intended to function only in the ab-
sence of a U.S. diplomatic presence in Vietnam. In July 1995, the United States and
Vietnam normalized diplomatic relations. Afler many years of successful operation,
ODP has resettled some 440,000 Vietnamese refugees to the United States, not in-
cluding those admitted as immigrants. Vietnamese refugees continue to arrive in
the United States every day, further increasing the percentage (currently 96 per-
cent) of eligible ODP refugee program applicants who have already been resettled
in the United States.

The part of ODP operations that processes immigrant visas continues Lo operate
normally and will continue to do so via visits to Ho Chi Minh City from Bangkok
until such time as a consulate opens in Ho Chi Minh City and can take over this
function. The vast majority of immigrant visa applicants are from southern Vietnam
and would be better served by a consulate in Ho Chi Minh City than by the embassy
in Hanoi.

Mr. SMITH. If there is a reason to continue its existence, I would
hope that that would not be the case. Let me ask one final question
before yielding to Mr. Rohrabacher.

The Administration is in the process of developing the so-called
Track II program for interviewing asylum seekers who are cur-
rently in refugee camps. I have been to Hai Island recently, in the
early fall, and believe very strongly that many of these people
would be put at risk if interviewed onsite in Vietnam. In light of
your testimony and the testimony from some of the human rights
organizations and from our former political prisoners who will
speak momentarily, would it not be better to do the interviewing
where they are now, rather than raising the risk to them by doing
it in-country, that is to say, in Vietnam, especially if they are
screened out and forced to give an accounting for what they said?
We know that already goes on now, but I think it would be much
more intense if it were actually done in Vietnam.

Mr. CorrFEY. Mr. Chairman, I am aware of the issues that you
are referring to, but this whole question of emigration, the CPA
and Track II does not fall within my purview. We have a team in
Vietnam now discussing this with the Vietnamese, and I just do
not know where those discussions stand. But, I do know that they
would be prepared to give you a briefing when they return.

Mr. SMITH. I would look forward to that, and I would like for the
record, to ask if we could get some information on that, Mr. Wiede-
mann?

[The information follows:]

For the past year, we have been discussing 'vith Vietnam and our other partners
in the Comprehensive Plan of Action (CPA) ways to stimulate voluntary repatri-
ations of screened-out migrants from first-asylum camps. In addition, the United
States has an interest in identifying Vietnamese who might qualify for resettlement
under U.S. law. Vietnam and other CPA partners had difficulties with Previoua U.S.
suggestions on these matters, including the so-called “Track Hlfroposal "

gﬁe SRV now has agreed to allow us to interview (under ODP auspices) those re-
turnees to Vietnam from the first-asylum camps who are of special interest to the
United States. Vietnamese asylum scekers in the camps who register for voluntary
repatriation by June 30, 1995, or who otherwise return by that date will have the
opportunity to fill out a questionnaire. The questionnaire will elicit specific informa-
tion which will allow us to determine who among the population we wish to inter-
view for possible rescttlement to the United States. Once back in Vietnam, those
80 identified by the United States will be invited for rescttlement interviews. Indi-
viduals who were in the camps on October 1, 1995, but who have already repatri-
ated to Vietnam will also be cligible.
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This initiative is being referred to as the Resettlernent Opportunity for Vietnam-
ese Returnees. It will be announced in the first-asylum camps and in Vietnam be-
ginning on April 22, 1996.

Mr. WIEDEMANN. Sure. Of course, the issue of interviewing or re-
interviewing returnees in Vietnam is a direct response to the coun-
tries which had been the first-asylum states, to include, obvicusly,
Hong Kong, where there is a very large number, but also Malaysia
and other couniries in southeast Asia which are host to Vietnamese
refugees.

As you know, there has been an initial screening process. Deci-
sions were made on who was eligible for a real refugee status, and
we recognize the need to do that screening over again, but in work-
ing with the asylum countries, first-asylum countries inciuding
Hong Kong and Malaysia and so forth, it is very clear that they
would resist a rescreening, and they would find us as reneging, in
effect, on the common plan of action, comprehensive plan of action.

That is, of course, as I am sure you understand, because you are
an expert on this issue, the principal reason we have pursued the
option of a Track II reinterview process, rescreening process in
Vietnam. But, obviously, it would have to be one in which we ob-
tained Vietnam’s concurrence. It was made very, very clear that
anybody who was rescreened would not be subject to any kind of
retaliation on the part of the Vietnamese.

There still is, as you know, a system of monitoring the Vietnam-
ese treatment of returnees by the U.N. Human Rights Commission,
which undertakes random and pretty comprehensive and unan-
nounced visits on the households of those who have returned. Evi-
dence to date indicates that Vietnam, for the most part, we can
tell, and I think we have a good means to tell through the UNHCR
monitoring process, are not being harassed and persecuted.

Mr. SMITH. Just on that point, and then I will yield to Mr.
Rohrabacher, this subcommittee has had hearings and has met
with former monitors and we have not been assured sufficiently
that there has not been retaliation, especially against those who
are rescreened in-country in a way that could raise the possibilit,
of retaliation, if not immediately, then somewhere down the road.

Having said that, let me just yield to Mr. Rohrabacher.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. This could go to either one of you. Has my
memory been correct that the Administration decoupled consider-
ation of human rights with trade policy with China, in terms of
whether or not China would then have Most-Favored-Nation sta-
tus? Was there not an announcement about 2 years ago that they
officially decoupled the actual consideration of trade policy and
human rights with China? '

Mr. WIEDEMANN. Yes, I think that is a pretty good characteriza-
tion of the Administration’s actions.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. I remember it, and I was wondering what
kind of message you think that sends to people around the world,
in terms of your dealing with Vietnam and other dictatorships? Do
you think they take you seriously after that?

Mr. WIEDEMANN. Yes, my answer would be certainly yes. I mean,
human rights remains at. the very top of our agenda with China.
I think all countries know that.
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Mr. ROHRABACHER. I think they know we talk about it, I am
sure.

Mr. WiEDEMANN. What the President did explicitly was to break
the link between the annual review of MFN and human rights be-
havior in China, to instead move the focus of our continuing dialog
with the Chinese on human rights and the whole list of de-
mands—

Mr. ROHRABACHER. In May 1993, I put a list of names in the
President’s hands at a meeting I had in the White House. I had
a list of, I think, over 500 political prisoners. I put that same list
into the Congressional Record, and I had handed that same list to
the head of the Communist Party in Vietnam in the trip that I just
made there with Senator Kerry. I made it clear that, perhaps it we
officially said something as a government, we might actually have
the release of some of those prisoners.

Was there ever a request made that those prisoners be released,
besides mine?

Mr. WIEDEMANN. In Vietnam?

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Yes. -

Mr. WIEDEMANN. Yes, just before you came back to the room, I
explained that Secretary Christopher and Tony Lake, in recent
months, have approached high-level officials in Vietnam and made
the demand that all political prisoners be released.

Mr. ROHRABACHER, When was that?

Mr. WIEDEMANN. In the case of Christopher, it was August in
Hanoi and then here in Washington.

Mr. ROARABACHER. August of this year?

Mr. WIEDEMANN. Yes, and October of this year here in Washing-
ton, and that is also the time, October, that 1s, that Tony Lake—

Mr. ROHRABACHER, So, nothing was done between May 1993——

Mr. WIEDEMANN. Oh, sure, yes.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Could you tell me how many of those peo-
ple——

Mr. WIEDEMANN. In fact, I think I was on a delegation in May
1993.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Right. How many of those 500 political pris-
oners were released? Is it possible that none of them have been re-
leased? Is that possible?

Mr. WIEDEMANN. Well, I suppose it is possible, apart from—there
has been amnesty.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. It is possible that all of them are still in jail,
but it is probable that some of them have been released? Probable
that most of them have not been, is that not right?

Mr. WIEDEMANN. Yes, that is right.

Mr. ROHRABACHER, What I am trying to lead to is, there has not
been any dramatic change in human rights in Vietnam at all, pe-
riod. We seem to be moving forward with an economic relationship
and there has been no change in human rights. The President de-
coupled the human rights consideration of Most-Favored-Nation
status with China. The people of Asia and probably the people of
the world know just how seriously we take these words or at least
our government takes these words, and to be fair about it, it is not
just this Administration. This has happened in past Administra-
tions, as well.
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But, perhaps the hypocrisy of this  Administration is a little bit
greater than the past, because this President was elected while
criticizing his opponent, former President Bush, for not being tough
enough on human rights, which I do not believe President Bush
was elected on that.

Let me ask you this about our citizens. I noticed here that we
have two U.S. citizens that have just been released. I am very
happy about that and that is progress. Nguyen Tan Tri and Tran
Quang Liem, and I notice that they were arrested in 1993, as well,
November 1993. I notice that they were not visited for over a year
and a half after they were arrested. Is that right? We did not both-
er to visit our citizens for a year and a half after that?

Mr. WIEDEMANN. That is right. No. 1, we did not have a liaison
office in Vietnam until this year.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. But, we have lots of people going in and out
of that country.

Mr. WIEDEMANN. Sure, and we were making representations
throughout that period about all political prisoners, to include
those two. ‘

Mr. ROHRABACHER. But, those are not just political prisoners.
Those are U.S. citizens.

Mr. WIEDEMANN. I understand that.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. So, not only do they know we are we not tak-
ing seriously our demands for political rights for their people, but
they have two U.S. citizens and we are going in and out of that
country having business as usual with them, for a year and a half.

Mr. WIEDEMANN, Well, since—-

Mr. ROHRABACHER. In fact, we even normalized relations from
the time that they were arrested, two U.S. citizens are being held
and you are not permitted to see them, and yet we go ahead and
normalize relations.

Mr. Corrry. Yes, but Congressman Rohrabacher, does this not
really demonstrate the utility of normalizing relations? I mean, you
can turn this around and say, look, 4 months after normalizing re-
lations, we succeeded in obtaining their release.

I think you have to go back and ask yourself the question that
prior to normalization, these two U.S. citizens had been in jail for
20 months. In fact, my very first official act the first day I was on
the job was to meet with the families of those two men, and I have
to say that it was a very moving, heart-wrenching experience.
There were a lot of tears and it left a large impression.

I think it raises the question, if we had set as a condition for nor-
malization all kinds of human rights conditions, the release of a lot
of prisoners, there might have been no normalization. If there had
been dno normalization, those two men might not have been re-
leased.

Now, I do not want to say that releasing two prisoners, however
welcome that is, solves the problem. Of course, it does not solve the
problem. But I think it does underscore that normalization has
given us mechanisms to pursue these cases that we did not have
before. As Kent Wiedemann was saying, these have been pursued
at very, very high levels by Secretary Christopher and Tony Lake,
among others, in the context of normalization,
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Mr. WIEDEMANN. Let me just add a quick word. In fact, we had
access to the two gentlemen who since have been released even be-
f(;{_e normalization, but after the time that we opened the liaison
office.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. When was the liaison office opened?

Mr. WIEDEMANN. In January 1995.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. January 1995, then 7 months later, you were
permitted to visit?

Mr. WIEDEMANN. No, it was around March, I believe. In other
words, 2%2 months after we opened the liaison office. Indeed, we

keep pressing for access. There are still 11 Americans in prison, =~

American citizens, on various charges.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. What about the agreement that set up the li-
aison office? Does that not suggest that we should have immediate
access to American citizens?

Mr. WIEDEMANN. Absolutely, it is drawn from the Vienna Con-
vention on counselor relations which say that there should be ac-
cess on a reasonable——

Mr. ROHRABACHER. But, it took them 3 or 4 months to really
come to the point where they were willing to permit us to visit
them, even though they had an agreement with us?

Mr. WIEDEMANN. That is right, but we got it. Access is impeor-
tant.

Mr. RoHRABACHER. Let me just ask, are there any human rights
preconditions to Most-Favored-Nation status? Have we laid down
any markers there? Now we normalize relations. How about those
500 people that were listed in the Congressional Record? Is there
just some marker that we have laid down that said, before you get
I\;I]os;;-Favored-Nation status, you actually have got to accomplish
this?

Mr. WIEDEMANN. Yes. I would like to dispel any notion that we
are marching briskly forward with official government-to-govern-
ment economic ties, to include OPIC, Eximbank, Most-Favored-Na-
tion treatment and all the rest. In fact, most of those things are
tied to some form of human rights. Not specifically action on this
list of 500 people which you listed in the Congressional Record, but
what the statute requires in terms of, for example, with respect to
OPIC, we have the ILO recognized basic workers rights observed.
In fact, the delegation which is in Hanoi now is there principally
to convey to the Vietnamese what our statutory requirements are
and what is right to do before we can move forward with an official
normalization on the economic side.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Before that type of economic normalization,
the Vietnamese will have a right to strike. Do you think that that
is going to happen?

Mr. WIEDEMANN. Well, if it does not, they will not get OPIC.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. All right, OK. Well, we heard it today. There
is no OPIC and we are not going to move forward in that unless
the Vietnamese have a right to strike. I am really happy. That is
on the record, that is great.

Mr. WIEDEMANN. The right to collective bargaining, no child
labor.

Mr. ROHRABACHER, That is terrific, that is terrific.
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Mr. WIEDEMANN. Now, with respect to MFN, there are also asso-
ciated conditions, as you know, that would permit the President to
waive the Jackson-Vanik rule, and that is, assurances from Viet-
nam, not simply verbal, but demonstrated by their action, that the,
do, in fact, either have pre-emigration or are moving toward it wit
empirically proven actions.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. I wish you all the best and I hope that, in-
deed, the wave of reform comes and we see this happen in Viet-
nam. I will be watching, but I will not be holding my breath.
Thank you very much.

Mr. WIEDEMANN. Thank you.

Mr. SMITH. The chair recognizes the distinguished chairman of
the full committee, Mr. Gilman.

