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FOREIGN RELATIONS AUTHORIZATION FOR
FISCAL YEAR 2000-2001: REFUGEES AND MI-

GRATION

TUESDAY, MARCH 9, 1999

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL OPERATIONS AND
HUMAN RIGHTS,

COMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS,
Washington, DC.

The Subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:05 a.m., in
room 2172, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Christopher H.
Smith (chairman of the Subcommittee) presiding.

Mr. SMITH. [presiding] The Subcommittee will come to order. I
am very pleased to convene this hearing of the Subcommittee on
International Operations and Human Rights. This is the second in
a series of hearings on a Foreign Relations Authorization Act for
Fiscal Years 2000 and 2001. The topic of this hearing is the State
Department’s refugee budget, and the refugee programs and poli-
cies that budget supports.

Our lead witness today is Assistant Secretary of State Julia Taft.
Those of us who work in this area welcomed the appointment of
Secretary Taft, because we know she understands that refugee pro-
tection is not just another facet of foreign policy. Unlike most other
domestic and international issues, and even unlike many aspects of
immigration policy, refugee policy is not primaril¥ about how to
weigh competing social or economic considerations. It is about right
and wrong, about good and evil. To return refugees to persecution
is simply wrong, just as it is always wrong to inflict grievous harm
on another innocent human being.

The last 10 years have seen dramatic changes in our refugee pol-
icy. For the first time in the U.S. history, we have undertaken the
mass forcible return of people who have managed to escape from
blood-thirsty regimes such as those in Haiti, Cuba, China, and
Vietnam. TKese actions of the United States, in turn, have served
as an example and an excuse to other countries which have repatri-
ated people by the thousands and tens of thousands to places like
Rwanda, Burundi, Afghanistan, and Burma. At the same time, the
United States has dramatically reduced the number of refugees we
accept for resettlement every year, from about 150,000 10 years
ago, to only 75,000 this year, despite broad bipartisan support in
Congress for a return to the traditional level of at least 100,000 ref-

ugees per year.
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Assistant Secretary Taft, we welcome the modest increase for
projected refugee resettlement in the Administration’s budget re-
quest for Fiscal Year 2000, from 75,000 up to 80,000, as well as the
3 percent increase in the refugee budget request. I think you know,
a strong bipartisan group of refugee advocates in Congress, Demo-
crats, Republicans, liberals, moderates, and conservatives alike, are
hoping that this is a sign that you may finally be having an im-
pact, that U.S. refugee policy may be finally turning the corner.

Unfortunately, there are many signs that our efforts have not yet
been successful. We know that your career has been devoted to ref-
ugee protection, and we know that your two deputies, Alan Kreczko
and Marguerite Rivera, are dedicated to the same goal. Unfortu-
nately, you inherited a bureau that has been all too well known for
its ingrained institutional culture, a culture of denial. One of the
saddest things about those forced repatriations to Haiti and Cuba,
to China and Vietnam, was that they were carried out with the en-
thusiastic participation of people who worked for the U.S. Govern-
ment and who still do, and who have the word “refugee” in their
title. Every generous impulse, such as the ROVR program to rescue
some of the people who were wrongfully returned to Vietnam, or
the recent effort to increase the number of African refugees accept-
ed for resettlement in the United States, has met with foot-drag-
ging and sometimes active resistance from some of those same peo-
ple. This is not how it ought to be.

The Washington Times recently ran an editorial calling attention
to some unfortunate statements by our director of refugee pro-
grams for Vietnam. Refugee advocates have objected to an order to
destroy the files of rejected Amerasian applicants, many of whom
claimed their cases had been wrongly denied. This official not only
defended the destruction of the files, but urged his State Depart-
ment colleague in a tone that can only be described as a sneer
never to negotiate with those who advocate more generous treat-
ment of refugees. This is very, very insensitive and wrong.

I would like to describe this communication as extraordinary.
But the most depressing thing of all is that it may represent just
another ordinary day in the life of a State Department refugee offi-
cial. In the course of investigating this matter, for example, I came
across another communication in which this same official reacted
to a report that a young Vietnamese woman had stabbed herself
to death immediately after her repatriation. This official’s advice to
his colleagues was that “we shouldn't have any beating of the
breast or recriminations” about the repatriation program, because
“people do not commonly commit suicide by stabbing themselves in
tge chest,” and because the only witness was the woman’s 3-year-
old child. The communication also contains a jocutar and wholly in-
appropriate discussion of various ways in which people do commit
suicide. It is signed “cynically yours.”

Even more disturbing, I have also learned about two other recent
efforts to destroy Vietnamese refugee files, including some files
about which refugee advocates and Members of Congress had
begun to ask questions. Both of these orders apparently came from
a high-ranking refugee official here in Washington. One of them,
in August 1996, was to destroy all Vietnamese files in which the
applicant had been deemed “not qualified.” It demanded that com-
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pliance be immediate, which I am informed is an unusual proce-
dure, and it came just a few days after the Senate had adopted the
McCain amendment, which eventually had the effect of reversing
many of these “not qualified” decisions. The other order, in Novem-
ber 1998, was from the same official, and it was an order to destro
still more Vietnamese files about which questions had been raised.
I am happy to say that Secretary Taft reversed that order as soon
as she found out about it. But if top officials must wage a constant
battle just to keep their subordinates from destroying evidence, it
isl, ealsy to understand why progress on substantive issues come so
slowly.

This culture of negativism is not limited to the Vietnamese refu-
gee program. There is a resurgence in virulent and often violent
anti-Semitism in the states of the former Soviet Union—one recent.
illustration is the campaign of General Albert Makashov. As a mat-
ter of fact, we had a hearing in this room not so long ago with the
Helsinki Committee, at which time we saw a video tape of this gen-
eral shouting “Death to the Yids.” He is very, very high ranking,
as you know. Refugee denial rates have gone up dramatically dur-
ing the last 2 years in the former Soviet Union.

I remember being shocked to hear of a 1992 meeting, before your
appointment, I would point out, called to work out the operational
details of the U.S. in-country refugee program in Haiti at a time
when the illegal military government was slaughtering its enemies.
The State Department refugee official who presided at this meeting
was reported to have announced, “Those of us in this room know
there is no such thing as a Haitian refugee. But we have been in-
structed to find some.” It should come as no surprise that they did
not find very many.

Assistant Secretary Taft, | want to reiterate I have confidence in
your vision of what the U.S. refugee program can and should be,
and I pledge my support and cooperation. But I don’t believe the
program can achieve its potential unless it is staffed from top to
bottom with people who really care and have a deep sensitivity to
refugees. I know there are many such dedicated people in the State
Department and in your bureau. As for people who suffer from cyn-
icism or compassion fatigue, or whose goal in life is to manage
down Frograms, they may have brilliant careers ahead of them in
other fields, but it is imperative that they be assigned to duties in
Lvhigh they no longer have the lives of innocent people in their

ands.

This is a difficult message to deliver, but I hope you will accept
it in the spirit in which it is offered. In particular, I want to make
clear that I am grateful for your efforts to address some of the
problems in the Vietnamese refugee program, although I think it
still has a long way to go. I know I speak for my colleagues on the
Subcommittee when I say that if more resources are needed to do
the job, we are prepared to authorize those resources, to fight to
get that authorization and an appropriation through the Congress.
Indeed, last year, as you will recall, the House passed the author-
ization for Fiscal Year 1999 of $704.5 million for the MRA account,
which was $54.5 million over the Administration’s request.

If the Administration will provide the necessary leadership, Con-
gress will act consistently with American values. In the words of
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President Ronald Reagan, the United States can still be that shin-
in% city on a hill.

would like to yield to my very distinguished friend, the ranking
lady, the gentlelady from Georgia, Ms. Nﬁ:uKinney.

Ms. McKINNEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. [ join you in welcom-
ing to our hearing today Assistant Secretary Taft, as well as the
distinguished representatives of organizations so well known for
their concern for those who are often forgotten by others. To par-
ticipate in the hearings we are conducting on the State Department
authorization bill is to apgreciate that while the activities of the
government agencies and bureaus from whom we hear are essen-
tial, so are the tasks undertaken by the many non-governmental
organizations with whom they work.

n looking over the documentation for today’'s hearing, I con-
cluded that what is most needed is more. For one thing, we need
more complete information about the background of the problems
we're facing in refugees and migration, and what we have done to
meet them. The Department of State would help us more by includ-
ing in the documentation longer timelines for funding for,numbers
of refugees resettled, for persons of concern, for bureau staffing
numbers, and for other categories of information. ¥ am sure that
the Department would be willing and able to provide such informa-
tion, and I do request that it be progided.

Refugee situations are often Téng-term events. It would help if
the Department’s presentation took more account of this fact. We
also need more attention to places where refugee demands are
clearly outstripping our ability or our willingness to meet them. I
particularly think of the refugee situation in Africa, where we are
addressing the situation of 3.5 million refugees by magnanimously
offering to resettle 12,000 of them. In particular, the situation in
Sierra Leone, with 400,000 refugees, seems to rate barely a men-
tion in the Department’s presentation, and about the same amount
of actual attention on the ground. This situation can not be allowed
to continue. I will look forward to hearing what plans the Depart-
ment of State has to address it.

Also urgently needed is more engagement between U.S. Govern-
ment entities and their non-government partners. [ am struck in
this regard by the great gap in their respective views of the refugee
and migration scene. To the NGO’s, the refugee situation is one of
large problems largely unaddressed. The government, however,
seems to see a generally improving situation being effectively ad-
dressed with increasing resources. While some of this no doubt re-
flects general differences in outlook, the gap is so wide as to make
me wonder if everyone is talking about the same situations.

More answers to questions are also needed. Why, for example, is
the denial rate by INS in Russia for religious minorities escalating
to one out of every two applications, even as we are seeing religious
intolerance increasing on the part of the government itself? Are we
as sure as the Department proposal suggests that we can phase out
our resettlement programs in Vietnam without missing people we
should include? And why do we still require all refugee applicants
in the former Soviet Union to cross several time zones to go to Mos-
cow for their interviews, rather than sending someone from Mos-
cow to meet them? A few years ago, we were sending representa-
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tives from Paris to southern France to interview Basque shepherds
who had worked in the United States about their Social Security
claims. Surely we could do something for people with claims even
more important.