Mr. GiLMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and I want to thank you
and Mr. Bereuter, the chairmen of the International Operations
and Human Rights and the Asian-Pacific Subcommittees for hold-
ing this important hearing today. This past July, President Clinton
normalized relations with Vietnam, and the rationale used at that
time was that it would help us to resolve the POW/MIA issue and
lead Vietnam to a more politically pluralistic society.

Regrettably, the Government of Hanoi continues to deny basic
human and religious rights. Catholics and the Vatican are not al-
lowed control over the appointment of clerical positions. Protes-
tants are persecuted for practicing their faith. Buddhists are rou-
tinely harassed.

Only days after Secretary Christopher left Hanoi in July, Com-
munist authorities arrested the head of the Buddhist community.
Moreover, peaceful pro-democracy advocates languish in prison,
and the Vietnamese Government continues to withhold information
concerning our MIA’s and POW’s.

I think it was much too soon to normalize relations with Viet-
nam, and although it is true that business is booming, it is not in
our national interest to have yet another economically viable totali-
tarian nation in that part of the world. Fifty-eight thousand Ameri-
cans gave their lives in Vietnam. They will have died in vain if we
do not continue their struggle for human rights and political and
religious freedoms there.

Accordingly, while I strongly disagree with the President’s liftin%
the trade embargo, I sincerely hope that his action eventually wil
pay some worthy dividends for our nation. If next year Amnesty
International, Asia Watch, the National League of Families, the
American Legion and the National Alliance of Familles had some
cause to commend the Government in Hanoi, we would certainly all
be grateful.

So, we look forward to further testimony today, and Mr. Chair-
man, if I might, I am being called to another meeting, but I would
like to ask just one or two questions, with your permission, Mr.
Chairman. Thirty out of 38 people working for UNHCR in Vietnam
are Vietnamese citizens hired by UNHCR through the Vietnamese
Government. I am asking our panelists, do you think that it would
be hard to trust these people to make an honest attempt to monitor
the condition of people who are returned to Vietnam? Do you think
they can do a proper job?
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Mr. Correy. Well, Congressman Gilman, all the indications that
we have received from UNHCR indicate that they have absolutely
no information and no reason to believe that the returnees to Viet-
ram are being harassed or persecuted in any systematic way. I
think there have been something like 73,000 tﬁat have voluntarily
returned.

My understanding is that the monitoring is an extensive effort
that includes visits to homes, and that a lot of uwese monitors trav-
el, informing the Vietnamese authorities only of the province to
which they are going and not even the specific location. So, one
would have thought that if that is true, that we would have picked
up a lot more indications of systematic harassment and persecution
if that, in fact, was taking place.

Now, the piece of information that you just mentioned, that most
of the monitors—did you say 30 out of 36 monitors?

Mr. GitMAN. Out of 38.

Mr. Correy. Were Vietnamese citizens, is something that I was
.previously unaware of. I will look into that, and see if that has any
bearing. We have certainly, as far as I know, received no indication
from UNHCR that they have considered that a problem.

Mr. GILMAN. We appreciate your looking into that further.

Mr. RoHuzAasAacCHLR, Mr. Chairman,

Mr. GILMAN. Yes.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Let me note that if they have any trouble re-
cruiting Vietnamese-speaking monitors to monitor the human
rights situation, in my district, we have plenty of Vietnamese who
would love to have those jobs and are very well educated and very
responsible people.

Mr. GiLMAN. Thank you.

Mr. SMiTH. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GiLMAN. I will be pleased to yield to the chairman.

Mr. SMITH. I would just point out to Mr. Coffey, we had a couple
of hearings on this and numerous consultations with people who
are intimately involved with this, and part of the problem is,
maybe the major part of the probiem is that nobody gets inter-
viewed in Vietnam by a monitor unless somebody from the govern-
ment is right there within feet of that interviewee.

So, it does not take a rocket scientist to conjecture that 1 am
going to say the barest minimum about what may be happening to
myself and my family, knowing that what I am saying not only is
for the ears of that repatriation monitor, but also for the ears of
the Minister of Interior, because the information will obviously be
passed on through appropriate government channels. I start com-
plaining, I am back in that hamlet or that village then waiting for
the second shoe to drop, and that would be some kind of retalia-
tion.

We have heard from enough people to suggest that that is not
an unreasonable view to have, which is why I, with both Mrs.
Ogala, with other people who are part of the UNHCR, have raised
this as a flawed statement when people say, there have not been
retaliations. because we believe that people cannot simply be can-
did.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for yielding.
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Mr. GiLMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I have been informed
also that Vietnamese Government officials are present at almost all
the interviews of the returnees. Is that correct?

Mr. CorrEY. That I do not have any specific information on. I
was aware that on occasion this would happen, but if I understand
what Congressman Smith just said, that this is not the exception,
but the rule, I will look into that. I think that that bears looking
into.

Mr. GiLMAN. We will welcome your further review of that, and
just one last question. In the State Department’s Country Reports
on Human Rights for 1994, Cuba has been referred to as a totali-
tarian dictatorship, whereas Vietnam is referred to simply as a
one-party State. Can you explain and justify this result in terms
of some of the specific references between the way that each regime
treats political and religious dissent? Do you feel Hanoi is kinder
and gentler than Havana?

Mr. Correy. Well, Congressman Gilman, [ confess I have not
made a detailed comparison of the situations in Cuba and Vietnam,
50 I do not want to pretend that I have. My impression is that in
terms of the way people live their daily lives, there probably is
more freedom in Vietnam than there is in Cuba.

That is not to say that there is a great deal of freedom in either
place, but my impression is that Vietnam has relaxed many facets
of life, more than the regime in Cuba.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Wiedemann, would you want to comment on
any of those questions?

Mr. WIEDEMANN. I have not been to Cuba. I have only read, as
all Americans have, I think, stories about that regime since it was
taken over by Castro in 1959. We know it is a bad place. It clearly
is a dictatorship. Fidel Castro dominates everything.

I have been to Vietnam a number of times. My observance of life
as it plays out on the streets of Hanoi and Ho Chi Minh City and
Da Nang and other places, is that to the outside observer, people
seem as if they have a reasonable degree of daily freedom, espe-
cially with respect to carrying out some economic freedoms, to in-
clude creating a very vibrant service sector that is run and owned
privately, and without ostensible government pressure or inter-
ference. B

As Mr. Coffey has said, Vietnam is by no means a free place. We
all know, it has been discussed here, there are very serious human
rights problems in Vietnam. I think, and indeed, as the Asia Watch
report and I believe testimony will show, there is a general sense
that in recent years, daily freedoms for peopie have basically im-
proved in Vietnam,

We still have the other problems to which you referred, and that
is severe constraints and religious frecdoms, freedom of association.
In effect, on anybody who has the temerity to criticize the govern-
ment or the party, because it is a one-party State and it wants to
maintain that status, obviously, without any questioning by any-
body in the society about the rights of the current rulers to obtain
their monopoly of power.

That is something we hope, as we have stated publicly, to, in
time, through our relationship with Vietnam, change.



24

Mr. GILMAN. So, essentially both of those governments, Cuba and
Hanoi, have very strong totalitarian restrictions on their populace,
is that correct?

Mr. WIiEDEMANN. Yes, I guess that is correct, sure. As I say, I
have not been to Cuba, but all I read would tell me it is certainly
true with respect to that place. In comparison, I would say that
things are probably better for the average Vietnamese than they
are for the average Cuban.

I think that from what I read, Castro probably has more control
over the day-to-day lives of his people than does leadership in
Hanoi over their people.

Mr. GILMAN. I thank the panelists. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. SMITH. Mr. Faleomavaega.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Thank you. I would like to submit, before I
start my questions, I would like to ask unanimous consent for sub-
mission of a statement of one of the members of the committee,
Congressman Payne.

Mr. SMITH. Without objection, so ordered.

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

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and I apologize
for not being here at the time that our two panelists had an oppor-
tunity to convey their statements before the committee. I would
like to offer my personal welcome to Secretary Wiedemann; I notice
that he has had some experience in living in my part of the world,
as a former Peace Corps volunteer in Micronesia. I am very, very
happy to hear of the recent decision of the Administration that
they will plan to sign onvo the protocol to the South Pacific Nuclear
Free Zone Treaty, and [ trust that Mr. Wiedemann is quite familiar
with this.

Certainly, my commendation and congratulations to Secretary
Lord and Secretary Christopher for making this a reality, espe-
cially for those nations that are very sensitive to the question of
nuclear testing, which is about to bring me to my question to our
distinguished friends here.

I think it was the poet philosopher Santiara who said that those
that do not remember the past are condemnead to repeat it. Maybe
I am somewhat pointed in my questions and always wondering his-
torically, I have this problem, Mr. Chairman, with my historical
perspective about the good people of Vietnarn and how did all this
sour situation develop in this part of the world? I ask myself, how
did leaders like Ho Chi Minh end up becoming Communists or
Marxists for that matter?

Because the worst example was one of the great democratic coun-
tries that was colonially holding Vietnam as a colony, and who
could be a better example than to someone else or some other ideol-
ogy that may not necessarily agree with democratic principles, and
I am talking about basically French colonialism. I want to ask our
distinguished experts here, how did a good number of the people
of Vietnam end up becoming Marxists? Because, at the time, if my
history is correct, Mr. Chairman, Vietnam was a former colony of
France. The people of Algeria fought for 7 years. It cost one million
lives of the Algerians to %ght for their freedom against French colo-
nialism. .
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In my understanding of history, the same thing also went for the
people of Vietnam. My understanding is, they even appealed to our
country for help to gain their free(%om, because France was not
about to give it to them. So, this is the kind of thing that I have
a very mixed feeling about. Why is it that nations of the world, es-
pecially those in the Asia Pacific region, have this kind of a sour
reaction or something to say that we, with the Western democ-
racies, have a foothold on democracy, and we know what freedom
and democracy is a'i about, when the very nations in the world
that went and colonized nations or pcoples in Africa or southeast
Asia, became the worst examples of democracy.

I just kind of wondered, you know, 58,000 American lives were
lost. We were caught in the middle. We ended up supportiny 2 very
corrupt, supposed{fy democratic, but corrupt regime in Diem, s0 we
painted Ho Chi Minh as the No. 1 enemy, a Marxist, a Communist,
does not know anything about human rights. We never talk about
this, and in pointing the historical perspective, we are just at kind
of like the tip of the iceberg. We are caught in the middle.

So we came with a very faulty policy in Vietnam, costing the
lives of 58,000 Americans, with 300,000 wounded or maimed, but
also at the expense of 3 million Vietnamese that lost their lives.
Mr. Chairman, I do not care whether it is a Communist or someone
who is a proponent of democracy, it was the Vietnamese who were
. fighting for their honor because this was their land, and we were
the invaders.

If we look at it from their perspective and to say yes, there were
Communists, because I think basically they had no choice. They
could not ask France for help, because that was the worst example
of a democracy, because Vietnam was a former colony of France.

We are having the same problems in New Caledonia and the
same problems that are going to be affected right now in the nu-
clear testing program of France in the South Pacific. So, Mr. Chair-
man, I think we can all agree that we want human rights, we want
the Vietnamese people to have freedom and democracy as we have
some 900,000 Vietnamese refugees who have become U.S. citizens,
and to see that as a result of what our efforts have been over the
years in trying to promote democracy.

But, looking at it from the perspective that these people had to
fight simply because of a different ideology for which they had no
choice but to take on something that they felt very strongly about,
and that was to defend their country, whether they were Com-
munist or otherwise. So, I have a different perspective.

So, now, we normalize our relations with Vietnam, even though
it is a Communist regime. How much of a corporate presence do
we now have? You know, ironically, the first country to recognize
Vietnam with all the hoopla and how great it is, was France. I
spent 2 years in Da Trang, and 1 was told there by Vietnamese
friends, this used to be one of the big resort villas, where the
French corporations and companies, they literally sucked the blood
out of the Vietnamese people and the resources they had to deal
with. When they left, we got caught holding the bag.

I wanted to ask our friends here, how much of a corporate pres-
ence do we now have in Vietnam, since the normalization of rela-
tions? Seventy million people live in Vietnam. That is more than
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the number of people living in France. I am curious if what has
been said that normalization of relations and having more business
investments and the climate in Vietnam is going to improve the lot
or the economic standing of the pecople of Vietnam. Do you agree
with that argument? I think this seems to be the Administration’s
position, as well as with many of the business corporations that are
advocating very strongly that we get into it now or else the French,
the British or the others, democratic, great western democracies,
are going to be taking part in this free enterprise system.

So, my question to our friends here, how much corporate pres-
ence do we now have in Vietnam?

Mr. WIEDEMANN. Corporate presence in Vietnam of U.S. firms is,
I would say, fairly substantial, particularly as it represents some
of the very top Fortune 500 companies in this country.

But, if you ask cthe Americans who are based in Hanoi and Ho
Chi Minh City as it is now called, Saigon, that is, whether they are
happy about the current situation, happy about opportunities they
have to do business, they would complain. They would say that
they are missing business opportunities because of a lack of an offi-
cial government-to-government set of agreements that would form
the structure for those kinds of ties, and would accord Vietnam cer-
tain privileges, especially access to American Government financ-
ing through the Export Import Bank or insurance coverage and
guarantees through the Overseas Private Investment Corporation.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Of course, the Vietnamese speak better
French than English anyway, so they have that relationship that
has been expressed previously.

Mr. WIEDEMANN. Ythink when we lifted the trade embargo, a lot
of American firms rushed in, hoping they were going to get busi-
ness. There was a lot of business and it is, in part, at least, it is
of the kind that arguably would help the average Vietnamese per-
son. A lot of it, for example, is energy related where Vietnamese
want to build gas turbines, sort of small electric power plants that
would arguably help in agriculture.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. There is no quesiion, the Vietnamese people
are th2 most industrious people that I know of in the world. Give
them a chance, there is no question that Vietnam is going to flour-
ish, even though it may be ideologically Communist, but it has
some very capitalistic views in terms of how it is going to have to
develop itself, and that seems to be the reality, the same problems
that we are addressing with China. Of course, that boils back to
the issue that we are faced with, does it coincide also with protect-
ing human rights of the people living in Vietnam, even though it
is a Communist regime?

So, this is a dilemma that we are faced with, I think from this
side of the podium—-—

Mr. WIEDEMANN. That is right.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA [continuing]. and how the Administration is
having to deal with this problem.

Mr. WIEDEMANN. Well, in fact, it is very clear, I think, that our
. economic relations with Vietnam will not be normalized for some
time. It is hard to say for how long, and it is frankly going to be
very much determined by the pace of Vietnamese responsiveness to
the need to comply with U.S. statutes that relate to the provision
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of Eximbank credits, OPIC insurance and the fundamental issue of
the granting of MFN, not to mention having to agree on strictly
economic commercial issues in the form of trade agreement, be-
cause we want to be a comprehensive—

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. I am sorry, my time is short. I have to run
off with a couple of other questions, Mr. Wiedemann and Mr,
Coffey. The question I have is, did the Administration make any
efforts to consult closely with the Vietnamese communities
throughout the United States, previous to the Administration’s de-
cision to normalize relations with Vietnam? Did we get any sense
of feedback from our Vietnamese-American citizens living in our
country, what their feelings were, where the sentiment seems to
follow? Does it agree with their sense of what we are trying to do
in dealing with our relations with Vietnam?

Mr. WIEDEMANN. Yes, we did.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Extensively, casually?

Mr. WIEDEMANN. No, very extensively. I was at the White House
in the very first year of this Administration and was responsible
in part for'Vietnam policy, and the White House took the lead on
Vietnam policy, and to a large extent, still has it.

We, in the process of thinking about lifting the trade embargo in
1993 and later moving on io establish a liaison office, consulted
very widely with Vietnamese communities from California all the
way here to Washington and up into New Jersey and other places.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. How did the two U.S. citizens

Mr. WIEDEMANN. I would say, by the way, that our perception
after a pretty thorough consultation with the Vietnamese commu-
nity was that, of the million or so Vietnamese-Americans, they
seem to be split just about half and half. Half very much against
any kind of normalization with Vietnam, based on the fact that it
was a Communist regime.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Families and such.

Mr. WIEDEMANN. Half which saw real benefits to be had in ex-
tending some form of diplomatic recognition, and thereby opening
up Vietnam more and providing opportunities for Vietnamese-
Americans to go back to Vietnam and feel safe in doing so, an
issue, by the way, which we are still working on, because unfortu-
nately, the Vietnamese regard Vietnamese-Americans and Amer-
ican passport holders as dual nationals. When they come into Viet-
nam, for all intents and purposes, falling under t;]Y-e jurisdiction of
Vietnamese law—well, in fact, as any %oreigner would, but even
more so perhaps, because they are still seen as Vietnamese citi-
zens. :

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Is it your feeling that the Administration
has taken a very strong position that normalizing relations with
Vietnam is a real pius for improving the conditions and the welfare
of the people not only living in Vietnam, but as well as economi-
cally beneficial to our country?

r. WIEDEMANN. Yes, although I would say the economic side of
it is probably the last priority of this Administration, despite the
fact that we know the American business community is very keen
on moving forward. It is convinced that it is miscing major sales
in Vietnam, basically to competition from Europe, in particular, but
to some extent, Japan-and others.

26-686 96 -2
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For example, we have heard from Boeing very recently that they
believe they lost significant sales of aircraft to the Vietnamese air-
line, filled by orders coming from Europe in the way of Airbus.
Once Airbus establishes itself in the market, Boeing is afraid that
it will dominate the market, and it is going to be a very significant
one in coming years.

That is just an example, but our priority has been and will re-
main the resolution of the POW/MIA issue, obtaining as full as pos-
sible accounting, and the next very, very high priority is human
rights. Business relationships will {)e used to encourage the Viet-
namese to address the first two priorities of the United States. To
the extent that they do not cocperate in addressing our two con-
cerns, POW/MIA and human rights, we are not going to move for-
ward with normalization.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Despite the fact that we will have an am-
bassador and the full embassy and everything else in Vietnam?

Mr. WIEDEMANN. Yes, we do not have an ambassador now, even
though we have normalized.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. T do not think so, not with Jesse Helms at
the helm, and I do not think we are going to have one. But, I did
not mean to get into that.

Mr. Chairman, I know my time is up. I thank the gentlemen for
their—I do have some more questions, but I will submit it later.

Mr. SMITH. Very good, thank you. I want to thank both Secretar-
ies for their testimony, and to ask that when additional questions
are submitted to you, you please respond to them promptly.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman, just for the record, before
they run off, representing Little Saigon out in California, I can tell
you that it is not split 50/50 in terms of who wants to have normal-
ization. It is more like 10 percent in favor of normalization and 90
percent against, and that is very easy to see in the Vietnamese
community. The 10 percent, of course, are the guys who want to
make money, and they are no different than other Americans.
These are good Americans and they want to make money, just like
all the other American companies that want to run down there.

Mr. CorFrey. Sure.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Just to add my personal observation, it is no
50/50. '

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SMITH. You can have the chair.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. I commend the gentleman from California.
I am glad that this representation, the concerns that he has re-
flects the fact that 90 percent of the constituency of Vietnamese-
Americans do not agree with the Administration’s decision, if, in
fact, they have taken very strong comprehensive consultations in
these past several months before the announcement of normaliza-
tions of relations. So, I commend my good friend from California for
making that

Mr. RoHRABACHER. The 90 percent have friends and family over
there, and they really feel very strongly when somebody gets
thrown in jail, a Buddhist monk or an honest citizen or someone
who just wants to speak out or worship God the way they see it,
and the Vietnamese-Americans loved freedom and they stood by
the United States and they wanted a democracy. That is why they
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fought there, that is why they fought on our side, and we were on
their side.

When their friends and relatives are thrown into jail and the re-
gime just sort of smothers out any type of freedom movement, they
feel it very personally, even though they do not have a lot of money
and they are working at just regular jobs. They have very solid val-
ues, and that is what I think America is all about, and the Viet-
namese-Americans represent those values, as well.

Mr. WIEDEMANN. Yes, that is very true, clearly. I would just ob-
serve that, as with any cohort of the American population, there
are a variety of views, and I have had the pleasure of meeting in
Vietnam, Vietnamese-Americans who have taken some of the fruits
of their labor, money, back to Vietnam and set up, through NGO’s,
humanitarian operations that are just terrific, including, for exam-
ple, prosthetic centers where prosthetics are made and fitted to the
victims of South Vietnamese Army veterans, who fought with us
and whose shattered limbs are now at least fixed to the extent of
being set with prosthetic devices to allow them to finally walk after
all these years.

Mr. SMITH. I want to thank our witnesses and invite the second
panel of witnesses to the table. Nguyen Tan Tri is a U.S. citizen
and former lawyer of South Vietnam. Two years ago he traveled to
his native Vietnam to organize an international conference for the
economic development of Vietham. On November 11, 1993, the
Hanoi Government ordered the arrest of Mr. Tri and detained him
without having charged him.

He has been in prison in Vietnam for the past 2 years, and was
released only this past Sunday.

Nguyen Chi Thien was born in Vietnam in 1939. He was impris-
oned t%ere on three separate occasions, beginning in May 1961, Al-
though his cause was never brought to trial, Mr. Nguyen spent a
total of 27 years in jail on the charge of writing anti-Communist
poetry. He was released for a third and final time in October 1991
and arrived in the United States earlier this month.

Finally, Tran Thi Thuc is the wife of Professor Doan Viet Hoat,
a leading political dissident in Vietnam. From 1976 to 1988, her
husband was held without trial for advocating political reforms. He
was arrested again in 1990 and held without trial for 28 months
and then sentenced to 20 years imprisonment on charges of “at-
tempting to overthrow the government”.

In 1986, Mrs. Thuc was arrested and placed in solitary confine-
ment for 19 months in association with her husband’s activities.
Since 1994, she has been traveling : (tensively in the United States
and overseas, to seek international intervention for the release of
her husband.

I would like to ask Mr. Tri if he would begin, and then we will
go to each of our witnesses. Again, you are very, very welcome. I
would ask you to please keep your commments to about 8 to 10 min-
utes, and then we will go to questions. Your full statements will
be made a part of the written record.
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STATEMENT OF MR. NGUYEN TAN TRI, FORMER POLITICAL
PRISONER

Mr. NGUYEN TAN TRI. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee,
I am pleased and honored to appear before this committee on my
first full day back in my country, the United States of America. I
will return to my home in Houston, Texas tomorrow to be reunited
with my family for the first time in more than 2 years.

These have been two lonely and terrible years, but 1 felt it impor-
tant to come before this committee today to discuss those times,
those violations of human rights and the impact on the tuture of
relations between my new country, the United States, and my na-
tive homeland, Vietnam. I am, by the way, a citizen of the United
States and have lived in this wonderful country for 17 years. We
own a convenience store in Houston, Texas. My daughter will grad-
uate next month from Texas A&M University.

I want to thank particularly Chairman Smith for his invitation
to appear today and for his interest in our plight during those 24
dark months in Vietnam.

I particularly want to thank Mr. Stephen Young, who is with me
today. He has worked tirelessly for our release and I know I speak
for Mr. Liem who is now with his family in Orange County, Califor-
nia, in expressing our deepest gratitude to Mr. Steve Young and all
who helped secure our release from Vietnam prison.

In 1993, I was in Saigon to help the movement to unite people
and build democracy in Vietnam. The purpose of this conference
was to develop Vietnam. There was absolutely no conspiracy to
overthrow the Communist Government of that country, but, on No-
vember 12, 1993, 2 years ago, I was arrested and was interrogated
for 6 hours.

Also arrested was Mr. Tran Quang Liem and Mr. Nguyen Dinh
Huy, head of the movement to unite people and build democracy
in Vietnam. This movement is the new, peaceful and democratic
movement to which I subscribe.

After 21 months in jail, being held without charges, T and Mr.
Liem were put on trial in Vietham. We could not hire our own law-
yers. We could not offer evidence of our innocence. We could not sce
the evidence used against us, although we asked to see such evi-
dence many times.

Basically, we were not allowed to defend ourselves. This was a
short. trial, and at its conclusion, I was sentenced to 7 years in pris-
on. I can now say I am an expert on Vietnamese prisons. They are
very bad.

During my 2 years in prison, I was not beaten nor tortured, but
living conditions were deplorable and certainly harmful to my
health. Four of us were held in a tiny cell and we were fed only
rice. If you wanted any other food, you had to have money to buy
it from the prison guards.

For 2 years, I slept on the floor. There were no beds and no ven-
tilation. I remained in my cell 24 hours a day and did not see the
sun for the entire duration.

For the first 6 months, I was not allowed .o read anything. Fi-
nally, I was allowed to buy a dictionary. I was questioned contin-
ually by the police and they always tried to trick me into saying
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something bad. But, I always argued back with them so they never
got any evidence against me.

Today, I say once again, I am innocent. Mr. Liem is innocent. Mr.
Huy is innocent. Mr, Tuong, Mr. Tan, Mr. Dong Tuy, Mr. Dinh, Mr.
Bien, Mr. Chau are all innocent. I say this because the movement
to unite peogle in the cause of human rights and the building of
Vietnamese democracy broke no law,

The 1993 conference was to help Vietnam develop, not to attack.
We had no motive of overthrowing the Vietnamese Government.
Our movement is peaceful and only wants good for the Vietnamese
people. After 20 years of Communist rule, the Viethamese people
want democracy and the Vietnamese people want human rights.

Today, Mr. Liem and I are spending our first full day in the land
of the free, the United States of America. Unfortunately, my
friends still in Vietnam do not have freedom. The people of Viet-
nam do not have freedom. I hope you can help them as you have
helped us. Mr. Chairman, I will be happy to answer any of your
questions.

{The prepared statement of Mr. Nguyen Tan Tri appears in the
appendix.|

Mr. SmiTH. I thank you very much for your very moving testi-
mony. We do have a vote that is underway right now. If our other
two witnesses would not mind waiting just a few moments, all of
us will vote and then come back immediately. We will stand in re-
cess just a few moments. Thank you.

[Recess.]

Mr. SMITH. The subcommittee will reconvene. I understand that
Thich Giac Duc, who is the chairman of the Planning and Develop-
ment Committee for the Viethamese American Unified Buddhist
Congress is very much pressed for time and has to catch a plane,
so I have asked him to join the panel and to present his testimony
next, if the rest of the panel does not mind. These votes, unfortu-
nately, are just wreaking havoc with this hearing today, and I do
apologize for that. -

Since 1963, Mr. Thich has been leading the Buddhist struggle for
religious freedom and equality against the religious discrimination
policy of the Vietnamese Government. In the mid 1970’s, he was
employed by the U.S. Army as a Buddhist chaplain, and was re-
sponsible for providing social services for the Indochinese refugees
at Port Indian Town Gap in Pennsylvania.

In 1976, he founded the Buddhist Congregational Church of
America, in addition to organizing the Buddhist social service. In
1982, he established the Universa% Buddhist Congregation and has
been serving as its president ever since.