Finally, we need more resources. As good as it is that the State
Department is requesting modest additional funding for refugees
and migration, and proposing to increase somewhat the number of
resettled refugees admitted to the United States, neither of these
increases gets us back to the numbers of a few years ago. I don'’t
believe that the problems in refugee issues that we are addressing
are much smaller than they were then. We should be making
greater efforts to find at least equal resources.

I appreciate the oKportunity to go over these concerns with our
panelists, and I look forward to hearing your comments. Thank
you, Mr. Chairman,

Mr. SMITH. Thank you, Ms. McKinney.

I would like to yield to Mr. Ballenger.

Mr. BALLENGER. I have no statement.

Mr. SMITH. I would like to ask Mr. Delahunt if he has any open-
ing comments.

r. DELAHUNT. No.

Mr. SMITH. Mr. Berman is here as well.

I would like to ask our very distinguished Secretary to come for-
ward. Julia Taft has been Assistant Secretary of the Bureau of
Population, Refugees, and Migration since November 1997. Before
becoming Assistant Secretary, Mrs. Taft was president and CEO of
InterAction. Her involvement with refugee issues began in 1975
when President Ford named her director of the Inter-Agency Task
Force for Indochina Refugees. The refugee resettlement program
which Mrs. Taft directed brought more than 130,000 Indochinese
into the United States. She did an extraordinarily fine job.

I'm delighted to have you here today, Secretary Taft. Your full
statement will be made a part of the record, but please proceed

however you would like.

STATEMENT OF JULIA V. TAFT, ASSISTANT SECRETARY, BU-
REAU OF POPULATION, REFUGEES AND MIGRATION, U.S. DE.

PARTMENT OF STATE

Ms. TAFT. Thank you very much. I really appreciate this oppor-
tunity to be here today to discuss the Administration’s Fiscal Year
2000 budget request f)(;r refugee assistance and protection. Before
I begin I want to convey a note of thanks to this Committee for

our support of refugees and conflict victims worldwide, and to you,

r. Chairman, for your personal interest and leadership on this
Subcommittee.

The issues that you and Ms. McKinney have raised are ones that
we can talk about in the Q&A, but I think that the whole program,
ever since I became involved in it in 1975, has been a real exercise
of working with the NGO’s, working with Congress, working on a
bipartisan basis so that we collectively put together our best ideas
about how we go forward. In spite of the criticisms which we can
discuss later, I really view this as an opportunity for us to learn,
as well as to explain where we are and gow we should move for-
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ward. As you noted, I have a longer statement, and I would like
to introduce the full text for the record.

Unhappily, since last February when I last testified before this
Subcommittee, we have had to face new refugee emergencies in-
volving Sierra Leone, Kosovo, the Democratic Republic of Congo,
and several others, but that mentions only a few. Refugee protec-
tion has continued to erode in many parts of the world. Civilians
are increasingly at risk of armed attack, and humanitarian workers
risk their lives every day to bring life-saving assistance to those in
need. The constraints on our work are many. But today I would
like to talk to you not just about the numbers, but the people be-
hind the numbers.

The Migration and Refugee Assistance appropriations, together
with our emergency account, which is the Emergency Refugee and
Migration Assistance, are two of the major instruments of U.S. hu-
manitarian response. Secretary Albright has often said that the hu-
manitarian response is the human face of our U.S. foreign policy.
Our budget that we will talk about today is designed to increase
and improve that response.

The request includes $660 million for MRA, and $30 million to
replenish the President’s Emergency Refugee and Migration Assist-
ance fund. You will recall from Fiscal Year 1997 to 1999, our budg-
et had remained constant, in spite of the fact that problems had
increased. We stretched our human and financial resources as far
as we could, and therefore, this year I said “Help. We need some
more money.” We are in fact requesting a $20 million increase over
last year.

These funds support four primary activities. First is overseas as-
sistance. Second, the admissions of up to 80,000 refugees to the
United States. Third, a grant of $60 million to support refugee re-
settlement in Israel. And last, $13.8 million to cover the adminis-
trative expenses for my bureau.

Let me first speak about the assistance and protection for refu-
gees and conflict victims. Regarding overseas assistance, we have
requested $463.3 million, an increase of $8.6 million over the set
19%9 estimate. This request will support continuing assistance to
populations of concern and follow initiatives to better protect and
assist the refugees and conflict victims worldwide. Among the spe-
cial initiatives that we are undertaking is improving the standards
of care for all refugees, regardless of where they are in the world.
We want to make sure that there is a basic international standard
for life saving assistance, and that we do not discriminate against
anyone, regardless of where they live in the world.

econd, we want to work more with other governments, inter-
national organizations, and NGO’s, to enhance protection for the
vulnerable groups, and to protect the humanitarian workers that
are in the field and are in such jeopardy.

Third, we want to enhance basic education opportunities for refu-
gees worldwide, especially for women and girls. Later this after-
noon, I am testifying on the Senate side on Afghan refugee pro-

rams. One of the emphases there, for instance, is to increase a
ocus on education for women and girls.

Fourth, we want to increase population—I mean our activities in
migration policy that promote basic human rights for migrants,
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and educate them about the risks associated with irregular migra-
tion. This includes several initiatives on trafficking in women,
which has become a really grave problem around the world.

Finally, we want to expand our consultation and coordination
with other donors and international organizations so that we can
get them to also make more contributions to the humanitarian re-
quirements.

Refugee admissions, which I know is of particular interest to you,
Mr. Chairman, is a key feature of our humanitarian portfolio. I
would like to say that the United States is, and will continue to
be the most generous place on earth for refugees. Resettlement con-
tinues to be a foreign policy priority of the U.S. Government. In the
budget presented before you, we are requesting $122.9 million for
refugee admissions, which is an increase of over $20.54 million
from our last year's estimate. This budget would fund up to admis-
sions of up to 80,000 refugees; 5,000 beyond what we are currently
budgeted for this year. The exact number and composition of course
of the admissions will be determined through our congressional
consultations process later this year, but the Administration wants
to signal this level of request to show our interest in increasing the
refugee numbers. We are hoping that Congress will support us.

In the last 6 years, the U.S. resettlement program has become
more diverse. This year, 60 percent of the refugees will come from
Africa, the former Yugoslavia, the Near Fast and South Asia, and
Latin America. Admissions in fact for these groups have grown
from 20,000 in 1993, to a target of more than 40,000 this year.
Only 40 percent of the authorized admissions will come from
Southeast Asia and countrigs of the former Soviet Union.

Our resettlement program in Africa is an example of this diver-
sity. In Fiscal Year 1999, the funded admission ceiling for Africa
jumped from 7,000 to 12,000. I will be glad to explain why it is not
more than 12,000 when we have questions. Last year, we provided
access in Africa to more than 19 different nationalities. We hope
to do even better this year.,

Turning to another region of the world, we faced considerable
questioning recently from Members of this Committee regarding
our plans to complete the Orderly Department Program (ODP)
from Vietnam, and to complete the processing of the resettlement
opportunity for Vietnamese returnees, called ROVR. I want to ad-
dress those concerns directly and underline my intention to con-
clude that program in an honorable way, making sure that it is
done consistent with all past commitments that we have made.

Over the past 20 years, ODP has provided resettlement opportu-
nities for more than 500,000 Vietnamese. Parenthetically I might
say that since I began the program in 1975, more than 1.2 million
Indochinese refugees have been welcomed to the United States.
The ODP program started in 1980. We believe now that we are al-
most ready to complete the caseload that has been eligible during
those years.

For those cases which can not be completed out of our offices in
Bangkok, they will be processed at a small resettlement assistance
unit in Ho Chi Minh City, attached to the consulate, which will
also handle Amerasian and Visa 93 cases. Even after the comple-
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tion of those cases, we will maintain a program to offer resettle-
ment to Fersons facing recent persecution.

I deeply understand that this transition must be accomplished in
a manner which will continue to provide adequate protection and
services to Vietnamese seeking refugee status. Building upon rec-
ommendations by this Committee and others, I am looking to sup-
plement the resettlement assistance unit staff by drawing on expe-
rienced expatriate staff to help refugee applicants prepare for their
interviews, by ensuring that all interviews are conducted with ex-
patriate interpreters, and by working with INS to ensure that INS
adjudicators receive special training similar to the training they
have received on the ROVR teams.

The current ODP director will soon be involved in opening the
full-service consular section at the consulate in Ho Chi Minh City,
which will require him to focus primarily on immigration matters.
Therefore, we are planning to send to Ho Chi Minh City, a refugee
officer who will report directly to Washington to oversee for the De-
partment of State the implementation of the Ulls, who are former
U.S. employees, and other related programs.

Let me turn a moment to our program in the former Soviet
Union. It also is undergoing changes. We have over the course of
that program resettled more than 360,000 refugees. For the past
several years, however, the number of annual applicants has de-
clined. In view of political changes in the former Soviet Union since
the initiation of this program, the Administration has taken a year-
by-year approach to the renewal of the Lautenberg amendment
which underlies the FSU program. However, as was mentioned ear-
lier, with disturbing reports of anti-Semitic and some anti-evan-
gelical sentiments in Russia, the Administration will again support
a l-year renewal of the Lautenberg amendment.

Responding to many humanitarian emergencies requires sub-
stantial resources, but their impact is literally life saving. I am
deeply appreciative for the strong bipartisan congressional support
for our gumanitarian programs. It is essential for our continued
U.S. leadership on these issues. I look forward very much not only
to working with you now and learning your views, but collectively
working together to promote the humanitarian face of our foreign
policy. Thank you.

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

Mr. SMITH. Secretary Taft, thank you very much for your testi-
mony and for your good work.

I would like to yield to the distinguished chairman of the Full
Committee, Mr. Gilman, for any opening comments he might have.

Mr. GILMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for conducting this hear-
ing. I want to welcome Julia Taft before us, our Assistant Secretary
of Refugees and Migration. I think it is so important that we re-
view where we stand on our problems involving foreign relations
authorization for refugees and migration.

Mr. Chairman, I support the modest increase from $640 million
to $660 million that the Administration proposed in the refugee
budget. I would hope that Secretary Taft will tell us if this figure
reflects her request or if the Administration made cuts from that

request.
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I also support the increase from 75,000 to 80,000 for refugee re-
settlement. Both of these numbers, however, have decreased sub-
stantially in the last 5 years. It is very disappointing that the Ad-
ministration has not returned to the traditional range for resettle-
ment of at least 100,000 refugees which is where they were from
the late 1970’s until 1995. Last year, the Congress passed and the
President signed this Committee’s authorization of $704.5 million
for the Migration and Refugee Account. That would have been
enough to resettle 100,000 refugees and to enhance overseas pro-
tection as well. Yet the Administration has not matched this num-
ber in the Fiscal Year 2000 request. I have some questions as to
why we are facing this situation.

In addition, we need to continue to be open to the needs of new
flows of refugees from every part of the world. Right now, I have
been looking at some of the needs of the Jews in the former Soviet
Union. This means keeping a watchful eye on the environment, the
attitude, and the treatment of those folks. As Alek Gerba, a human
rights activist and former member of the Duma testified recently,
“hate was the first industry to be privatized in Russia.” I think
that is a pretty proper comment. There has been a resurgence of
anti-Semitism and ultra-nationalism. We must remain engaged on
those issues and be willing to assist the new flow of refugees who
will come about as a result of that,

Similarly, the primary beneficiaries of the Vietnamese refugee
programs are people who fought side by side with our Nation, and
then served years in re-education camps. There are still many
thousands of these people, including their immediate families,
being persecuted in Vietnam. I have been skeptical about the
breai-neck pace at which the Administration has been normalizing
our diplomatic and economic relations with Hanoi. In response, the
Administration has constantly reassured us that an increased U.S.

resence in Vietnam will enhance our ability to help victims of

uman rights abuses, especially those who are in trouble because
of the demonstrated commitment to American values.

So please, Madam Secretary, when ODP is moved to Saigon, let’s
not use this as an excuse to walk away from those people. In par-
ticular, I hope our ODP applicants will continue to have the assist-
ance of a joint voluntary agency preparing their cases for adjudica-
tion by the INS. I hope the State Department component of the
program wil be headed by a full-time refugee coordinator with a
proven record of commitmer.t to the refugees.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I am asking the Department to step up
its effort to identify and resettle African refugees. In particular, I
understand that although there are over 400,000 refugees from Si-
erra Leone, we have not established any joint voluntary agency to
identify refugees from that group who are in need of resettlement.
Nor have we even designated any categories of refugees from Si-
erra Leone who are of special humanitarian interest to the United
States. I am ho(f)ing the Department will quickly address that hu-
manitarian need.

So I look forward to hearing from our witnesses today. I look for-
ward to hearing from Assistant Secretary Taft on Thursday, when
she testifies before this Committee in her new capacity, as the Spe-
cial Coordinator on Tibet. Welcome, Secretary Taft.
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Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. SMITH. Thank you very much, Chairman Gilman.

Ms. TAFT. It's a busy week.

Mr. SMITH. Let me just start with some opening questions, and
then yield to my colleagues. The Administration’s proposed budget
for Fiscal Year 2000 request, as you pointed out in your testimony,
$660 million for refugee programs and another $30 million to re-
plenish the ERMA account. In constant dollars, this is an increase
of just under 3 percent. However, in real dollars with inflation, it
probably is pretty much a flat request.

In Fiscal Bear 1995, asFyou know, we spent $733 million on these
same programs. So the Fiscal Year 2000 request represents a 6-
percent cut from 5 years ago, even in unadjusted dollars. In real
dollars, the decrease in buying power is more like a 15 to 20 per-
cent cut. In each of the four Fiscal Years between 1996 and 1999,
the refugee account was the only major State Department account
for which the Administration did not request even a modest in-
crease to compensate for inflation over the last several years.

I wonder if you can tell us why this is the case, especially when,
as we all know, we are awash in people in need of protection and
resettlement. If the issue is burden-sharing at a time when we are
trﬁing to encourage our friends and partners, our allies to do more,
why don't we set the example by doing more ourselves? Because |
meet with diplomats frequently, who just say “Well, you guys
aren’t doing what you cou(}d do. Why do you expect us to do more
in your absence?”

Ms. TAFT. Well, thank you for those questions. Let me first say
something about the decrease from the $733 million in previous
years, a previous year high. You know, one of the things that is
quite interesting about the refugee problem and program is it vacil-
lates. Part of the reason our budget has gone down is that there
is some good news in the refugee field. In the past 10 years, mil-
lions of refugees have been able to return and are no longer under
the assistance requirements of the U.N. High Commissioner for
Refugees. For instance, we had millions returning to Mozambique.
We had almost 4 million returning to Afghanistan. We had others
in Africa returning to peaceful resettlement. So those requirements
have been reduced for the assistance account.

Also, with regard to the funding that we had for the highs of ref-
ugee admissions to the United States, we had two very, very large

rograms with huge backlogs. The first was the former Soviet
anion program, which had—well, we brought in 350,000, but the
bulk of those people came in a few years after the program started.
We now are current with only 1,000 af)plications a month. So the
pool has reduced. We have also seen the pool reduce for the refu-
sees from the former Soviet Union that we paid to migrate into
srael. It was at 149,000 a few years ago. Now, last year was only
52,000. So the requirements have been reduced.

In Southeast Asia also, while I know we still have a number of
ieces of the ODP program to complete, the bulk of those peo%le
Eave come through the program in this generous past 24 years. By
the way, I don't think the earlier reference that we are going at
break-neck speed to re-establish our relationship with Vietnam is
valid. Twenty-four years doesn’t seem like break-neck speed to me,
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but what we try to do is be very realistic. Our budget has been low.
Last year we were particularly strapped, so that is why we asked
for the extra request.

Regarding the discussions about how one develops a budget, you
know better than I do how this is done in the Administration, but
I do think the agreement on budget caps did affect us. But I would
like to say that my bureau and the money that we request has the
largest program in the entire State Department. We manage this
bureau with 99 people. I think we do a pretty darn good job of try-
ing to keep up with it.

Mr. SMITH. Madam Secretary, you mentioned the pool has been

reduced. Many of us who have been following this, and I have been
in Congress now 19 years and have always been a very strong refu-
gee advocate, believe that the mindset has changed, both in the
United States as well as abroad, that we are talking less of reset-
tlement and more of repatriation, even if that contains a not so
subtle kick to get people across the border. We had hearings, as
you know, during the terrible debacle in Rwanda, and raised the
very serious question about interviews, whether or not any person
who found themselves in a refugee camp had any opportunity
whatsoever to find a country of resettlement, including the United
States. We were told rather bluntly nothing was being done; these
people were in holding patterns, and at the proper time, the
would be kicked back across the border. Many of those people died,
many of them were shot as we know. We had very compelling evi-
dence. We asked Phyllis Oakley, I'll never forget, during December
when we were out of session, to come back because we had compel-
ling information from the refugee community that many of these
people were being killed. Everybody was looking askance, as if
nothing was happening. But the bottom line is that very few, if
none, were offered any opportunity to find a safe haven anywhere
else.
So my sense is that the mindset has changed. Maybe it is com-
passion fatigue, maybe the Bosnias of this world lead to that. You
might want to comment on that. As you know, I led the effort to
increase to $704 million the authorization for this Fiscal Year.
There was an effort during the immigration bill to practically halve
the number of people, to cap the number of refugees. I offered the
amendment there. When we did our whipping, we found that we
would have won that vote probably by a two-to-one margin. Clearly
showing bipartisan, strong support for increasing those numbers
for refugee admissions.

I know what the official Fosition is, but you as an advocate, as
someone who cares deeply for the refugees, have lived with them,
know their plight, do you believe it is justified—not is it the posi-
tion of the Administration—but is it justified to bump up the num-
ber to $704 million and to bump u;) from the 80,000 to 100,000
those that we would admit next year? Is it justified?

Ms. TAFT. Well, I am glad you included the phrase that I am a
recognized advocate for refugees. I care profoundly that our country
does what it can to support refugee assistance and refugee admis-
sions. I have around me people who also subscribe to that. I believe
I can’t really manage more money than this at this point with the
staffing I have. I have asked for additional staff to be able to man-
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age the program. That is included in the budget. So that is really
important to me.

The second is that by and large, much of what we contribute is
to a fair share of international requirements. We have maintained
over the years, at least a 25 percent rate of assistance through the
U.N. High Commissioner for Refugees. One of the reasons our
budgets are going up a little bit is I want to also add more NGO
direct programming to our portfolio. But we give about a quarter
for the UNHCR and I think you can ask Ms. AbuZayd about
whether they are asking for enough money. In fact, I have gone on
a number of field trips, including last summer to Sierra Leone and
Guinea, where I thought the UNHCR wasn’t asking nearly enough.
I created quite a stir. I said I wanted to give more money, and
wanted more projects out there. It resulted in a special ERMA
drawdown. We have really remediated with the UNHCR a lot of
quality of care services for the Sierra Leoneans in Guinea.

I would say on the issue of whether or not we're trying to find
cases around the world, let me just give you a few examples of
what we are doing. If you have ideas about what more we can do,
we are really looking for them. Africa is a perfect example. In past
years, Africa had, through the OAU Convention, the most generous
framework for refugees of any place in the whole world. Refugees,
internally displaced persons, were not penalized for crossing bor-
ders. The countries of first asylum were very generous about allow-
ing the masses of people to go, and also to return.

We have seen a change in the last several years about the recep-
tivity of a number of African countries to be willing to receive refu-
gees in first asylum or receive back refugees. It is because of that
phenomenon that we are trying to find pockets of people who really
can not go back and who are not going to be available for repatri-
ation. We have established a permanent JVA, a permanent IOM
presence with UNHCR in Dakar, Africa, to deal with West African
processing. We have an office in Nairobi which we are increasing
in staff to try to deal with the number of very important and com-
plex refugee flows there. We have an office in Cairo for handling
Sudanese Christians; we processed 1,000 of them last year, and
hopefully 2,000 this year, We have INS agreeing and being very
forthcoming in trying to do circuit rides throughout Africa. As I
say, we are processing 19 different nationalities. We take referrals
from UNHCR. We are taking direct referrals from ambassadors.
We have also established a number of P-2 special categories of peo-
ple. We have funded UNHCR to hire more people. We have had
training programs on how to identify the Africans that need to be
resettled. I think the network is doing a remarkable job.