STATEMENT OF DR. THICH GIAC DUC, CHAIRMAN OF THE
PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE, VIETNAMESE
AMERICAN UNIFIED BUDDHIST CONGRESS

Dr. Giac Duc. Mr. Chairman, honorable Members of Congress,
ladies and gentlemen, ] hope I only take about 5 minutes to sum-
marize what I have submitted to you. The Communists have had
control in North Vietnam since 1945, and right after that, they
killed on the first day of August Revolution, 1945, they killed my
master, also the master of Thich Quang Do, the most Venerable
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Thich Duc Hai, the first Vietnamese who got a Ph.D. at the
Sorbonne University, his lay name, Nguyen Binh Nam, with no
reason,

The second one, that came 1 year later, the most Venerable
Thich Dai Hai, with no reason, and the third one, my uncle and
also the religious grandfather of Thich Quang Do and myself, the
Patriarch Thich Thanh Quyet, was killed.

Since 1975, they come to the south, first of all, they have a policy
ho-khau, that means control through residence and control the
food. And, they try to force many of our Buddhist monks not to
work for our church, but for their church. We call it the state-spon-
sored church.

If our monks do not agree with them, they are not allowed por-
tions of food. So, more than 10,000 of our Buddhist monks were
forced to become lay people. So far, 400 Buddhist monks have been
arrested. Fifty of them were killed.

Many of our schools, Van-Hanh University, other Buddhist col-
leges and high schools, the government took them away. Even in
our care of the victims of the war, our children, the government
took them away. Children thrown to the street.

Recently, my religious brother, the most Venerable Thich Quang
Do and many other Buddhist monks were charged from 2 to 5
years in prison for his, for their charity actions to those, the vic-
tims of the flood in the Mekong Delta. Thanks to Americans for
helping us so far, because we believe in our freedom, and now we
are victims of so-called local policy. We need your help, and I hope
Kou have time to read my statement here. I am sorry that I do not

ave much time to answer your questions, so I endorse Venerable
Thich Vien Ly, the Secretary General of our church, the Unified
Buddhist Congress in the United States, and Professor Vo Van Ai
from Paris, both of them will answer any questions concerning
many problems of our church in Vietnam. We need your help badly.

We want that in the near future, the Buddhists here will come
" to see you to express their deep thanks. I think that our Congress
here not only works for money but for human rights. Thank you

ver;i( much. . .
[The prepared statement of Dr. Giac Duc appears in the appen-
dix.]

Mr. SMITH. Thank you very much for your testimony. Your full
statement will be made a part of the record, and we will ask your
representative to join us during the Q and A with the next panel.

I would like to ask Tran Thi Thuc if she would present her testi-
meny now. Please be seated.

STATEMENT OF MRS. DOAN VIET HOAT, WIFE OF POLITICAL
PRISONER PROFESSOR DOAN VIET HOAT

Mrs. DoAN VIET HOAT, Yes, thank you. Mr. Chairman, honorable
members of the Subcommittee on International QOperations and
Human Rights and the Subcommittee on Asia end Pacific, first of
all, I would like to thank you for giving me this opportunity to
present the case of my husband, Dr. Doan Viet Hoat, a prisoner of
conscience in Vietnam. Also, I would like to thank all the members
of the media for being here. Your presence is extremely encourag-
ing to me and my family, and we very much appreciate it. =
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As the wife of a man who has been a prisoner of conscience for
more than 17 years, I am here to present to you the numerous vio-
lations of basic human rights perpetrated by the Viethamese Gov-
ernment in the case of my husband, and thousands of other pris-
oners of conscience in Vietnam.

My husband, Professor Doan Viet Hoat, was arrested on August
28, 1976. Since that time, I have become one of more than 500,000
women classified as reeducation wives. Even worse, my three sons,
at the age of 8, 4, and 2, joined the other 2 million children of the
reeducation camp inmates. My husband was detained from 1976 to
1988. During those 12 years, he was accused of being opposed to
communism. Once a year, his family was allowed to visit him for
15 minutes under the close supervision of the prison guard who
stood nearby.

It was not until 1986 that the Vietnamese Communist Govern-
ment declared that it was time for Doi Moi, renovation. Therefore,
in February 1988, my husband was among many of the prisoners
of conscience released without ever being charged with a crime.
After his release, a new world order was forming, starting with the
political reform in the new Russia called perestroika, along with
the collapse of many Communist countries in Eastern IEurope. Indi-
viduals such as my husband did nothing more than wishing to see
the same thing happen to Vietnam.

Between 1988 to 1990, my husband wanted to contribute the po-
litical transformation process in Vietnam. He and a few of his
friends recorded on cassette tapes messages calling for democracy,
stating that the country’s fate lies in our hands, and urging the re-
turn of power to the people of Vietnam. They wrote and also trans-
lated some articles from foreign journals. Through these articles,
they hoped to suggest a way to rebuild the country. This was
known as the Freedom Forum. This led to his second detainment
in November 1990 on the charge of propaganda against the Peo-
ple’s Government. His friends were also arrested for their involve-
ment, too, in the Freedom Forum.

It was not until 28 months after the imprisonment that Professor
Doan Viet Hoat and his friends were brought to trial. The long de-
tention was in violation of Criminal Code of the Socialist Republic
of Vietnam. At the trial, the charge was upgraded from propaganda
against the People’s Government to attempting to overthrow the
government. Professor Doan Viet Hoat was sentenced to 20 years
of imprisonment. His friends in the Freedom Forum received sen-
tences from four to 16 years each.

Then, in August 1993, the Appeals Court of Ho Chi Minh Cit
reduced my husband’s sentence to 15 years of imprisonment fol-
lowed by 5 years of house arrest. This is an outrageous sentence
for crimes that he was not guilty of. He did not disturb the national
security nor did he ever call for the use of force. He did not pro-
mote violence. All he did was to call for respect of human rights
and democracy. The arbitrary arrests, detention, indictment, pros-
ecution and conviction of my husband were in serious violation of
the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, as well as the very
Constitution of the Socialist Republic of Vietnam.

All those false charges could not stop Doan Viet Hoat from
speaking up for what he believes in. From jail, he has managed to
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send out several letters calling for veform. After each time, he was
transferred further from home to camps with increasing harsher
living conditions. He had been in seven different camps starting in
the south and ending up in the north. We enclose the letters and
documents that he smuggled out to your office.

The latest stop on my husband’s willing trip through the Viet-
namese Gulag is Thanh Cam Camp in Cam Thuy district, Thanh
Hoa Province. In our last visit, on July 19, 1994, it took my sons
and me 2 days to get to the province by train, which is the onl
access. Then, we had to wait for the only bus of the day to reac
a small town after one more day of traveling hardship.

Arriving at the terminal, which is 3 kilometers from the camp by
path, we had the choice of walking up and down the hills or riding
1n an ox cart.

Thanh Cam Camp is located in the middle of a deep valley sur-
rounded by lime stone mountains. The weather is very harsh, ter-
ribly hot in the summer and freezing in winter. The water supply
is contaminated, filtered and pumped by simple devices and diar-
rhea and malaria are common deadly diseases in the camp. My
husband is the only political prisoner in a camp among 600 other
i:lqmmon criminals. Only members of his immediate family can visit

im,

In April of this year, which was the last time that we received
news of my husband from our relatives in Vietnam, he was strug-
gling with tne extremely harsh living conditions in that camp. They
are still isolating him from any human contact. No books or maga-
zines were allowed. We have not heard anything else since then
about my husband. He initially was not interested in politics.
Trained in education and school administration in the States, he
would have liked to be a professor all his life. That was, and still
is, his favorite career. “

However, as an honest intellectual, he cannot give in to the bla-
tant forces of oppression. He cannot be passive while his mother-
land is in a transitional period. He was only trying his best to help
in the process of democratization of Vietnam. The political situa-
tion made him one of the brightest symbols of the Vietnamese
democratic struggle. The hardship and suffering inspired his deter-
mination. Surely, he will spend the rest of his life fighting for de-
mocracy.

I am very concerned for his failing health and his safety. I am
also worried about his state of mind. Dr. Hoat is an intellectual,

et he is not allowed to read books. He wants to read or write what

e thinks. Physically and mentally, isolation for an extended period
can cause great psychological damage. It is very cruel to subject a
human being to the kind of treatment my husband has endured for
many years.

During his first detainment, I was also arrested and detained for
nearly 2 years, when I was under constant harassment to plead
guilty on my husband’s behalf for the various crimes which he was
never charged with nor was he ever convicted. It was also during
my husband’s detention that 1 had to make the most difficult deci-
sion any mother had to make. It was to send my two older sons,
one at a time, at the age of 14 and 12, respectively, out to sea. I
sent them out on fishing boats, hoping that they would be picked
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up and brought to first-asylum country refugee camps, and to ulti-
mately join their relatives in America. This had to be done, despite
the danger of losing them forever to the sea, in order to give them
an opportuni&y for a better future. My youngest son, during my de-
tainment, had to live with his uncle, who was so poor that he could
hardly support his own family.

1 have shared the hardship with my husband, however, I will
never regret its cause for one moment. I have always supported my
husband and his dream. We will continue our peaceful and non-vio-
lent campaign until the present Government of Vietnam releases
Professor Doan Viet Hoat and all other prisoners of conscience un-
conditionally.

My husband is just one example of thousands of victims whose
basic human rights have been blatantly violated every day by the
Vietnamese Government. Furthermore, tens of thousands of family
members of thesc prisoners of conscience are also under constant
harassment and abuses for their ties to them.

I have faith that the U.S. Government can and will help these
unfortunate people. Today, America represents human rights, free-
dom and democracy for all people in the world. That is why the
Arabs and Israelis have requested the American assistance in their
efforts to reconcile their differences in a peaceful way.

We, the people of Vietnam, are also in desperate need for your
assistance in our struggle for human rights, democracy and free-
dom. We urge that tﬁe U.S. Government officially apply heavy
pressures on the Vietnamese Government to stop the blatant
abuses and force them to observe basic human rights. You must, de-
mand that the first step toward achieving better human rights con-
ditions in Vietnam is the unconditional and immediate release of
my husband, Professor Doan Viet Hoat, as well as all other pris-
oners of conscience in Vietnam. We, the people of Vietnam, have
faith that you can and will assist us in our fight for human rights,
freedom and democracy.

Moreover, the tide of democracy is being acknowledged through-
out the world. The democratic forces are supporting one another.
This human rights hearing is an excellent example of that spirit
of mutual and generous support. I would like to offer the following
recommendations.

First, we should put the human rights violations by the Vietnam-
ese Government in the agenda of the U.S. Congress.

Second, in granting the Most-Favored-Nation status to Vietnam,
the United States and other aid donors should consider respect of
human rights as one of the main prerequisites.

Finally, we should urge the Vietnamese Government to imme-
diate release of all people imprisoned or detained for exercising
their basic civil and political rights.

Finally, on behalf of my husband, T would like to express my
deep thanks to all of you for giving us the opportunity to be here.
I am convinced that with goodwill and determination, everything
will work out and the Vietnamese political prisoners will be liber-
ated, and democracy will come to Vietnam.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. )

[The prepared statement of Mrs. Doan Viet Hoat appears in the
appendix.]
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Mr. SMITH. Mrs. Doan, thank you for your very moving and elo-
quent testimony on behalf of your husband. I certainly do hope that
the Vietnamese Government is listening to all of these testimonies.
What you ask on behalf of your beloved husband—namely that
Congress very seriously consider these issues—will happen, and I
do believe that congressional consideration of those issues, such as
Most-Favored-Nation status, will be totally bipartisan.

I know that in years back, when the country of Romania had
MFN, it took 3 years for the human rights community and a num-
ber of Members of Congress, including myself and Congressman
Frank Wolf and Tony Hall and others, to make the point that, un-
less there was real progress in the realm of human rights, MFN
would be lost. They had it and we then took it away.

As a matter of fact, Ceausescu, the reigning dictator abrogated
the treaty, when both the House and the Senate passed resolutions
on taking MFN away. I think there is a real focus and a renewed
scrutiny coming to bear on Vietham now that the trading relation-
ship and normalization is moving forward, and human rights abso-
lutely has to be at the center of that relationship. If it is not, many
voices in Congress—liberal, conservative and moderate—will be
raised, and your husband and others who have suffered so egre-
giously, will be at the core of our concern.

So, I thank you for this moving appeal and I do hope the Viet-
namese Government, which probably has its person here monitor-
ing this hearing, knows that we mecan business. We are not going
to play games with this. Human rights comes first. Whether it be
a U.S. citizen who is also Vietnamese, or a Vietnamese citizen who
is not a U.S. citizen, we are concerned about their welfare and well
being. Your husband, imprisoned for non-violently petitioning and
raising the issue of human rights and democracy in Vietnam, de-
sires treedom. He is a hero; he should not be in prison.

This subcommittee—and 1 believe the Congress and the Presi-
dent—will speak out with one voice, demanding his release. If not,
things like MFN and a movemeni toward enhanced trade will be
stymied, and I will Go everything in my power to ensure that it is
stymied, because human rights come first. Thank you for your
strong appeal on behalf of your husband.

Mrs. DoaN VIET HoatT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. SMITH. Thank you, Mrs. Doan.

I would like to ask our third witness, a 27-year survivor, a vet-
eran of the prison system, Mr. Nguyen, if he would now proceed.

STATEMENT OF MR. NGUYEN CHI THIEN, POET, POLITICAL
PRISONER

Mr. NGUYEN CHI THIeN. Mr. Chairman, honorable members of
the House Committee on International Relations, I am Nguyen Chi
Thien, author of the poetry collection, The Flowers of Hell. First of
all, I would like to thank the honorable members of the Sub-
committee on International Operations and Human Rights and the
Subcommittee on Asia and the Pacific, for allowing me to be here
today to speak to the question of human rights in Vietnam.

Since time does not permit a long elaboration of the egregious
situation of human rights in my country, I would like to summarize
and give you only the barest outlines of the gross violations of
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human rights that have been going on since at least 1954, when
the Communists first came to full power in the northern half of
Vietnam. Tens of thousands of people have been executed durin
the time of the Land Reform. Many tens of thousands of so-calle
landlords were sent to prison and exile, and the numbers of land-
lords perishing in jail came to many times the number of those di-
rectly executed in the public denunciation grounds.