Now, at the root of this is 12,000 enough? I don’t know. No one
believed we would reach almost 7,000 last year. We did. I believe
that there are valid candidates out there.

I would like to say one final word, and then refer back to you,
sir, on Sierra Leone and the refugees in Sierra Leone. We have
now a temporary protected status for all Sierra Leoneans who were
in this country before December 1997. This TPS has been extended,
and will expire in September. One of the things, quite frankly, we
are trying to explore is whether or not there are more recent arriv-
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als that are in the United States that also ought to be availed to
those who were here after 1997. We are looking at that.

With regard to resettling Sierra Leoneans, we have expressed
our willingness and in fact, our real forthcomingness to the
UNHCR for them to refer cases to us of Sierra Leoneans, particu-
larly those that are in Guinea. I personally have been to the places.
[ have seen the victims of amputations. I am horrified by what is
going on. We have already received five referrals. Europeans are
taking quite a few. We are prepared to take as many as can be ad-
mitted, and to be serviced in our country through torture facilities
and special mental health facilities, and with rehabilitation.

So while we don't have a P-2 for all Sierra Leoneans, we are
really focusing on our rescue capacity and doing this through the
UNHCR. I think that addresses some, but not all the questions.

Mr. SMITH. Thank you. I will ask one final question. Then we
will go to a second round after we have each Member ask any ques-
tions they might have.

As you know, I have strongly advocated that we keep the serv-
ices of a joint voluntary agency for our Vietnamese refugee pro-
grams. | believe that the International Catholic Migration Commis-
sion (ICMC) has done a great job. But on a broader level, I believe
that the programs in which we use JVAs are more transparent,
and more dynamic than those in which the refugees never meet
anyone who is not a government employee. I am also informed the
JVAs are very cost-effective. How exactly do you decide for each
program whether or not to use a JVA or to hire people directly to
screen and to prepare the cases?

L.et me also make a point, and I would hope you would respond;
there was recently an e-mail that made some comments that I find
extremely distressing by a high ranking person who oversees the
program, in which he refers very disparagingly to “true believers,”
people who care deeply, and live their lives to aid refugees. It
starts off by discouraging “any dialog with the USCC or the ICMC
or any other refugee advocacy organizations on Vietnamese refugee
or ID processing.” I may be sounding paranoid here, but yes. It
does sound a little paranoid after reading this and juxtaposing with
other comments that have been made in the past.

It also refers to a person as “reptilian.” [ mean I find that ex-
tremely disconcerting, that somebody would refer to somebody else
in such derogatory terms. This is the kind of thing that if I were
to say about anyone with whom [ deal that he’s reptilian or to
make other disparaging comments, people would be calling for my
ouster [ think very, very quickly. It would be justified. We should
never deal with others with such insensitivity.

But I catch in the flavor of this, and in the Zeitgeist of the work
that is being done, a move toward disallowing, pushing people off,
destroying documents. It seems to ime, this isn’t the Manhattan
Project, where there is hypersensitivity and you have got to destroy
documents out of fear that they may fall into the wrong hands. It
is a very Fassive process in terms of those documents f']ust laying
dormant. I don't know why there needs to be this push to try to
destroy these documents.

But I am very concerned, and I do believe I have some standing
on this, Madam Secretary. I, along with some others in this Con-



14

gress, and I look at Howard Berman over there, who is very helpful
and has been a very staunch refugee advocate. When we were told
that the CPA was going to be ended by your predecessor, and there
was this move to just shut the door and upwards of 15,000 to
20,000 real refugees looked like they were going to be dealt with
unjustly and sent back; not only did I offer legis?ation on the floor,
after a bitter floor debate, we won that. People did not want our
money being used for that repatriation.

The Administration and many other people—and I believe you,
had you been there, would have been very strongly in our favor
here—felt that there needed to be a follow-on program. That came
to be known as the ROVR program. Obviously I would have liked
that your interviews would have been done in-country, where the
refugees were, but as long as they are done and people are
screened in who are true refugees, that is my hope.

But I detect a very strong insensitivity here to refugees, the very
peogle that one is emdpowered and entrusted to protect, on the part
of this individual and perhaps others, by their very words “reptil-
ian,” I mean that is an offensive remark to make about anyone,
and to talk about not negotiating with them. To deal so cynically
with people. I mean there has to be openness and transparency. I
said as I was beginning the question, that is one of the parts that
we like so much about the JVA. They are transparent. We need
more transparency in all of our relations. When it is done behind
closed doors, no matter who it is, it raises concerns. You know, ab-
solute power corrupts absolutely, as was said back in the 1850’s or
s0.
So I would hope that maybe you would want to respond about
the JVAs, and about this individual making these outrageous re-
marks about a very good person. And let me give you one other
footnote.

I will never forget, Madam Secretary, when I was dealing with
Romania. I led the fight to take Most Favored Nation status away
from Nicholas Ceausescu when scads of people in the State Depart-
ment and many people on the Ways and Means Committee and ev-
erywhere else, were singing his high praises. You find anybody now
who would tell me that Ceausescu was a great guy, the book was
out on him in the early 1980’s. The human rights community was
uniform in condemning him. I went over to Eﬁomania five times.
One trip I brought a whole number of cases of family reunification
cases. In speaking to our person who was there, a woman who
clearly had compassion fatigue, she was dissing and just throwing
cases out because she said, “I don’t want to deal with that.” 1
raised an issue there. Thankfully, there was a change made. I am
not saying we should be bleeding hearts, and accept people who are
not refugees, but when somebody has passed the point of being able
to recognize true refugees, it is time to move on. That person clear-
lv did not have it in Romania. I think we are dealing with it again
right here.

Ms. TAFT. Well, if I can respond. I got a coc?y of that e-mail the
other day. I found it unspeakably offensive. I don’t know why some
people, and this person in particular, felt he needed to vent in the
way he did. My singular experience, however, with him, and he is
not my employee but he does in fact oversee the ODP program and

»
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the ROVR program, my experience with him was last year in Janu-
ary, before I went over to Vietnam, we had a conversation about
ideas on how we can get ROVR really moving, because it was not
moving well and we had a lot of things that you and others made
suggestions about how we could really make that program work. I
went over there with my colleague, Pam Lewis. We spent 3 weeks
there in Vietnam, Cambodia, and in Thailand. We spent most of
the time trying to negotiate with the Vietnamese and to work with
the JVA, to the IOM people, with the INS people, and with Mr.
Dewey and others, to find a way to get that program off dead cen-
ter and get moving. In fact, we set forth the parameters for that,
laid out the policy, and I am very pleased to be able to say that
while this time last year we had processed about 200 people
through the ROVR program, more than 12,000, almost 13,000 have
already arrived in the United States. We have had approval for
19,000 interviews. We are proceeding on that program in a very
fine fashion. This could not have been done without the man that
you are referring to.

I believe one thing about this program. It is about as complicated
as the U.S. tax code. There are many different categories. It is the
most complicated thing, even preparing for this hearing you can
see my briefing book. Most of this is about all the different cat-
egories that exist in the ODP and the ROVR program. It is com-
plicated. I think what happens and what makes it appear as
though peo;l)‘le are losing dynamism in it is we never seem to come
to closure. There is always another group. There is always another
question.

As painful as this hearing is, one of the things I think I would
like to compliment you on is in getting ready for this hearing and
in trying to respond to all of the different memos and letters we
have received from the Senate and the House and the NGO’s about
the ODP and ROVR program, I honestly do believe there is a light
at the end of the tunnel. I believe we can work through all of the
final details, and that we can end this program as compassionately
as it started.

I don’t want to be too symbolic here, but it does seem to me that
since 1975, we have been extremely generous. The JVA process has
worked very well. The whole program I think on balance has
worked well. But it is time now to start looking at completing the
pipelines that we have and really focusing our attention of how are
we going to find recent cases of persecution or prospective cases of
persecution, and go forward with a refugee program for the future
through in-country processing. We don’t have all those details
worked out. We are consulting with the NGO’s. We want to consult
more with you as we go forward.

Let’s finish what we have been doing and all the categories we
have been working on. Then let’s really look at how do we keep the
pressure on to continue for a real rescue program in the future.
That is where I want to go. It doesn’t express compassion fatigue.
It is trying to make sure we are really getting the honorable clo-
sure to those that have been in process and that we keep a window
open that recognizes that things are still difficult in Vietnam, al-

"though many things have improved. We need to have a program

ongoing. We need to figure out how we get there from here.
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Mr. SMITH. Let me just say in follow-up. I have always believed
that it is what people say in private when all the lights are gone,
what they say in memos that they expect others never to see, that
we get a real glimpse into someone’s heart and soul in terms of
what they really believe about something. That is why, when some-
body makes a racially offensive remark which was supposedly off-
the-record to some reporter in a bar somewhere, that everybody re-
acts with horror, because now all of a sudden we get a snapshot
of where the real thinking may lie. The same goes with gender and
other kinds of prejudices that are out there. That it’s when you
strip away the lights and the cameras are gone, well these memos
paint a picture that’s not flattering about the mindset of this indi-
vidual which greatly disturbs me, and I think it disturbs many
other people as well.

Now officially he can say whatever he wants, but we now have
for want of a better word, a smoking gun, from someone who is
saying “Don’t dialog with the advocates,” with the very people who
have given their lives. And they don’t make all that much money
in that work as you know so well, out of pure concern for their
brothers and sisters who are disadvantaged around the world. You
know, it is inconceivable to me that somebody can be in that posi-
tion and continue to have credibility when these kinds of things
come forward. I was shocked when I read this. If somebody on my
staff or somebody over which I had some power over in terms of
nl\aking decisions had written this, I would move them somewhere
else.

Ms. TAFT. I don’t. But I will convey your concerns.

Mr. SMITH. Well everything he does now is suspect, I have to tell
you,

Ms. TArT. I understand.

Mr, SMITH. Because you know, we are really concerned about ref-
ugees, and I know the concern is bipartisan. Now everything must
be looked at through these eyeglasses of wait a minute, how does
this fit into this prism?

Ms. TAFT. All T can say, sir, is you have my pledge that I am
going to keep this program as focused and compassionate and fair
as it can be. I can not control people who do not work for me. But
I will convey your concerns.

I want to also say, I have a great deal of respect for the whole
JVA program. But we don’t use JVAs all over the world. We use
them where there are large caseloads. In fact, the JVAs are used
for large caseloads in Africa—well, in Nairobi and in West Africa,
but they are not used in Cairo. We use them in Zagreb, ICMC
works for us in Zagreb and in Frankfurt, but not in Cuba. We don’t
have a JVA in Moscow. That’s been a large program. We have had
one for Southeast Asia, but as it evolves from a large refugee pro-
gram with a lot of caseload to one that is going to be more modest
in Ho Chi Minh City, I don’t think we need to have a JVA. We are
still looking at how we would configure the staffing for this and
how we would manage it. If it looks as though we are not able to
complete the caseloads we want in time, we may well have a JVA
there for at least a year, but I'm not sure.

What I will say to you is that I believe we are working well with
the NGO world. I come from the NGO world. I want to make sure
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we do OK. But we aren’t always going to agree on everything.
There is one other area where we don’t have a JVA, but we have
hired someone from ICMC. That is in Pakistan. So it's not a given
that there has to be a JVA. I think what I need to hear from you
is a comfort level that you will have when we show you the design
of our staffing pattern, the reporting pattern, and who we are going
to hire. I will share that with you as soon as it is fully staffed—
fuR{ developed.
r. SMITH. I certainly appreciate the consultation, but many of
us believe if it ain’t broke, why fix it. I am not convinced that re-
lacing the JVA before it can be shown that its time has passed
1s prudent policy. I mean you yourself have said what a great job
they have done.

Ms. TAFT. Yes, but there are 100 people in the JVA in Bangkok.
This program is not going to be managed in Bangkok once we get
a consulate going in Vietnam. You can’t imagine how complicated
it is to be moving people back and forth and files back and forth.

Mr. SMITH. The additional concern is not only transparency, but
also the advocacy role that it plays. I am vice chairman of the Vet-
erans Affairs Committee, so although it is a completely different
issue, problems with people very often are similar. For years dur-
ing the Reagan Administration and then into the Bush Administra-
tion, we found that during the adjudication process of veterans,
geople who had good, solid cases were being told “No, thank you.

ou are not going to get your service-connected disability pay-
ments.” Thankfully, we had in effect BSOs and others who were
advocates. Had it not been for that, people, smari, people, some
high ranking Feo'gle in the military who are now veterans, were
clinging for help. Those advocates helped them.

It seems to me that when you have someone who is a refugee or
potential refugee, the JVA offers an additional assurance that
every “I” is dotted, and every “T” is crossed. I would hope there
could be an extension of its life. That would be my sincere request
of the Administration, to make sure, just like with ROVR, that
there is follow-on. We were assured almost in a blood oath that we
were missing the whole point, that these people were economic mi-
grants, the 40,000-plus who were scattered throughout the refugee
camps. [ was assured by UNHCR people: don't worry, you are miss-
ing the boat. Yet I had in hand the testimonies of the Lawyers
Committee for Human Rights, and Refugees International, and all
the other human rights groups and refugee groups, stating that
meritorious people were screened out. That is why we stuck to our

uns. I believe it is premature to be closing this. I would hope you
would take that into consideration.

[ yield to the gentlelady from Georgia, Ms. McKinney.

Ms. McKINNEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I think I would like
to defer some of my questions, because I have several of them, to
my colleague from California, Mr. Berman.

Mr. BERMAN. Well, I thank the Ranking Member for doing that.
I appreciate it very much. Let me just start out by sayini that with
refugee policies in the House focused on you and the Chairman, I
think it augers well for the strength of our commitment to refugee
assistance and refugee resettlement. The Chairman and I have
many different disagreements on issues, but I think it should be
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said that—and the State Department should agree, much better to
be hit by somebody whose commitment to the refugee programs is
so great than to be hit, as you are so many other times, by people
who really want to scuttle the whole thing, who think we have
taken enough peo?le. So you should count your blessings.

Ms. TAFT. I do. I do. Believe me, I do.

Mr. BERMAN. It may not feel like it every day.
I do want to associate myself with the remarks of the Chairman,

of the Ranking Member, Ms. McKinney and of Chairman Gilman
on this whole issue of Sierra Leone and the importance of getting
some commiiment to priority numbers for resettlement there. We
should be a full-fledged particiJ)ant in that effort, providing assist-
ance, as you talked about, and also committing to resettlement. I
was happy to hear some of your comments that are starting to go
along those lines, including getting some high priority numbers
committed to the refugees from that country.

But what I really wanted to ask about was Vietnam, and to get
a little sense of exactly what is going on. Where the Chairman and
I did have a disagreement last year was I had thought there were
enough improvements in terms of Vietnamese Government coopera-
tion in our ROVR program in terms of granting visas and allowing
the United States to more effectively interview the people who had
been returned from the camps and who had not really been ade-
quately screened in those camps, that it justified taking a chance,
providing MFN status, recognizing the improvements that the Viet-

namese had undertaken.
I am now told that there are serious fall-offs from that position

since this time, and I have received some letters from constituents
in my area of Los Angeles indicating that. Unfortunately I don’t
have that letter with me. But I think Mr. Smith and others have
also raised some of those issues in terms of the ODP, in terms of
the ROVR program, and in terms of other categories of people. I
was wondering if you could give us your evaluation of to what ex-
tent the Vietnam Government is complying with some of the rep-
resentations that were made by Ambassador Peterson and others
regarding the improved state of their cooperation.

Ms. TAFT. Thank you very much, Mr. Berman, for asking this
question. My sense is that they are being really quite cooperative.
We have noticed a real willingness in terms of the referrals for
interviews. For instance, on the ROVR program just in the past
year, when we went out there we weren’t getting any approvals.
Now we have 19,471 who have been cleared for interviews. We
have about 490 cases that haven’t been cleared yet, representing
about 700 people. We originally thought that those would be people
whom, you know, they may not, for political reasons, want us to
have access to. But we have come to find out that almost all of
them are ones they can’t find addresses for.

We have gone back. We have been trying to find addresses for
these people, as have the Vietnamese officials. Some of these people
may have already left, but there are very few cases now which fall
into questionable status. Ambassador Peterson and our representa-
tion in Hanoi worked consistently with the Ministry to press them
on access to the cases that have not yet been approved. I think

they have done quite a stunning job so far,
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Now we have heard other problems that existed in terms of cor-
ruption. That is probably one of the letters that you have, that
there are allegations of bribery, et cetera. This has plagued the pro-
gram for two decades, I guess. But in 1997 there was a real effort
on the part of the Vietnamese to say since most of those allegations
were coming from local officials, that they would bypass local offi-
cial approval for the interview access or exit permits. Those are all
done now by the Ministry of Public Security. They have been send-
ing out notices about corruption, bribery, not being tolerated. They
have been trying to take this under their wing. Quite frankly, we
have not heard of any recent examples.

If any of you here has any examples of where they find that
there are corrupt officials trying to extort money, we have assur-
ances that they will be followed up on. So I think that is also good.

Now we haven't gotten into, but I'm sure we will, the issue of the
former U.S. Government employees.

Mr. BERMAN. Yes. That is one of the issues.

Ms. TAFT. Right. There was some question as to whether or not
the Vietnamese would give us approval to go back and to interview
those cases that have not yet been interviewed. It represents about
5,000 people. We have made informal demarches to the Vietnam-
ese, to see if they would give us access to these former employees.
We have every indication that they will be forthcoming and be will-
ing to do it.

I think they, like us, want to finish off all the pieces of ODP and
ROVR, and get on with the normal immigration program. [ think
the signaling of the opening of our consulate later this year in Ho
Chi Minh City is their effort also to say, “Let’s just regularize our
whole immigration relationship.”

But I don’t have any outstanding issues—well, I have some
issues, because they relate to people whom we haven't gotten a de-
cision on yet, but they are working on them and we are working
on them. But I do not see any real barriers.

Mr. BERMAN. I am told that actually, a note was passed to me
here that would indicate the biggest problem with the Vietnamese
Government is their failure to do anything really to combat the ex-
tortion by local officials, the $400 for an exit visa.

Ms. TAFT. Well, I am not aware of that. I mean I am aware that
there are allegations about that, but those fees are not, at least as
far as I know, are not extorted at the national level.

Mr. BERMAN. No, no. The argument is-——

Ms. TAFT. At the local level, but we have bypassed local level ap-
provals now, so they shouldn't be involved in being able to have the
graft and corruption. That is, by centralizing it, it is supposed to
get those people out of the way.

Now if there are examples where that is not working, I would
love to know about it. But that was the whole reason it was cen-
tralized, so that the people wouldn’t have to go and get all of the
final exit permits from the local officials.

Mr. BERMAN. Well, thank you for that. I join the others in admi-
ration for your commitment to this over the years. It has been a
stellar one and well known to all of us.

Mr. Chairman, if it is all right, I would like to submit a few
questions that come from some folks in my area regarding different
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aspects of the program that I am not recalling right now, and don't
have the letter with me, so that perhaps we could get a written re-
sponse to some of those questions.

Mr. SMITH. Sure.

Mr. BERMAN. Thank vou very much.

Mr. SMITH. Thank you, Mr. Berman.

The gentleman from New York, the chairman of the Full Com-
mittee.

Mr. GiL.MAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Assistant Secretary Taft, in your bureau performance plan for
Fiscal Year 2000, you note that the PRM has fewer employees than

it had 10 years ago. Is that correct?

Ms. TAFT. Yes, sir.
Mr. GILMAN. Although it is administering now a far larger pro-

gram. And you add that a 1997 Coopers and Lybrand study rec-
ommended a 10 Kercent increase in your staff, and conclude “It is
time that we acknowledge that most of our work is non-discre-
tionary and addresses the fact that we are not adequately staffed
to carry it out.” Is that your statement?

Ms. TAFT. Yes, sir.
Mr. GILMAN. How much more staff does your bureau need to

manage the refugee program? How much would that cost? Why
didn’tothe Administration recommend an increase in the budget re-
quest?

Ms. TAFT. Well, they did recommend an increase in our adminis-
trative account, which also includes authority to hire nine more
people. Those would be permanent employees, or foreign service
employees. We also in our increased administrative budget have
made some provisions so we can do some local hiring or hiring of
people off-shore. For instance, some of the translators that we need
in various programs. I think we will be in a lot better shape. I can
also say that I think maybe we're 11anaging it as efficiently as we
can, but I think the extra nine people will be extremely helpful.