Let me clarify here that we are not talking about real landlords
by the standards of other countries. In Vietnam during those years,
you only had to be the owner of half a hectare of land to qualify
as a landiord. The proportion of landlords to the general population
was specified to be between 5 and 7 percent.

In 1961, Ho Chi Minh himself signed a decree ordering the con-
centration and reeducation of several hundred thousand people,
consisting of those who had served in the military or government
of the Bao Dai regime, those in the general population who may
be discontented with the regime, incluging Buddhist priests, Catho-
lic fathers, lay Catholics, bourgeois capitalists and intellectuals.
They were all corralled into hard labor camps. These were the so-
called political prisoners, although the term is not quite apt, since
most of them have never engaged in politics, as such. On top of
this, there were many more ruffians arrested at the same time, and
put in the same_camps. The vast majority of these people were
never brought to trial and their fate depended entirely on the dis-
position made by the public security people.

Millions of people also lost their lives in the so-called war to lib-
erate the south. In actuality, this war of liberation was nothing
more than a struggle to impose communism or its Marxist-Leninist
brand, on the whofe of Vietnam as a stepping stone to the domina-
tion of the rest of Southeast Asia. After the fall of South Vietnam
in 1975, hundreds of thousands of people went to fill up the Viet-
namese Gulag. There was no need for a bloodbath, since that would
be too obvious.

Instead, under the new regime, hundreds of thousands of people
died of hunger or cold or simply died without notice in God-for-
saken corners of the jungle. Your life or death was entirely in the
hands of the Communist Party of Vietnam.

Since the collapse of the socialist bloc and the evaporation of the
Marxist-Leninist paradise, the Vietnamese Government has ad-
justed through its renovation policy, which consisted of a certain
amount of economic liberalization and untying the chains of culture
accompanied by some minimal political reform.

But, in reality, what is the true nature of these reforms? Eco-
nomically speaking, it meant that the common people are allowed
to engage in petty business while the country opens itself to dollars
coming from abroad. Thanks to these incoming dollars, the govern-
ment has beer able to double and triple the salaries of the military
and the public security personnel, giving them houses and land as
a means to bribe them into keeping the people under wraps, order-
ing them to shoot at any dissident element, to prove their eternal
loyalty to the Communist Party of Vietnam. o

In Vietnam nowadays, the dollar rules supreme. Corruption is
rampant and reaches into every echelon of society. A class of nou-
veau riches has formed, made up for the most part by the children
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of high vanking Communist Party officers. The overwhelming
crushing majority, on the other hand, lives in utmost poverty.

How about the so-called unchaining of literature, culture and the
arts? Culture, the literature and the arts are the very soul of a na-
tion. Who ever gave the Communist Party of Vietnam the right to
chain them in the first place? The so-called untying of the chains
was simply a relaxation of control that did not last more than a
few years, from 1987 to 1991. The monopoly of the media and
printing presses and of the publishing business has always been in
the hands of the party. To become a newspaper publisher, the di-
rector of the publishing house or a printing press, one must always
be a high ranking and trusted member of the Communist Party of
Vietnam. Even so, the party is far from feeling reassured. It makes
certain that public security officers are always in charge. The peo-
ple simply have no voice in society, except when they choose to sing
of Uncle Ho or the party.

What about the so-called political reforms? They simply do not
exist. The National Assembly is an instrument of the party, and so
are the labor unions and the various administrative units of the
government, everything belongs to the party. Buddha and the
Christian God, too, must belong to the party if they are to survive.
That is why the Communist Party of Vietnam seeks every means
to control the religions of Vietnam. Anyone broaching a protest can
be expected to go straight to jail. Even Buddhist temples must dis-
play the likenesses of Ho Chi Minh, whether it is a picture or a
bust. Everywhere one can encounter public security officers dis-
guised as Buddhist priests. The Catholic Church must have the
previous approval of the party before it can ordain its priests or
elevate them to the rank of bishops, or when it wants to recruit
teaching personnel for the seminaries. Everything thus depends on
the whims of the party. No wonder that every church ends up lack-
ing in everything.

Anyone daring to say a word, whether he be a party member or
not, in favor of pluralism or multipartyism, on behalf of freedom
and democracy, or attacking Marxism or Uncle Ho or the Com-
munist Party of Vietnam, can expect to go straight to jail.

Witness the cases of Messrs. Nguyen Dan Que, Doan Viet Hoat,
Hoang Minh Chinh, Do Trung Hieu, Nguyen Ho, Nguyen Dinh Huy
and numerous others that no one can possibly list all out.

Mr. McNamara’s recent book on the war in Vietnam shows how
little he understands Vietnam and the Vietnamese people. Further-
more, he insulted the memory of those who have fought and sac-
rificed for the cause of the freedom and democracy in Vietnam,
which is closely linked to the same cause in the world and in the
United States, itself. He failed to understand the finality of the col-
lapse of communism and the dimensions of the victory of the free
world, which was due in no small part to the valiant struggle that
we put up in Korea, Vietnam and Afghanistan.

He regretted the sacrifice in blood and money that went into the
Vietnam War, but one should ask him, pray tell us a good deed
that does not cost anything. If that was the case, the whole world
would be made up of good Samaritans.
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In retrospect, the war in Vietnam can be compared to a battle,
a major battle if you want, that was lost but which, in the end, con-
tributed to a victory on the grandest scale.

I have lived for more than 40 years in the very bowels of com-
munism. I realize better than anyone that no pressure from the
outside world can force the current leaders of Vietnam to adopt a
pluralist and multiparty solution, to opt for freedom and democ-
racy, for that is equivalent to abandoning their monopoly of power
and giving up on their illegal gains.

This will not happen until such a time as the system disinte-
grates and collapses by itself. At the present time, this disintegra-
tion process has reached to a great depth and spread really wide.
But, in the immediate future, [ believe it is within the power of the
United States and other free nations on earth to influence Hanoi
in many ways so that it will have to release the prisoners of con-
science from their cruel places of exile and shameful prisons.

This is especially urgent as they are near exhaustion point, most
of them having spent many, many years in jail and therefore, their
constitution has suffered greatly. That is why I would like to add
my desperate voice to appeal to the conscience of mankind to work
with determination and force the Vietnamese Communists to let go
of all their prisoners of conscience. This should be done at on .e and
unconditionally.

The family of the political prisoners and the people of Vietnam
yearn for this outcome every hour and minute of the day. Please
do not let them down and let them sink into despair and {;opeless-
ness.

To close my remarks, I would like to thank the Government and
Congress of the United States as well as all those who have done
in any way to seek my release from Vietnam, so that I could put
my feet on the soil of this capital of the free worid, and have this
opportunity to address to you the above remarks.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Nguyen Chi Thien appears in
the appendix.]

Mr. SMITH. Thank you very, very much, Mr. Nguyen. With the
incisiveness of a true poet, you have laid a number ofythings on the
table, including your criticism of Mr. McNamara’s recent book, and
the fact that the Vietnamese War was a battle that made the rest
of the demise of communism possible. I think that is a very keen
insight that you provided to me and to the subcommittee today.

You pointed out in your testimony—and the others might want
to respond to this as well—that notwithstanding economic liberal-
ism, there really have not been political reforms. They simply do
not exist. Yet, we have some in our own government and some
Vietnam watchers who suggest that human rights and political re-
forms will flow automatically from the trade that is occurring and
the expectation of move trade.

I happen to believe that it is not so much of a given, that such
reform 1s possible, but it is certainly not probable. Dictatorships in
the past have shown that they can make the trains run on time
while even more severely repressing their own people.

I would appreciate it if you would comment on whether or not
ou think the Administration’s tack, our government’s tack has
{;een helpful or neutral or perhaps even hurtful. As you pointed
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out, Mr. Nguyen, the salaries of the military have doubled. They
now have more money to perhaps repress B;eir own people. Has
the situation gotten worse since the normalization process has
begun with the United States?

r. YOUNG. With your permission, I will translate briefly.

Mr. SMITH. If you would want to respond, as well.

[Pause.]

Mr. NGUYEN CHI THIEN. Mr. Chairman, I believe it is impossible
to improve on the human rights situation in Vietnam by the influx
of foreign capital and money, because as we have seen actually in
Vietnam, that money has helped the Vietnamese Government to
gay their military and their security forces to enlarge them, to

ribe them, to entice them with ways to become even more loyal
in oppressing more people.

So, this connection that some people see between foreign invest-
ment and improving human rights is actually nonsensical and can-
not exist.

Mr. SMITH. Mr. Tri or Mrs. Doan?

Mrs. DoaN VIET HoAT. I think that we must make progress in
both economics and politics. Economics is good in the ways that the
people can earn more money, but if they do not have freedom, it
will be worse, because the government shall always suppress the
people and then it makes them to be, they will corrupt much more
than usual. Because, through the economic channel, the companies
in the government try to smuggle out, to corrupt, they try to share
“he profits through economy called channel, that tge reason we
have to make progress and most in politics and economics. Not only
economics, it will be handicapped because democracy and freedom
are much more important than economics, because democracy, free-
dom and human rights are perpetual topics. So, the reason I do not
agree that when you think that economics, development, could
help, that is not right.

Mr. NGUYEN TAN Tri. Mr. Chairman, I would like to answer that
question, too. In my opinion, if the country changes the economic
situation, I do not thin it is a good idea. I think before we do any-
thing about economy, we need to change the political system. Be-
cause if you do not change the political system, you cannot make
the country better, just with a change in economy.

So, for 3 or 4 years, they said they have a new policy, they call
it renovation policy. But, by now, the human rights and I mean the
way the government treats the people is still very bad. Two years
in jail is, I think, a good example, and a lot of my friends are still
in jail right now. They did not do anything wrong. They did not do
anything against the law. They just want to tell the Communist
Party their opinion. They just want to tell them the way to make
the country better, but they still have to go to jail. Thank you.

Mr. SMITH. Mr. Young, did you want to comment on that?

Mr. YOUNG. Not on that question, thank you very much, Mr.
Chairman. Well, excuse me, Mr. Chairman, yes, maybe just very
briefly. I am sitting here sort of in the capacity as translator, but
it seems to me that it is in the great interest of both the Congress
and the Administration to have a human rights policy which tran-
scends individual cases of individual people in prison, and looks to
structural reforms of a system.
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There are many things that we could do, [ am convinced, to en-
courage the Vietnamese to make structural reforms, moving toward
democratization, ways that are of good change, which would be ac-
ceptable to the vast majority of Communists, as well.

Mr. SMmiTH. I appreciate that.

Mr. Faleomavaega.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I want to thank
our panelists for their fine testimonies, and the testimony of Mr.
Nguyen Chi Thien, I was very impressed. I hope your book, the col-
lection of pocems, Hao Dia Nguc, The Flowers of Hell, I hope we
have that in the Library of Congress, Mr. Chairman, because I do
plan to read it. The fact that Mr. Nguyen has had 40 years of expe-
rience in dealing with the Communists, I want to asis(’ you a ques-
tion. I, too, support your position with real irony, and I say with
bitterness, with what Former Secretary McNamara has done in
terms of the position that he has taken and admission of his wrong.

I want to ask you, how many prisoners of conscience do you
think there currently are in the prisons of Vietnam right now that
you talk about?

Mr. NGUYEN CHI THIEN. I cannot know exactly how many pris-
oners of conscience, because it is a top secret of the Communist
Party. '

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Can you give your best estimate?

Mr. NGUYEN CHI THIEN. Top secret of the Communist Party. No
one can know.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Can you give an estimate, I mean, in the
thousands, 2,000 or 3,000? My understanding is that 2 million Vi-
etnamese in Vietnam right now are members of the Communist
Party. That is kind of strange, controlling the whole affairs of the
government currently with 70 million people. But, I just wanted to"
ask Mr. Nguyen if he has any idea or just an estimate as to how
many political prisoners are we talking about that currently are in-
carcerated?

Mr. NGUYEN CHI THIEN. I think that there are actually about
2,000 or 3,000.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. About 2,000 or 3,000 political prisoners?

Mr. NGUYEN CHI THIEN. Of political conscience.

Mrs. DoAN VieT Hoat. I think that the estimate of 10,000 politi-
cal prisoners is extremely ccnservative. Through the surveys of the
human rights organizations, NGO organizations, they think that
10,000 political prisoners in Vietnam are the most recent estimate.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. So, our skill is improving from 2,000 to
10,000? Maybe our friend here can help us.

Mr. SMITH. Identify yourself, please?

Mr. TRAN TU THANH. My name is Tran Tu Thanh. I am a former
political prisoner. I have been detained for almost 15 years in Viet-
nam, and as an activist for human rights in Vietnam, I can answer
you. I estimate about 10,000 the number of political prisoners right
now detained in Vietnam.

I would like to submit to you just two lists of political prisoners
in Vietnam, just in two camps. The first camp is the A20 in Viet-
nam. In this camp right now, 374 political prisoners are currently
being detained——
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Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Chairman, can I gsk that we receive
that and it be made part of the record?

Mr. SMITH. Without objection, it will be.

[The information appears in the appendix with the prepared
statement of Mr. Tran Tu Thanh.]

Mr. TRAN TUu THANH. The second camp is Xuan Loc, Dong Nai
in South Vietnam. The second camp currently detains 153 political
prisoners. Most of them were sentenced from 15 years to life im-
prisonment. That is only two camps, and we have some more lists
that we can submit to you later on.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. When I was in Vietnam, I participated in a
program that is known as Chieu Hoi. I notice you have Doi Moi
over here, but at that time, we called it Chieu Hoi, and it was a
program to assist defectors, supposedly to come back to our side of
the fence, so to speak, and it never worked very well.