Mr. GILMAN. You still actuafly need more than that. Isn't that

correct?
Ms. TAFT. That is what I have aske? for. If I need more, 1 will

appeal.
§ r. GILMAN. So you feel that nine is sufficient right now?

Ms. TAFT. I don’t have them yet. As soon as I get them and I
find they are really terrific, maybe we'll be all right.

Mr. GiLMAN. How many Tibetan refugees have been resettled in
the United States during the last 5 years? Does that number accu-
rately reflect the need for resettlement among Tibetan refugees?

Ms. TAFT. I think there was a special provision which allowed
1,000 Tibetan refugees to come to the United States. We have no
specific applications pending for Tibetan refugees to come to the

nited States. If you have any cases, let me know.

My sense is that because of the generosity and tolerance of the
Government of India to allow the refugees to stay there, and they
really do have a large community or several communities there,
they want to be close to Tibet and they want to be together. How-
ever, if there are any particular rescue cases that you would like
to refer to us, we would be glad to do that.

Mr. GILMAN. Thank you. We may be calling on you for that.
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One last question, Mr. Chairman.
It has been reported that a large percentage of ethnic

Montagnards re-education camp survivors, at least some 40 per-
cent, maybe as high as 90 percent, are being denied refugee status.
The most important reason for those denials is that many of these
applicants, after fighting alongside our special forces until 1975,
continued to fight the Communists on their own for several years
before being captured and put into re-education camps. ODP per-
sonnel apparently assume in these cases that the re-education sen-
tence was imposed only on account of the post-1975 activity and
not for the pre-1975 activity. So they adjudicate the applicant “not
qualified for interview.”

Apparently this interpretation of the law has been adopted with-
out benefit of any legal opinion from the INS Office of General
Counsel. Can I ask you, Madam Secretary, will you be working
with INS to see to it that a legal opinion is issued on this point,
and that any Montagnards who have been wrongfully deemed not
qualified for interview on account of post-1975 service are inter-
viewed, and will be accepted for resettlement?

Ms. TAFT. This issue is one that surfaced fairly recently, at least
in my mind. But as I understand it, the Montagnards that worked
with us before 1975, and then had a re-education camp experience,
there is no issue with them. Almost all of our ODP program has
been for people who have had a pre-1975 experience with us. Some-
where along the program, it is my understanding, and I'm sure Jo-
seph Rees knows better than I since he, I think, started writing the
regs. for this, but there was an agreement that re-education camp
had to occur between April 1975 and the end of that year, and that
any activities that were done by resistance forces later, that
weren't connected to our presence, would not be entitled to be con-
sidered for a refugee under the re-ed program.

I may have mis-cast this, but what I will do is we are going to
work with INS to find out a clarification administratively. [ also
want to know whether it was quite clear that the dates that we are
talking about are April to December 1975. [ am not aware of that
history. But there is a question about it, so we'll get a clarification
and opinion, and share it with you.

Mr. GILMAN. Well, I hope it’s not just a matter of saying which
date applies, but trying to find a way to help these Montagnard
people, who would like resettlement.

s. Tarr. Well, I think we need to be fairly clear about this, sir.
There are a lot of people who were part of a resistance force after
the United States left Vietnam, a lot of people. Some of them were
subjected to persecution, maybe some of them weren’t. What [ want
to c{o, and this gets to the issue of the files, what I would like to
do is say that what happened in 1975, 1976, 1977, that may be in-
teresting now, but what is most important is what has been hap-
pening in the last couple of years to these peogle, or what is their
prospect to be able to be part of the society in Vietnam. If, because
of their background and a variety of other things they are now or
recently experiencing persecution, we have got to find those people.
Yes, they should be considered for resettlement. That is what I
would like to do, not to go back to persecution which occurred 20
years ago. I mean how many millions of people are in Vietnam.
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What we need to do is figure out for those that didn’t have a direct
relationship with the United States, and were not part of our cur-
rent programs, how do we find a way to be receptive to their recent
or current persecution?

Now the reason I say this has to do with the records is that I
believe if somebody comes forward under a new P-1 program and
says “I have had a pattern of discrimination since 1975, 1976 or
in the 1980’s” it would be good to have those records so that we
could at least verify that they had in fact done that. So we are
going to look and see how many of these records we can just keep
on disks, because it may be really important as part of the
credentialing for new cases that come up.

Mr. GILMAN. Well, I am encouraged by your response. If you find

that these Montagnards fought on our side pre-1975, and should
not have been screened out, regardless of what they did afterwards,
I hope that that would be an important aspect of your determina-
tion,
Ms. TArFT. Before we complete this, we will come back to you, sir,
and this Committee, with what INS has reviewed and what our
own historical records show. We will try to deal with this in a way
in which you are as comfortable as we are.

[Ms. Taft’s answer below was submitted following the hearing.]

Since January 1980, eligibility for a refugee interview under the Orderly Depar-
ture Program (ODP) has required that detention in re-education be due to associa-
tion with pre-1975 USG programs and policies to Vietnam. Persons detained in re-
education for their involvement in non-USG associated activities have not been eligi-
ble for refugee processing under the ODP. However, we do not believe that other-
wise-eligible individuals have been denied an interview merely because their re-ed
started after 1975. Instead, INS officers have reviewed the applications of persons
that were detained after 1975 on a case-by-case basis to determine if their imprison-
ment was due to their pre-1975 association with USG policies and prograns in Viet-

nam or for other reasons.
While we do not believe it npprof)rmtc now to redefine the eligibility criteria for
|

ODP to benefit specific groups, such as the Montagnards, we, of course, do not fai
to recognize that there may be some Montagnards or others whose cases fall outside
standard ODP eligibility criteria but whom may have compelling refugee claims
based on recent or current persecution. Such individuals will be eligible for consider-
ation under the new program we are establishing in Vietnam. Our goal is to create
a rescue program that will be responsive to the protection needs of such individuals.

Mr. GiLMAN. And I hope your personnel is reminded of the fact
they fought side by side with us, and because they were fighting
side by side and happened to carry over their rvesistance, that
should not preclude them from being considered.

Ms. Tarr. Well, I think we have to be careful that we not open
up at this stage, 24 years later, yet another entitlement program.
If in fact there is sympathy for these people, as I know there is,
but they don’t fit one of the existinf; boxes and they are still having
problems, that is what we want to look for and see how we can deal
with that. Some of the people who were involved in Vietnam are
getting on fine with their lives. I do have a special interest of
course, as you do, in the Montagnards because they were particu-
larly identified with us in 1975. I will do some more rescarch and
get back to you.

Mr. GILMAN, Thank you for your assurances.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. SMITH. Thank you, Chairman Gilman.

Ms. McKinney.
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Ms. MCKINNEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I noticed in your re-
marks that you mentioned the extension of the Temporary Protec-
tive Status for Sierra Leoneans and the expiration in September.
I am wondering how they are informed of these decisions, the Si-
erra Leoneans. I have received a number of requests from my con-
stituents on information about whether or not the status had been
extended. They didn't know. Some of them knew. But most of them
didn’t know. So how is this information communicated?

[Ms. Taft's answer below was submitted following the hearing.]

TPS has been in place for Sierra Leone since November 4, 1997. Its current expi-
ration date is November 3, 1999, although the Attorney General is expected shortly
to sign a redesignation which would extend that date for an additional year. The
redesignation will also bring forward the date by which a Sierra Leonean had to
arrive in the United States to be eligible for TPS. The new cut-off date will be the
date the Attorney General signs the new designation. Thus, any Sierra Leonean who
has arrived in the United States since November 4, 1997 up to the new redesigna-
tion will become eligible for TPS. At present, INS estimates that nearly 3,000 Sierra

Leoneans enjoy TPS in the United States.

Ms. TAFT. Well, let me ask. It is indicated on INS circulars. It
is in various consulates, et cetera. But that is a good question. I
mean maybe one of the things we need to do is—well, it's on the
Internet too for INS. But these people might not have Internet ac-
cess. If you have some recomrmendations, I would welcome them.
But we should as a matter of normal operating procedures, cir-
culate to you all when we are making these decisions so your peo-
ple can answer letters too. Let me come up with some ideas about
what more we might do.

But the problem that we have on the Sierra Leoneans isn’t so
much the people that we know have TPS, because they were here
before in 1997. What we are nervous and worried about are the
people who arrived in the United States last year and can’t really
go back to Sierra Leone. It's a very dangerous place right now.
They seem to be caught in the middle. So we are looking into that.
I think we can get an extension from September onwards. The deci-
sions of course on TPSs are made by the Attorney General, but 1
will convey your concerns. We are trying to see how we deal with
the group that is caught in the middle.

Ms. McKINNEY. Thank you. Now I have a question about
UNHCR's operation in Sierra Leone. It is my understanding that
UNHCR has made a request for its operation in West Africa. How
much has the United States contributed in response to this re-
quest?

Ms. TarT. Well, 1 hope you will be pleased to know that we are
the most forthcoming of any of the donors. We have invested as the
U.S. Government, more than $60 million last yecar for Sierra
Leoneans in their country, in Guinea and Liberia. We are giving
more than 25 percent of the UNHCR's request. We have tried to
be responsive on things like trucks. Our military is looking for used
trucks and has actually provided a number of trucks to help the
Guineans and help the UNHCR move thousands of people that are
in this very dangerous internal peninsula—it’s calleé) the Geckedou
region—to move them away from that, because it’'s right next to
where the war zone is. So we have provided trucks, we have pro-
vided the WFP with food, and we are generously giving to the
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UNHCR. In Sierra Leone, we have already given $32 million this
year.

You know, the situation there gets eclipsed in the media by the
Kosovo issues and the Hurricane Mitch issues, but when we look
at crimes against humanity and look at a country that is struggling
with a democratic government to survive, it is really very difficult.
We are working really hard on the diplomatic side to try to get the
regional leaders to work on this. There are donor missions. I led
a multi-donor mission in June. There have been subsequent inter-
national meetings to talk about Sierra Leone.

I think a focus on that country is really important because it
does impact Liberia, Guinea, Nigeria, thc whole security of West
Africa. But the humanitarian side, as generous as we have been
and will continue to be, is not going to solve this. It has got to be
a political reconciliation and a way to support some peacekeeping
presence until the government can get itselt on its feet.

Ms. MCKINNEY. Further, it is my understanding that the United
States has only processed about 700 refugees from Sierra Leone for
resettlement this year, and that none or almost none of them have
been from Guinea, where most of the refugees are. What can the
United States do to identify more eligible refugees, and will we
identify Priority-2 categories for Sierra Leone? And, will we retain
a JVA to help us identify and screen eligible refugees?

Ms. TAFT. Most of the people who are in Guinea are in camps
indistinguishable from anyone else. I mean there are hundreds of
thousands of them. They come from rural areas in Sierra Leone,
who had their lives destroyed, and are in first asylum. It is very
difficult, as we have found in the past, to try to take a camp of
50,000 people and say, “Gee, I wonder if we can select 50 people
to resettle in the United States.” It starts riots, as you well know,
and has started riots in other places. We have to be very careful.
That is why we rely on the UNHCR to refer cases to us. Most of
the cases that they are referring for international rescttlement at
this point are ones who are special trauma cases, ones who really
can’t go back.

Now whether or not there is a P-2 category, we do have a JVA
in West Africa that can be helpful on this. But we don’t yet have
a P-2 designation. I think I would like to get more information
from you in terms of the advisability, but there is a P--3 category
for relatives. So if relatives are in the United States, people can
come out and resettle as refugees.

Now on the issue of the JVAs, I believe you are going to hear
some testimony from one of the agencies that is a JVA for us—I
think the challenge in Africa where we have these large complex
camp systems is to find some way to get the agencies that are
doing assistance on the ground to be able to identify people who
may actually have relatives in the United States or be particularly
afppropriate for resettlement, that don’t really fit in with the rest
of the group. Relief agencies should make demarches to the
UNHCR to prepare documents.

We have offered to second voluntary agency personnel to work
with the UNHCR to do that, and provide other services. I think it's
still in the discussion stages. It would be very useful for you to ex-
plore how they see this evolving. We stand ready to provide the fi-
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nancial resources to expand the net, and use voluntary agency per-
sonnel to assist in identifying cases for resettlement. But in Africa,
it is really important that we have a dominant role of the UNHCR,
so ensuring that their capacity is expanded is in our interest too.

Ms. McCKINNEY, Finally, on Sierra Leone, those individuals who
have been severely mutilated, will we categorize them as Priority-
1 refugees?

Ms. TAFT. Yes. And let me also say they would be Priority-1. We
also have discussed with the Office of Refugee Resettlement in
HHS and with some of the voluntary agencies, the fact that we will
need special resettlement packages for these people. I am pleased
to say that there are 14 torture centers. There are ways to get spe-
cial rehab, prosthesis, et cetera., We want to work on this.

You know, the Nordics always take the credit for dealing with
the rare torture victims and the difficult rehab refugees. I want the
United States, which has wonderful capacity, to also reach out to
these people.

Ms. McKINNEY. In looking through the other testimony from the
second panel, I see that Mr. Hammond has mentioned Somalia in
his remarks, and suggests that we have not responded to UNHCR
recommendation on Somali refugees, the Bantu ethnic minority.
Have we decided whether or not to designate them as Priority-2
category for resettlement?

Ms. TAFT. They are not on my list. We are working on another
group which I know Mr. Hammond is also very interested in. That
is the Lost Boys of Sudan, who are in Dadaab Camp. There was
an effort, a joint effort last year to try to identify how we can find
more unaccompanied minors and how we can deal with this prob-

lem. We are working on that right now.
But I don't know about the Bantus. Can I submit that for the

record?

Ms. MCKINNEY. And so since I was going to ask you about——

Ms. TAFT. There is no decision yet. Sorry. That's right. There is
a team in Africa that is looking at this. In fact, last week we did
have a meeting of all our African refugee coordinators and the
UNHCR in Nairobi to design our resettlement program, that every-
body understands what the ground rules are, that we all are look-
ing for the right kind of cases, and we are all prepared to move
them. The person that was on the team from my office will check
on the Somali Bantu, and we'll get back to you.

Ms. McKINNEY. I notice that Mr. Rosenblatt also mentions the
Lost Boys of Sudan. So are we considering accepting any of them
for resettlement?

Ms. TAFT. Yes. Although the image of Lost Boys isn't what you
might think. I mean most of these are young men now. The young-
est I think is about 17. But when I was working in government in
the Office of Foreign Disaster Assistance, those boys came out of
Sudan while we were there trying to deal with disaster assistance.
So they have been in this camp a long time.

There are those that have reached majority, and there are those
that are still minors. We are working on the best kind of placement
for them. We think they maybe need some group homes, something
special—they have sort of grown very close over the years. So we
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are trying to find some very special placement. But we plan to go
ahead and we will do that.

Ms. McKINNEY. OK. This question comes from Congressman Ber-
man,
We have heard from NGO's that work in West Africa that there
is a real concern that UNHCR has not made many P-1 referrals
of Sierra Leoneans. Given the magnitude of the crisis and compel-
lirﬁ cases, victims of mutilation, in your opinion why hasn't
UNHCR increased P-1 referrals of Sierra Leoneans?

Ms. TAFT. I think you better ask Ms. AbuZayd this. We just got
five referrals yesterday. So I think they are now moving.

Ms. McCKINNEY. And we do have UNHCR here. Good. We'll ask

them as well.

Finally, I would just like for you to tell me what you are doing
with Angola and Democratic Republic of Congo.

Ms. TAFT. Well, you know, the humanitarian workers have very
few windows of access. We used to have a UNHCR program be-
cause there were returning refugees coming back into Angola. Now
we have got refugees that are leaving Angola. The security situa-
tion is so bad in Angola that now most of the food that has to go
for internally displaced persons has to be flown in. As you know,
even that has its risks, and recently WFP lost some people.

I think we don't really have a refugee problem in Angola. We
have an internally displaced and a chronic and accelerating civil
strife situation. I think the diplomats are going to have to be really
zeroing in on this, working with Savimbi and Dos Santos. The U.S.
Government hasn’t diminished our funding for those agencies that
;:sfm sltill work on the ground, but I don't have any good news about

ngola.

he Democratic Republic of Congo, the news is slightly improv-
ing in eastern Zaire—excuse me, eastern DROC, as we call it,
where the United Nations has now established a framework for
NGO presence and international organizations to go in and try to
do some coordinated assistance. But it is still very fragile, and with
the events that just happened in Uganda last week, I don’t know
what is going to happen.

One interesting thing about Democratic Republic of Congo, re-
lates to trying to find special groups of people. You will recall that
last summer when all the new troubles occurred with Kabila, there
were a lot of accusations made about ethnic Tutsis. Many were
rounded up and put in prisons, two key prisons, one in
Lubumbashi and one in Kinshasa, My staff identified very early on
that these people, while they are not refugees, they are Congolese
in their own country, they were at really very severe risk. In fact,
Frances Deng, who is as you know, a Sudanese professor at Brook-
ings now, his two sons were swooped up in this “anti-Tutsi” effort.
We were told that everybody was being brought together so they
could be protected from the maddened crowd.

Well, it appears there are about 1,000 of these people. We have
been working very, very hard to establish them as a P-2 category,
but we have to get them out of Lubumbashi and Kinshasa to do
that. We have been working for months to try to find a way to get
agreement from Kabila to let these people go so that we can work
with the UNHCR to process them as refugees. We found other
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donor countries. We are working on it, but we haven't been able
to get them out. So we are still working on that.

Yet from a humanitarian assistance standpoint, we don’t have a
lot of activity going on because of the security situation. Of course
there's no formal AID assistance to the government because of the
situation. Bad news.

Ms. MCKINNEY. Thank you, Mr, Chairman.

Thank you, Ms. Taft.

Mr. SMITH. Thank you.

Mr. Delahunt.

b Mfr DELAHUNT. Yes, thank you, Mr. Chairman. I will be very
rief.

If you can, Madam Secretary, I know that you have had an op-
portunity to read the testimony of those that will serve on the sec-

ond panel—you haven’t? OK.

Ms. TArT. But I talk to them all the time, so go ahead.

Mr. DELAHUNT. Fine. Often times when you are the first, you
don't have a chance to respond to the testimony of others. I just
wanted to know if you have any comments on the testimony, what
you anticipate to hear from otgers, if you wanted to comment on
what they have to say.

Ms. TArT. Well, I know them all very well.

Mr. DELAHUNT. And I am sure they are all very nice people.

Ms. TAFT. And they are all very nice people.

Mr. DELAHUNT. But you might want to comment on what they

testify.
Ms. TAFT. And there is some creative tension sometimes in the

way we run our programs.
Mr. DELAHUNT. I understand that. That happens everywhere, in

every institution.

Ms. TAFT. I do know that there will be some criticisms that we
are not doing enough or we should be asking for more, bringing in
more refugees. But I think on balance, I honestly believe that we
collectively have made an incredible humane statement in a world
that is characterized by a lot of inhumanity. That includes the
UNHCR, the NGO's, the government. I think we have really done
just—not all we could, but we are really—-—

Mr. DELAHUNT. You are trying hard.
Ms. TAFT. We are trying. I am sure that there will be some ques-

tions that will come to your mind based on the other panel. I will
be glad to answer those.

Let me just say that several of the people who will be speaking
or who represent agencies who are speaking, have worked with me
in this field since 1975. I think that we all tend to get so——

Mr. DELAHUNT. Passionate.

Ms. TAFT. Passionate. I think that is good. Because I think with
passion, we will come up with some ways to get this stuff resolved.

Mr. DELAHUNT. Let me just follow up with a concern that was
expressed by Mr. Smith. He referred to it as a change of mindset.
I think that was his term. In your testimony, you indicated that
you have noted a diminution of receptivity by African nations in
terms of acceptance of refugees. I also have some concerns about
attitudes here in the United States about immigration. I wonder if
you see—and again, I am confident as expressed by the Chairman
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and others, that you clearly have a passionate commitment to this
kind of work, and I am sure the entire network, not just govern-
ment, NGO’s, and the United Nations also share that commitment.
But, as the poet said, you are not an island entire of yourself, or
whatever Donne did say, I forget right now.

Ms. TAFT. It's close enough.

[Laughter.]

Mr. DELAHUNT. It's close enough. You understand the import of
that question.