Again, Mr. Nguyen, I am very impressed with your testimony.
You made a very interesting statement in saying that Vietnam can
be compared to a battle. I guess your suggestion that we may have
lost the battle but we won the war, but I do not know what you
meant if you say that we won the war, in what respect, the fact
that we did lose the war?

The fact that our country has now formally recognized the sov-
ereignty of Vietnam, even t%ough it is a Communist regime, do you
support that position taken now by the Administration, the same
way that we recognize the Communist regime in Russia? I take it
back, is Vietnam the only Communist country we have left now?
Try Burma, China.

Pause.]

Mr. NGUYEN CHI THIEN. My opinion about the U.S. recognition
of Hanoi is that it is quite significantly different from the United
States’ recognition of the Soviet Union, because there is no war be-
tween the two major countries. Whereas, in the case of Vietnam,
what the United States is doing is basically breathing life into
something which is very near dying or almost {ike a corpse.

What is happening right now is that people talk about invest-
ment in order to improve the human rights situation in Vietnam,
but you need to know that in Vietnam, all the industries and com-
panies and businesses and everything are in the hands of the
party. So, what you are doing is actually you are financing the
party to continue their repressive regime.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Nguyen, I notice also in observation,

ou say that in Vietnam nowadays, the dollar rules supreme, there
1s rampant corruption and graft in every echelon of society. Would
you agree with me that this might also be a description of a demo-
cratic form of government that we had in the early 1960’s in South
Vietnam? It seems that there is a little sense of repetition. We are
pointing fingers at the Communists being corrupt, but did we not
also have the experience and have to handle the problems of cor-
ruption that was rampant in Saigon with the officials that were
there, supposedly elected officials?

The problems that delve into the well of the Vietnamese people
to fight against communism the way they should have and failed,
or am I wrong in saying that they failed, and maybe the American
people failed?
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Mr. YOUNG. I would like to reply.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. I would like to hear from Mr. Nguyen.

Mr. YOUNG. He is getting a translation, if that is all right.
thM;' FALEOMAVAEGA. It is almost a paragraph. Can you translate

at?

Mr. YOUNG. Well, Mr. Nguyen observed that corruption certainly
is not unknown in the world. We sce that in the democratic society,
see that in society. But, he thinks that there is a difference in de-
gree. You say that corruption as it is in Vietnam now is what he
calls mass corruption. He says that he agrees with you, that it was
c}tzrruption that brought about partially the defeat of the South in
the war. :

But, nonetheless, then, this degree, it is limited to some circles.
Whereas in Vietnam now, the corruption spread everywhere. You
could go down into the village and it is the policeman at the corner
of the street, he is also corrupt. It goes all the way up.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. I am sorry, I do not mean to deal with the
sins of the past. I think we ought to focus on what it is now, and
what can we do to improve the situation for the future. I did not
mean to get into that, but my problem is I always have to take a
kind of historical perspective as to why we are where we are right
now, and some of the problems that we need to identify, so that
we can find solutions hopefully to those problems and then that is
why I like to see how we can relate to some of the issues that we
are discussing this afternoon.

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Tri would like to add a few points to the re-
marks of Mr. Nguyen Chi Thien. I would like to completely agree
with his remarks, as I, too, am a witness to that situation. I am
not as good as Mr. Bic. Mr. Bic is one of the best translators in
the world today, but I will try.

Second, in the prison, angl mentioned I was just in prison as
recently as a week ago. They did not give us very much to eat and
drink, and what they really gave us was just white rice all the
time, so we had to buy anything else that we needed to eat, and
we had to buy it from people who were relatives of the prison
guards.

If our family relatives wanted to bring food to us, the guards
would not let them give it to us, so we were forced to buy things,
even the water we drank, we were forced to buy it from the low-
level prison people.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Obviously, Vietnam is a poor country, and
I do not think Vietnam has much of the luxury that we have in
our prison system today here in America. So, I do not know how
we can make comparisons. You have been fed only rice because the
economi¢ standards of the country are in a very dire situation; it
is difficult to feed prisoners, but even the people outside in the
streets trying to make ends meet in a very, very bad situation.

So, I appreciate the experiences that you had as a prisoner, but
I just was wanting to catch that view. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. SMITH. Just let me make a comment. Is it not true that the
very meager rations that you are provided, such as the rice, are de-
signed to emaciate you? Are they a form of torture?

Mr. YOUNG. For Mr. Tri, yes, let me reply briefly. The situation
of always keeping us in a state of hunger is a form of torture. Yes,
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it is true that Vietnam is a poor country, but that does not mean
it has to force us to buy food. For example, why could it not give
us the same water that it sells to us? By selling it to us, it is just
like slitting our throats.

Mr. SMITH. I would just remark, I have been working on behalf
of human rights for the 15 years that I have been in Congress, and
in every gulag, whether it be in the former Soviet Union in Russia,
in Castro’s gulags, or anywhere else in the world, food is almost al-
ways used as a weapon against the prisoners.

In cold climates, they often will add exposure to the elements
and lack of heat to the lack of food. When one is not getting enough
to eat or drink, that quickly leads to a need for medicines and then
those are not provided. I have been in gulags—I was one of the
first ones to be in a gulag in the Soviet Union, Perm Camp 35,
where Cheransky and some of the other noted dissidents had been
held—and it is amazing how consistent the Communist dictator-
ships are in using these forms of torture against their people.

Of course, this is in addition to other, more overt forms, such as
cattle prods and things of that kind.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Chairman, please, I am not trying to
advocate on protecting the prison system of Vietnam. I was just
trying to seeﬁ answers to some of tﬁe questions that I have, and
I have the utmost respect for the very bad experience that you and

our colleagues have had in dealing with the situation there in
/ietnam,

Mr. SMITH. I appreciate that. Let me ask one more question and
then ask Mr. Dornan if he has any additional questions. I know
you obviously used the Orderly Departure Program to transport
yourself here. There are some within the Administration suggest.-
ing that the program has outlived its usefulness. What is your view
on that, Mr. Tri, if you could start?

Mr. YOUNG. Excuse me, Mr. Chairman, the orderly departure

prﬁfram?

r. SMITH. Is the Orderly Departure Program out of Vietnam

}slomething that we need to retain as a way of getting refugees
ere?

Mr. YOUNG. For Mr. Tri, in my opinion, the ODP program has
a humanitarian characteristic which is very admirable. This is a
program which allows families to get together after forced separa-
tion. I give you the example, the husband who was in the political
concentration camps, the wife could not make her way in Vietnam.
She had to go overseas. They have been separated, but now
through this program, the family can be reunited again.

Mr. SMITH. Thank you. Mr. Dornan,

Mr. DORNAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Probably this question
has been already asked, and if it has, I will let the chairman ex-
plain it to me. But, where do we go from here? Who are prominent
political prisoners that we can raise the political visibility for and
get, them released? From what I can determine, working the Amer-
ican missing in action issue, the Vietnamese Embassy here in
town, the Communist Embassy, is now obsessed with Most-Fa-
vored-Nation status on trade. They have gotten everything else
they wanted out of the Clinton administration, but they want that
Most-Favored-Nation status. They do not care about American
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businessmen coming in as much as they want to get their products
out and start to make money.

What can we do while they are nervous about this to keep the
pressure on? Who can we help now?

Mr. YOUNG. For Mr. Tri, I would like to reply to that, Mr. Con-
gressman. As has been testified to, there is an estimate that there
are perhaps as many as 10,000 total pelitical prisoners in Vietnam.
There are several whom I know for absolute certain have been in
prison since 1975. The conditions in prisons are just terrible, be-
cause my friend who was also released with me was imprisoned
with some of these people, and they told him and he passed it on
to me, the horrible conditions that these other prisoners have been
subjected to. - .

I plead with the U.S. Government that in its bargaining process
with the Vietnamese Communists that it set as conditions for an
benefits that the Communists will receive, the release of all politi-
cal prisoners. I believe that the American Government rnust take
a different look at human rights, not like the look that the Govern-
ment of Hanoi takes.

Mr. DORNAN. Well, I was just looking at overhead imagery of
some of the bigger camps. Photographs taken from space. I woirder,
Mr. Chairman—the chairman has left.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. The chairman has asked me to fill in for
him at this time.

Mr. DORNAN. I wonder if the acting chairman, which gives this
a bipartisan approach, I wonder if there is some way we could ask
that returned prisoners who have been leaders, like our witnesses
here. Maybe you could help us with this, Steve, to advise our intel-
ligence agencies on where to look for these camps with our satellite
imagery, so we could come up with a close figure regarding these
10,000 political prisoners.

I think if America knew there were 10,000 political prisoners,
some in their 20th year of captivity, that Clinton would never have
been able to normalize relations.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. I would submit to my good friend from Cali-
fornia, if we can manage to get satellite photos of the Great Wall
of China, I see no reason why we would not be able to do the same
similar thing to what you are requesting, and I could not agree
with you more that this is certainly something the chairman would
like to pursue.

Mr. DORNAN. Let me nail this down. Let me make a request
through Mr. Young. As soon as you are rested a bit from traveling
half way around the world, literally, 12 time zones from Saigon to
here, let us <ee if you can designate for us on rough coordinates,
mileages outside ofymain city points, 10 or 15 or 20 major camps.
I will make a request as a member of the Intelligence Committee,
for overhead imagery of these camps, so we can see the extent of
the installation, the physical buildings and then make a determina-
tion of how many people are in each one of these camps.

Mr. TRAN TUu THANH. Mr. Congressman, even the U.N. team
group investigators went to Vietnam and the Vietnamese Govern-
ment always say that they do not have any political prisoners. But,
as we prove here, the political prisoners, former political prisoners
are here, and my husband and 10,000 other political prisoners. We
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could just give you the names of the camp, and then the problem
is how could the Vietnamese Government give you permission to
investigate? That is a problem.

Mr. DORNAN. Well, the full subcommittee chairman, Mr. Chris-
topher Smith, pressed the Russians on going to the world’s worst
political prisoner camp, PRIM. I do not know what that means,
PRIM 35, in Russia, and they finally let him in, because they were
releasing most of their political prisoners, and keeping only hard
core criminals.

What we would have to do is make a sociological estimate of how
an older culture like Vietnam, how many criminals they would
have. There is no gang warfare like there is here, there is no crack
cocaine. What would be the number of people normally in prison
in an Asian country of that size for regular street crimes, burglary,
thievery, and then apply it to the numbers of prisoners estimated
from overhead images, pictures, of all the major camps. That way,
we may be able to make the United Nations listen. That is the only
thing I can think of.

That is a worthy project for Amnesty International and every
other human rights group I can think of. I will talk to the chair-
man about it.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. | thank the gentleman from California.

Mr. DoRNAN. I have no more questions. Thank you, Mr. Chair-
man. ’

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. On behalf of the chairman, who will be com-
ing back very soon, he would like to extend his appreciation to the
members of the panel for your fine statements. Definitely, it will
all be entered and made part of the record, and we certainly appre-
ciate your sharing with us the experiences that you have had in
dealing with the prison system of Vietnam.

I thank you, and we would like to call on the next panel that we
have now at this time, Mr. Mike Jendrzejczyk, who is the Washing-
ton director of the Human Rights Watch Asia, a private independ-
ent human rights monitoring organization. He is the campaign di-
rector for Amnesty International New York, and also previously in-
volved with the International Amnesty in London, published nu-
merous articles on human rights in the Herald Tribune, the L.A.
Times, the Washington Post, The Christian Science Monitor, the
Asian Wall Street Journal and the Boston Globe.

We also have with us Ms. Nina Shea, who has been an inter-
national lawyer for 15 years now, and is now the program director
for Freedom House Puebla Program of Religious Freedom.

Also, and forgive me, oh, it is Mr. Vo Van Ai, the president and
founder of the Vietnam Committee on Human Rights, a Paris-
based monitoring organization.

Mr. Tran Tu Thanh is the executive director of the Vietnam Hel-
sinki Commission, a non-profit organization. I want to thank the
members of the panel for being here this afternoon.

Again, the gentleman from California, as well as the chairman,
Mr. Smith, who will be right back in about 2 or 3 minutes, but we
would like to proceed with your testimony, so please proceed.

Mr. Jendrzejczyk. ‘
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STATEMENT OF MR. MICHAEL JENDRZEJCZYK, WASHINGTON
DIRECTOR, HUMAN RIGHTS WATCH ASIA

Mr. JENDRZEJCZYK. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for inviting us to
testify on this important subject. I would like to make my remarks
very brief, given the lateness of the hour, and summarize some of
our recommendations and also comment_briefly on some of the re-
marks made by the State Department witnesses earlier this after-
noon.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Please do.

Mr. JENDRZEJCZYK. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. As Vietnam opens
its economy and seeks closer ties to the United States, this is a cru-
cial moment for the Administration and Congress to send clear sig-
nals to Hanoi on how precisely progress on human rights will affect
other aspects of the evolving bilateral relationship.

We welcomed President Clinton’s announcement that normalized
relations, that progress would, in fact, be dependent on certifi-
cations regarding human rights and labor rights, specifically as
th(;{ pertain to MFN and OPIC. )

owever, we believe the Administration has to do much more to
follow up these statements with concrete action. First, the United
States sgould join other governments in calling on Vietnam to re-
lease all persons imprisoned or detained for peacefully exercising
their civil and political rights. This seems to have been a theme
that has run through all the testimony today.

The calls for the release of these political prisoners should be
made not only by political delegations but by trade delegations. I
thought it was interesting that nobody said this morning that the
inter-agency delegation in Vietnam right now, talking about trade
and economic issues, even has a list o?political prisoners, even has
human rights on its agenda. I think it should be.

Second, Members of Congress on both the House and Senate
side, who travel to Vietnam, I think have played a key role and can
continue to play a crucial role in raising specific human rights is-
sues with Vietnamese leaders at all levels. Atiached to my testi-
mony, Mr. Chairman, is a sample list of some of the best, well
known political and religious prisoners, and certainly, there are
very many more, but the government does not publish names or
statistics, nor does it allow outside monitoring of human rights. My
organization this year, unfortunately, was denied permission by the
Vietnamese Government to pay an official visit to Vietnam. This is
a decision we hope the government will reconsider. We believe
their cooperation with the U.N. working group on arbitrary deten-
tion last November is also very important to encourage and con-
tinue.

Third, we believe the U.S.-Vietnam dialog on human rights
should be elevated to a higher level. We heard this afternoon that,
in fact, there have been some very specific interventions by Sec-
retary Christopher, and that is welcome. But that is not the same
as having an Assistant Secretary of State, on a regular basis, con-
ducting a dialog on human rights, just as took place on the POW/
MIA issue, when Winston Lord made that the top priority in the
portfolio of his talks.

We also believe the Administration should present regular re-
ports to Congress, perhaps every 6 months, on the progress or lack
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of progress in the dialog of human rights. This provides trans-
parency and accountability, not only for Hanoi but also for the Ad-
ministration.

Fourth, we think the Administration should spell out what
benchmarks will be required before OPIC and MFN can be consid-
ered. Again, the State Department said this morning, these were
being discussed, but they did not say whut they were. Once again,
I think this is the crucial moment when the leaders in Hanoi are
looking for precisely those signals.

Certainly, given the abysmal record of this Administration with
MFN for ghina, congressional oversight and scrutiny is absolutely
required. Otherwise, we understand OPIC right now, for example,
is lobbying very heavily within the Administration to get into Viet-
nam very quickly. Unl):ass Congress weighs in formally and infor-
mally, they may just get their way.

Fi tj\, it is very important that the United States not do this
alone. This has got to be a multilateral issue. Later this month, on
November 30 and December 1, in Paris, the World Bank will be
convening all of Vietnam’s major bilateral donors. The United
States will be represented there in an observer status, even though
we are not now an aid donor to Vietnam. It is crucial that in such
discussions, human rights and the development of the rule of law
be very much on the agenda. I think the United States should do
what it can to urge our allies in Europe and Australia, especially,
to encourage this.

Finally, I would like to make a suggestion based on talks I have
had recently in Tokyo with the Foreign Ministry and other officials
in the Japanese Government. Japan is now the largest single for-
eign aid donor, bilateral donor to Vietnam. They gave $543 million
in development aid in 1993 alone. Later next week, the President
will be meeting with the Prime Minister of Japan. Secretary Chris-
topher will have discussions with his counterpart, Foreign Minister
Kono. This is a real opportunity for the United States and Ja%an
together to cooperate to promote not only economic reform, but
greater respect for the rule of law and enhancement of human
rights.

Ee;Japan does have an aid charter that says human rights and de-
mocratization should be a principle in its foreign aid program, and
I think the United States, in the person of the President and the
Secretary of State in the meetings next week, have an opportunity
to encourage the Government of Japan to actually apply this char-
ter when it comes to Vietnam.

Based on my discussions with Japanese officials, yes, human
rights are sometimes raised, but only in very general and vague
terms, and we believe the Government of Japan can do much more,
especially as an Asian Government that is the largest donor, not
only in the Asia Pacific region, but in the world. Thank you very
much, Mr. Chairman.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Jendrzejczyk appears in the ap-

endix.]

P Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Thank you. Did you say, Mike, there was a
$500-million foreign aid program to Vietnam?

Mr. JENDRZEJCZYK. In 1993, Japan gave $543 million in develop-
ment aid.
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Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. That is going to be followed up with about
a $30-billion investment return.

Mr. JENDRZEJCZYK. Yes, and Party Secretary Do Moi from Viet-
nam visited Japan this past April, and Japan indicated another
$700 million in an infrastructure loan would also be forthcoming.
Yes, Japanese companies are very interested in getting involved in
Vietnam.

_ Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. At the same time, we are investing $150 bil-
lion to Erovide the security of the region, at our expense, while they
are making the money. Very good.

Nina, please.

STATEMENT OF MS. NINA SHEA, DIRECTOR—PUEBLA
PROGRAM ON RELIGIOUS FREEDOM, FREEDOM HOUSE

Ms. SHEA. Thank you, Mr, Chairman. These are important hear-
irgs today, and though the Puebla Program on Religious Freedom
of Freedom House focuses on all three major religions on Vietnam,
I am going to, in the interest of time, just focus on the Christian
religions today, and defer to the excellent witnesses on Buddhism
og the Buddhist repression, which we are also very concerned
about.

Hanoi permits religious expression only with instructors and or-
ganizations that are submissive to the State and serve State inter-
ests. Because of its need to replace Soviet patronage with Western
money and soften its image in the United States, Vietnam has, in
the last several years, re%uctantly allowed some meager but well
publicized reforms, such as two printings of the New Testament
and the opening of some Catholic seminaries.

But, the bottom line is that Vietnamese Communist authorities
continue to claim control over belief and religious activity. After a
summer of diplomatic triumphs that include full diplomatic rec-
ognition by the United States and admission into ASEAN, Vietnam
has embarked on a frenzy of activity to intimidate and suppress
independent worship. Since July, it has detained several Evan-
gelical pastors, including an American, shut down Baptist and
Evangelical churches, confiscated Bibles, blocked the appointment
of Catholic bishops, sentenced the second-ranking official in the
Buddhist Church to 5 years in prison, given stiff sentences to five
other Buddhists and announced the impending trial of the Bud-
dhist Supreme Patriarch.

To the best of our knowledge, no religious leaders were
amnestied from prison in September, on the 50th anniversary of
Ho Chi Minh’s declaration of independence. Vietnam continues to
use the harshest tactics where they feel they can get away with it,
outside the international spotlight. The key victims of these brutal-
ities are the ethnic Christian I%vangelicals from the remote moun-
tain villages, the Buddhists, who have few proponents in the West,
and the members of the Congregation of Mother Coredemptrix, the
only Catholic order that is indigenous to Vietnam.

But, even the well connected Christian Church suffers forms of
religious repression that are more hidden and sophisticated. The
congregation of Mother Coredemptrix is the only Catholic order
founded by Vietnamese citizens, and thus it is highly popular.
Fourteen priests and monks from the Coredemptrix have been im-
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prisoned since 1987. To give an example, 77-year-old Brother
Nguyen Chau Dat, for example, is serving a 20-year sentence on
counter-revolutionary charges after a trial with 22 other of his co-
religioners from the Coredemptrix order in October 1987.

Over the last 2 years, Vietham has employed a repression strat-
egy, striking at the Catholic churches’ hierarchical structure. The
government has sharply curtailed church leadership, both by bar-
ring bishops from their post and by stanching the flow of seminary
entrants and graduates.

Hanoi continues to block a Vatican Episcopal appointment for
Saigon, Vietnamese Catholicism’s most important center, and in
April 1995, rejected all four of the Vatican’s appointments for bish-
op. It also bans Catholic education for the laity and forbids Catho-
lic literature and publications, with limited recent exceptions.

As the situation stands, the Vietnamese Catholic Church is
forced into a stunted existence with its pastoral ministry virtually
limited to celebrating mass at strictly prescribed times and places.

Though Evangelical pastors were released from long-term deten-
tion during the debate about the lifting of the U.S. trade embargo
in 1993, harassment of the Christian churches takes other forms
such as short-term detentions, fines and property confiscations,
which are no less onerous for the Evangelicals.

They do not have access to a new print run of Bibles, the first
legal Bible was allowed in several decades, unless they register
with and thus submit to the control of the government. Bibles, in-
cluding the personal ones of citizens and tourists alike, are rou-
tinely confiscated in Vietnam. In July, Saigon airport authorities
confiscated 600 Bibles being brought in by American tourists. In
January of this year, police raided Village Number Three of Son
Nhat and confiscated all eight Bibles possessed by the 35 families
of the Christian community there, and prohibited them from hold-
ing further house church meetings.

ids on independent Evangelical churches are common. On Sep-
tember 17 this year, authorities in Dalat raided a local church af-
filiated with Reverend Dinh Thien Tu’s house church movement,
which is the largest autonomous Protestant movement in Vietnam.
In early August, police had raided and closed a government-sanc-
tioned Baptist church in Dalat after finding “illegal” Christian lit-
erature on their premises.

On September 10, Vietnamese-American pastor Reverend An
Doan Sauveur was apprehended by police as he led an open air
service with 70 local Christians on a hillside outside Haiphong. He
was detained 3 days under incommunicado house arrest, where he
and a Vietnamese-Canadian colleague, arrested at the same time,
were interrogated. They were then fined and deported.

Short-term detentions are common., During the first 3 months of
1995, four Pentacostals were in custody for crossing the border to
Cambodia to attend a revival campaign conducted by visiting U.S.
evangelist Mike Evans. In March, 1995, this year, a senior pastor
of a large South Vietnamese house church movement was informed
that he is prohibited from traveling, after he was accused of going
overseas for religious reasons rather than for business, as he
claimed.
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Four Evangelicals working with the K'Hor tribe continue to be in
prison 3 months past the expiration of their sentences which were
imposed earlier this year for illegal preaching. The three lay lead-
ers among them were arrested for evangelizing on bicycles. They
were also denied food, by the way, for 5 days for praying while in
prison.

Mr. Chairman, Freedom House recommends that the U.S. step
up the pressure for the releases of the long-term Catholic and Bud-
dhist prisoners and also for the free distribution and possession of
Bibles, the free appointment of Catholic bishops by the Vatican and
ordination of priests, the end to harassment of pastors through
short-term detentions and fines, and the recognition of religious
freedom in general. Respect for religious freedom is a starting point
for all human rights. Thank you.

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

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Thank you, Ms. Shea. Now, Mr. Vo Van Ai.

STATEMENT OF MR. VO VAN Al, PRESIDENT, VIETNAM
COMMITTEE ON HUMAN RIGHTS

Mr. Vo VaN Al Mr. Chairman, I am honored to testify before the
distinguished members of the subcommittees today, on behalf of
the Vietnam Committee on Human Rights, a non-governmental
human rights monitoring group based in Paris and as overseas
spokesman of the Unified Buddhist Church of Vietnam.

I am here today to sound the alarm and call on Congress to take
urgent action, for unless the international community, led by the
United States, takes swift and firm measures to stay Hanoi’s hand,
2,000 years of Buddhism faces extinction in Vietnam today. Indeed,
in a recent clampdown which culminated in the arrest of virtually
all the Buddhist leadership, two of the church’s most prominent
and respected dignitaries were jailed; seventy-seven-year-old Patri-
arch Thich Huyen Quang and his deputy, Thich Quang Do. In a
country which counts over 56 million Buddhists, 80 percent of the
population, the arbitrary arrest of these two imminent figures
shows the government’s cynical disregard of justice and of its peo-
ple’s tradition. Then, barely 3 weeks after the renewal of diplo-
matic relations with the United States, Vietnam openly defied the
international community by bringing a group of democracy activ-
ists, led by Nguyen Dinh Huy and six preminent Buddhists to trial.
Thich Quang Do and five others were convicted on August 15 of
sentences of up to 5 years imprisonment. Their crime? Organizing
a rescue mission to distribute relief aid to flood victims and cir-
culating documents calling for religious freedom and human rights.
The trial was typical of all human rights trials in Vietnam’s so-
called “people’s courts”. No defense lawyer, no public, no press. The
Foreign Ministry even turned down requests from the State De-
partment and other Western Governments to send diplomatic ob-
servers to monitor the trial.

Through these attempts to suppress the Unified Buddhist
Church of Vietnam, Hanoi is seeking to silence the voice of Viet-
nam’s most active and influential movement for democracy and
human rights, the only force capable of playing a significant role
in the peaceful transition to democracy in Vietnam.
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There are a number of basic differences opposing Buddhism and
the State. The first is ideological. Communist ideology is based on
the class struggle, conflict and on hatred. Buddhist philosophy is
based on compassion, tolerance and love.

Second, the Communist one-party system commands uniformity
of ideas and action, as well as total obedience. Buddhism, on the
contrary, encourages the development of individual capacities and
their harmonious cooperation into vibrant and diversified whole.

It may seem a paradox that Vietnam is repressing Buddhists so
fiercely at a time when religion appears to be increasingly tolerated
in Vietnam. In fact, this is not the case. For reasons of political ex-
pediency and to attract a flourishing tourist trade, the party con-
dones wide freedom of worship, the f%eedom to pray, to meditate in
silence, to keep religicn enclosed between the four walls of pagodas
and churches. But, true freedom of religion continues to be re-
pressed. Repression against the Unified Buddhist Church is not
new. The heir to a 20th-century-long tradition of Vietnamese Bud-
dhism, the VBCB was denied the status of a church by French Co-
lonial Decree No. 10. Founded in 1951, it was the first organization
to unify Buddhists all over North, Central and South Vietnam.
Thousands of its monks and nuns perished in North Vietnam
under the Government of Ho Chi Minh. Recent official statistics in-
dicate the extent to which communism has taken its toll. In North
Vietnam, the cradle of Vietnamese Buddhism, 39 years of com-
munism have left the country with only 3,172 monks and nuns for
a total of 4,531 pagoda, an average of just over half a monk for
each pagoda.

After the Communists took power in the south in 1975, a similar
policy of repression was introduced. The vast network of Buddhist
pagodas, schools, universities, and hospitals were dismantled, and
thousands of Buddhist monks and nuns arrested. Among them was
the Venerable Thich Thien Minh, tortured to death in a reeduca-
tion camp in 1978, and well known scholars, such as Thich Tue Sy
and Le Manh That, a brilliant historian and graduate of Wisconsin
University, now serving 20 years hard labor in reeducation camps.

In 1981, the Unified Buddhist Church was formally banned and
a state-sponsored body, the Vietnam Buddhist Church, directl
under the control of the Communist Party’s Bureau of Religious Af-
fairs and the Fatherland Front, bccame the only Buddhist organi-
zation officially recognized by the State. Buddhists refusing to join
it were brutalized or jailed.

At the same time, the authorities restricted Buddhism and other
religions by means of the law. Although the Vietnamese Constitu-
tion guarantees religious freedom, regulations such as Decree 69,
adopted in 1991, provide heavy punishment for any religious activi-
ties deemed to “sabotage national independence and go against the
interest of the state”. This loose definition makes it legal for the
State to imprison anyone for the simplest expression of their reli-
gious beliefs.

Tension flared up again in 1992, after the death of the Patriarch
Thich Don Hau. He appointed Thich Huyen Quang, the pioneer of
the Buddhist struggle against State control, to succeed him at the
head of the churcﬁ. Conflict came to a head in May, 1993, when
40,000 Buddhists took to the streets of Hue to protest against gov-
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ernment persecution. Never since the Communist Party took con-
trol, had there been such a massive demonstration of public protest
in Vietnam, The demonstration marked a turning point in the con-
flict with the Buddhists as a strong dernocratic force, capable of
mobilizing mass popular support.

Perceiving the church as a challenge to its authority, the govern-
ment intensified its repression. In a vast security sweep launched
in November 1994, Patriarch Thich Huyen Quang, Thich Quang Do
and the organizers of the Buddhist rescue mission, were arrested.
The clampdown on this humanitarian mission illustrates the con-
tradiction in Hanoi’s policy once again. On the one hand, the au-
thorities appealed for international aid to help the flood victims.
On the other, they imprisoned Vietnamese who tried to help their
own people.

Buddhists are not the sole victims of repression. In May 1994, a
former high-ranking Communist veteran, Do Trung Hieu, one of
the principal architects of Hanoi’s religious policy, circulated a doc-
ument accusing Hanoil of seeking to transform Buddhism into a
puppet of the Communist Party. Do Trung Hieu was arrested on
June 14. In fact, as I speak to you this very day, Do Trung Hieu
and another Communist veteran, Hoang Minh Chinh, former Dean
of Hanoi’s Institute of Marxist-Leninist Philosophy, stood trial in
Hanoi. Both men were arrested on June 14. Hoang Minh Chinh’s
crime was to circulate documents calling on the party to abolish
the Marxist-Leninist monopoly of power and set up a democracy in
Vietnam. They were sentenced respectively to 15 and 12 months
imprisonment. Even stronger protests have come from Buddhists,
within the State-sponsore§ Vietnam Buddhist church. In July of
this year, 49 senior monks in the Binh Dinh Province sent a peti-
tion to the Vietnamese Government calling for the immediate re-
lease of Thich Huyen Quang. In September, 280 clergy and lay fol-
lowers in the Ho Chi Minh City area wrote to Prime Minister Vo
Van Kiet, protesting against the unfair trial of Thich Quang Do
and the five leaders of the rescue mission.

As I left Paris to testify at this hearing, I received another peti-
tion sent clandestinely from Vietnam, dated November 1, signed by
233 monks and peasants from the Mekong Delta region. It de-
scribes the terrible floods that hit the region this year, leaving
thousands homeless and famished once again. Appealing for the re-
lease of Thich Quang Do and his colleagues, the petition declared,
“These monks only came to rescue us. They did nothing to oppose
the government.”

I strongly believe that the United States h:s a vital role to play
in encouraging human rights improvements in Vietnam. Private di-
plomacy is important, but it is also necessary 1o make public inter-
vention on serious human rights concerns. Vietnam must be made
aware that its relationship with the United States is a partnership
based on the common commitment to democratic values and prin-
ciples.

First, I urge the United States to demand that Hanoi give a full
accounting of the status and whereabouts of detained Buddhist
monks and release all those imprisoned, solely on account of their
religious belief, with special regard to the cases of the Patriarch
Thich Huyen Quang and Thich 5uang Do.
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Second, cease all discussions on economic assistance to Vietnam
until this issue has been resolved. More generally, I urge the Unit-
ed States to press publicly for the release of all prisoners jailed for
the expression of their opinions or beliefs

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Vo Van Ai?

Mr. Vo VAN Al Just three more phrases.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Three more phrases? OK.

Mr. Vo VAN Al Mcre generally, I urge the United States to press
publicly for the release of all prisoners jailed for the expression of
their opinions or beliefs, and encourage Vietnam to take concrete
steps toward real democratic reform. To begin, I suggest twe basic
measures; then I will conclude: Hanoi should allow the publication
of private, independently run newspapers in Ho Chi Minh City by
providing a free flow of ideas and information. This newspaper
would play a vital part in stimulating real debate of ideas in Viet-
nam.

Also, Clause 4 of the Constitution concerning the mastery of the
Communist Party should be abolished. This would ensure the equal
participation of all social, religious and political families in the
process of national reconciliation for the reconstruction of Vietnam.
Thank you for your attention.
d_[’Iihe prepared statement of Mr. Vo Van Ai appears in the appen-

ix.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Before I turn to Mr. Tran Tu Thanh, I just
want one little observation in your statement and 1 commend you
for it, and you traveled all the way from Paris to come meet with
us, and I really appreciate your being here. -

Just a note and I think your suggestions are highly commend-
able, that the United States take this very strong action, but here
are two things that trouble me. We will come back to it and discuss
it, before I miss my train of thought and what Mr. Jendrzejczyk
stated earlier, the fact that Japan had given $500 million in eco-
nomic assistance to help Vietnarm, and the fact that France was the
first country in the world that recognized Vietnam. I was wonder-
ing if France is holding the same standard that you are expecting
the United States to take in terms of human rights and makin
sure that we take in multilateral effort and not just the Uniteg
States being the point man, while everybody else 1s collecting and
making huge investments and gaining profits and everything, and
we are stuck with the human rights issues.

Yet, countries like France and Japan and everybody else are
making the money. So, I just wanted to leave that with you. I
would like to ask Mr. Tran Tu Thanh for his thoughts and then
we will come back and continue the dialog, all right?

Mr. VO VAN Al Yes.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. I have some ve,y juicy thoughts about the
French Government. I will share that with you later.

Mr. Tran Tu Thanh.

STATEMENT OF MR. TRAN TU THANH, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR,
VIETNAM HELSINKI COMMITTEE

Mr. TRAN TU THANH. Mr. Chairman, honorable members of the
joint committees, ladies and gentlemen, it is a great honor for me
to appear today before the Subcommittee on International Oper-




55

ations and Human Rights and the Subcommittee on Asia and the
Pacific, to testify on the human rights situation in Vietnam.

My name is Thanh Tran. [ am executive director of the Vietnam
Helsinki Committee, a non-profit organization working for the pro-
tection of human rights and monitoring human rights conditions in
Vietnam. Today, I wish to bring to your attention the following
with regard to the detention of religious leaders and political pris-
oners in re-education camps.

Since 1975, the Socialist Republic of Vietnam Government has
consistently resorted to violence in its dealings with religious lead-
ers and political dissidents who speak out on human rights in Viet-
nam. Hanoi’s policy of persecution is a deliberate one, planned and
directed at the highest level of the Communist Party of Vietnam.
It is carried out by security forces at all levels throughout Vietnam.

The Vietnam Helsinki Committee has done a thorough study of
the Socialist Republic of Vietnam’s treatment of the wvarious
churches in Vietnam entitled “Religious Persecution in the Socialist
Republic of Vietnam, 1975-1995", published in September of this
year. Together with attachment one, this publication should con-
tain ample and concrete evidence of Hanol’'s human rights viola-
tions in just one area of Vietnamese life. I respectfully submit these
documents for the record.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Without objection, your materials submitted
will be made part of the record. .

Mr. TRAN Tu THANH. The Communist Government has also re-
sorted to lengthy and among the toughest sentences to repress op-
position elements. To express a different political viewpoint, which
is common practice elsewhere, is enough to expose oneself to the
risk of death or a sentence of anywhere between 15 years and life
imprisonment.

Many do not even have the luxury of a public trial while the rest,
right after a closed trial, may be sent directly to a forced labor
camp, which goes under the euphemism of re-education camp. Even
worse, common criminals are used to harass, terrorize, and in some
instances, murder the political prisoners. Political prisoners are
kept in the same wards with murderers, robbers, rapists and hard-
core criminals. These criminals are then used by the prison war-
dens to provide surveillance, abuse or even to degrade the politica!
prisoners at will.

These inhumane tactics have led to the tragic death of a number
of political prisoners. For instance, the death of Mr. Tran Tu Thanh
Quang Quan in Ham Tan re-education camp, Z30D/K1, situated
scme 80 miles northeast of Saigon. Mr. Quan was born in 1950 in
Gia Dinh Province, arrested on June 14, 1982. He was incarcerated
in Z30D, K1, Ham Tan, Thuan Mai Camp (A20, Phu Yen) Province,
and sentenced to 20 years of hard labor. In April, 1995, a common
criminal crushed his head against a stone, causing his instant
death.

Another political prisoner, Mr. Van Dinh Nhat, was tried on Au-
gust 25, 1993 and sentenced to 6 years of imprisonment and 3
years under house arrest upon release. Before his release, he was
stabbed four times by his cell mate, who was a hard-core criminal.
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Attachment two is a list of the 374 political prisoners currently
detained in A20 re-education camp and 153 others in Camp Z30A,
Xuan Loc, Dong Nai Province.

Prostitutes and female criminals with contagious discases were
also used to intimidate, harass or terrorize female political pris-
oners. In many prisons, 60 to 70 female prisoners, political and
criminal alike, would be sandwiched in a 16-by-30-foot ward. Some
of the victims included such persons as one of my sisters-in-law,
Dr. Giac Duc Nu Tri Hai, a very learned Buddhist nun, Mrs. Doan
Viet Hoat herself, and the daughter of the late Head of State Phan
Khac Suu of the former Republic of Vietnam.

To silence opposition to the regime, the Communist Government
has utilized death squads and well-publicized execution grounds to
spread terror, fear and deterrence in re-education camps and
among the population. In Ho Chi Minh City alone, there are four
execution grounds with Hoc Mon and Long Thanh My being the
most infamous. At the Long Thanh My execution ground, I saw
with my own eyes more than 100 graves where political prisoners
were buried in shallow graves. The fust commander, Mr. Le Van
Phong of He Chi Minh City’s execution squad, has executed 45 po-
litical prisoners by his own hand.

In 1992, he told Tuoi Tre, Youth, the official newspaper of the
People’s Committee of Ho Chi Miah City that at one time he shot
as many as eight coups de grace to eight prisoners that he was in
charge of executing. He later resigned because of a severe case of
depress.on. We have just been informed by our Vietnam Helsinki
Committee contacts in Vietnam that the Long Thanh My ground
will soon be leveled to eradicate the vestige of such crime. Attach-
ment three is a partial list of political prisoners executed by the So-
cialist Republic of Vietnam’s Government execution squad.

The above are just a few examples illustrating the cruelty and
inhumanity of Hanoi’s policies and their total disregard of basic
human rights as warranted in the universal declaration of human
rights, and upheld as a matter of common practice by the American
people.

In view of Hanoi’s current lobbying effort with Congress for the
Most-Favored-Nation status, we recommend that the United Staies
strongly pressure Hanoi first to release at once and unconditionally
all polilical prisoners, including religious leaders, activists, writers
and polit(icaf) dissidents. Some of the names that come readily to
mind are the Supreme Patriarch Thich Huyen Quang and the most
Venerable Thich Quang Do of the Unified Buddhist Church of Viet-
nam, Professor Doan Viet Hoat and Dr. Nguyen Dan Que.

Second, to allow humanitarian organizations and independent
monitoring groups to visit re-education camps to ensure that medi-
cal care be provided and prison conditions be improved.

Third, to separate immediately all political prisoners from the
common criminals.

Fourth, to give a full accounting of all Vietnamese political pris-
oners, whether they are presently in jail or under house arrest.

The Vietnam Helsinki Committee believes that the U.S. Con-

ess has an enormous role to play and great influence that it can
ring to bear on Hanoi so as to stop the human rights abuses in
Vietnam and for that reason, the U.S. Government should always
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bring up human rights concerns during all bilateral talks with
Hanoi. The Vietnamese-American community in the United Stdtes
appreciates very much any consultation from the U.S. Government
on all issues concerning Vietnam.

On a last issue, we call on the U.S. Government to strongly op-
pose the forced repatriation of the Vietnamese asylum seekers in
Southeast Asia and Hong Kong. Many among them have been vic-
tims of severe persecution before they escaped. They would face
persecution again if repatriated.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman and honorable members of the two
subcommittees for an opportunity to speak to you today.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Tran Tu Thanh appears in the
appendix.]

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Thank you very much. I would like to pur-
sue the statement or an observation that I made to Mr. Vo Van Ai
earlier, and especially with Mr. Jendrzejczyk’s earlier statements.
Let me try and restate the problem and I would love to have your
response.

Suppose the United States takes the lead on the human rights
and then it looks on the side, you have its allies, the British, the
French, the Italians, the industrial democracies of the world, all
wanting to make huge investments, seeing the potential of 70 mil-
lion people that need to be fed with McDonald hamburgers and all
these things that we love to make investments and exports.

But, suppose if France or Britain says, the heck with you. That
is not our problem. We just want to go there and do an economic
shake with the Vietnamese Government officials and that is what
we are here for. We are not here about human rights. What would
be your suggestion on how we might resolve this problem, Mr.
Jendrzejezyk?

Mr. JENDRZEJCZYK. Well, unfortunately, the opposite, I think, is
the case. It is the United States that is playing catch up. Sweden,
which has been a very close ally to 