Ms. TAFT. Yes, sir.
Mr. DELAHUNT. I wonder if the Chairman has hit upon some-

thing when he says there is a change in mindset, a cultural change
in terms of acceptance, receptivity, in terms of these crises that we
all decry obviously and are all concerned about. I would just be in-

terested in your comment.
Ms. TAFT. Well, let me just say I think the United States did go

through a down period around 1995-1996, when the economy
wasn’'t so good and there were some anti-immigrant concerns. |
think with the economy going up, I haven’t seen much anti-refugee
sentiment. In fact, I tl?;ink one of the problems that we have had
for a number of years is public confusion over what is distinctive
about a refugee which is different from an illegal alien or even an
immigrant.

Mr. DELAHUNT. I would suggest that to many Americans that is
a very nebulous distinction. It's somebody else.

Ms. TAFT. It’s somebody else. But I think the more—well, the vol-
untary agencies can explain it. But I guess what I want to say
though is that one of the strengths of our program for many, many
years has been the fact that refugees are resettled in virtually
every community of the United States, and have been for years.
There are 450 local affiliates at the 10 agencies we deal with. So
every community has had an experience and has welcomed refu-
gees. So I think when they see how affirmative their experience is
and how much survivors they are and how well they do, I don’t
think that is much of a problem.

Where we have a real problem is in Europe, where they have less
flexible rules, and don’t really have immigration programs and
have less flexible approaches to how governments provide perma-
nent resettlement ofprefugees. We spend a lot of time in our migra-
tion dialogs with the Europeans in trying to help them have a
higher comfort level for both asylees as well as refugees. I think
that we are making some progress—we share information, we try
to ﬁive them ideas about how we resettle people in our country. But
I think you will find that Europeans are much less receptive than
they perhaps should be, given their history.

Mr. SMITH. Would my friend yield briefly on that point?

Mr. DELAHUNT. Certainly.

Mr, SMITH. My comment was 8rimarily focused on the U.S. Gov-
ernment’s change in mindset. Yes, I know my constituents and
yours probably have people who are pro and con on refugees, and
probably have not understood adequately the distinction between
illegal immigrants and refugees. In fact, when the illegal immi-
rant bill came up, many of us fought very hard to separate that
Eecause somehow they were trying to fudge that line of demarca-
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tion to say anybody coming in, in a very xenophobic way, ought to
be kept out.

But my concern is, as I mentioned—and I appreciate the gen-
tleman for yielding—is that we have gone from 150,000 down to
75,000 to 80,000 when the world is awash. If we want to truly be
leaders, I would respectfully submit, we need to keep our doors
open and our numbers at least at the 100,000 level, wﬁich I think
could be justified from here to breakfast, and maybe even more. |
would like to see it closer to 150, in all candor.

Ms. TAFT. Since I work for a refugee, I know her sentiment is
that we should be very supportive of refugees. We think America
is the best place in the whole world, but some of the refugees don't
necessarily want to come to us in first instance. But I think there
is a balance. I really appreciate the fact that you are so receptive.
It does help us a whole lot. I think I am probably the only person
in the State Department that gets to testify on their budget in
front of a committee that says “Why don't you ask for more
money?” This is really wonderful, and “Ask for more numbers.”

Two years ago, we brought in 70,000 refugees. lLast year we
brought in 77,000. This year we are going to bring in more. I think
you are seeing the trend that I am hearing you endorse.

Mr. DELAHUNT. And let me just associate myself with the re-
marks of the Chairman in terms of encouraging, because I think
what has made this Nation so particularly distinctive in terms of
any place on the globe, you alluded earlier to the Europeans, of
course, that we are a Nation that embraces. I think that is some-
thing we can be very proud of.

I happen to be new to this Subcommittee, new to this Committee,
and I am certainly new to this particular issue, but in a personal
way I am not new to it because my own daughter, who arrived in
this country when she was 4 months old, some 24 yecars ago, was

a refugee from Vietnam.

Ms. TAFT. Oh.
Mr. DELAHUNT. I noted in your biography——

Ms. TAFT. So one of the Baby Lift children?

Mr. DELAHUNT. She was one of the Baby Lift children.

Ms. TArT. I started that program.

Mr. DELAHUNT. Well, thank you. You have my eternal gratitude.

Ms. TAFT. Well, isn’t that wonderful,

Mr. DELAHUNT. So thank you.

Mr. SMITH. Thank you, Mr. Delahunt.

Just let me make one comment in passing, and hopefully you can
be helpful on this. Last year the Congress passed a bill that I had
introduced, the Torture Victims Relief Act. You made mention of
dealing with people suffering from mutilations and the heinous
aftermath of torture. There is a $7.5 million authorization, another
$7.56 million internationally for centers that treat torture victims.
The $7.5 million domestically is to come out of the HHS budget. I
know you are aware of it, but anything you could do to try to make
sure that that is fully allocated, we would appreciate that.

Ms. TAFT. I must say I don’'t know whether they have had a
Eroblem with that allocation. But we work really closely with

avinia Limon in ORR, particularly on some of the clustering
issues and some of the difficult resettlement approaches. They

56-897 99.2
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seem to be very receptive to doing whatever is necessary. But I will
check on this.

Mr. SmiTH. And AID as well, on the international side.

Ms. TAFT. Yes, OK. All right.

Mr. SMITH. Because our contribution dwarfs what is being given
by some of the Nordic countries. So finally we are back in there
with some real money. Hopefully it will be forthcoming.

Ms. Tarr. OK.

Mr. SMITH. Let me ask you some additional questions, and then
allow any questions my colleagues might have.

In her testimony, Diana Aviv makes a very, very strong and com-
pelling statement that anti-Semitism in the successor countries of
the former Soviet Union today is virulent, pervasive, and increas-
ingly violent. In March 1999, the situation for Jews in the former
Soviet Union is as dangerous, if not more so, than it was under
Communism. It is certainly more unpredictable and uncontrollable.
The rule of law has not taken hold in many republics. Some gov-
ernments, including Russia’s, are unable to enforce effectively their
own laws or protect their own citizens. Local authorities respon-
sible for law enforcement are too often arbitrary and capricious in
their actions. She talks about a resurgence of deeply ingrained
anti-Semitism and makes the point that the most dramatic shift is
taking place in Russia, where the majority of Jews reside.

I actually cut my eye-teeth on human rights work on a trip to
the Soviet Union in 1981, with the National Conference on Soviet
Jewry on behalf of Refusniks. Obviously it was bipartisan, as I be-
lieve it is today, and we were concerned about Jews being mis-
treated in the Soviet Union. Many people think that that page has
been closed. Yet we have had hearings, our Subcommittee and the
Helsinki Commission, which I chair, have had hearings. We had 1
day-long hearing on the rising tide of anti-Semitism, and heard
how it was systematically coming back in Russia, as well as in the
other republics. Yet when we look at the number of applicants for
refugee status in the former Soviet Union, denial rates were 3 to
6 percent in 1990 and 1996. Currently they are about 50 percent.

As was pointed out by my good friend and colleague from Geor-
gia, there is one processing center in Moscow. You know, that's like
if any of us were potential refugees, we would have to travel to San
Diego or Fairbanks. As my friend Joseph Rees pointed out, when
you have very limited means, that becomes a veto over your ability
to secure refugee status.

Do you agree with Diana Aviv's assessment as a snapshot of
where we are in March 1999, in Russia and the republics? Why is
that number low in terms of acceptance? What about the process-
ing center, in having perhaps roving processing capability?

Ms. TArT. All right. Let me start with the climate. It is not only
anti-Semitic. It is anti-evangelical. And there have been some very
disturbing senior officials who have made statements. But there is
a court case right now on a Jehovah's Witness registration issue in
Moscow that appears to be siding in favor of the Jehovah's Witness.
This will be a very interesting—the first big case on whether
evangelicals can register or not. So I think we have to watch it. I
can't say there is a pattern, but there are incidents. We are mon-
itoring them regularly through our embassy. We are working close-
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ly to get any information from NGO’s and human rights groups. If
you have extra information, please let us know. We want to deal
with that.

On the issue of the Jewish faith, it is one of the religions that
has been approved now. When I was in Moscow about 11 months
ago, synagogues were all being used. I mean it is now a recognized
religion. Perhaps it was Moscow that was better off than some of
the places in Siberia. But again, it is spotty. We are concerned.

Now from our standpoint, when we look at our program, we can
bring people in under Lautenberg still, and have that authority.
That is one of the reasons we want to extend it one more year. But
the measures of how bad it is for the people that would be of spe-
cial interest to us is that we still have a very large backlog of peo-
ple who have been approved for our program who have chosen not
to leave yet. As a matter of fact, at this time last year, we had
39,000 mostly Jewish, 80 percent Jewish caseload, that had been
approved for admission, totally approved and medicals done and
%ver_ything for our program, that had not left the former Soviet

nion.

We have started working very closely with the relevant agencies,
World Relief and HIAS, in particular, to send out letters to these
people, to say if things are so bad, why aren't you leaving. Five
thousand people have left this year that were on the 39,000 back-
log. So that is one indicator. I hope more will come, not because
they are feeling particular pressure now, but because we welcome
them and we want them to avail themselves to the program.

The other measure, and I don’t know how good this is, is what
has happened to the UIA caseload that goes to Israel. It has gone
down, even now in these times, which appear to be more sporadic
in terms of incidents of anti-Semitism. Their levels have gone down
substantially. So I think those are two things we look at.

Now on the issue of rejection rates, our caseload now, 70 percent
of our caseload is evangelical. The major reason for denial is when
these people have declared their evangelical faith and whether they
are credible witnesses, we are finding that there are denials be-
cause of non-credible cases. I can submit for the record the particu-
lar experience with regard to the denial rates. But we still expect
this year to bring in between 20,000 and 23,000 people from the

former Soviet Union.

Now finally, on the issue of going from——

Mr. SMiTi. Could you just hold on for 1 second?

Ms. TAFT. Yes, sir.

Mr. SMITH. I am sorry to interrupt. Just on that point in terms
of denials of evangelicals. In adjudicating those cases, is it because
they have not been recognized by the government or perhaps not
gone through the process under their new law which in and of
itself is a violation of the Helsinki Accords? I mean, are we claim-
ing Eerhaps that they have not properly signed themselves up with
the Russian Government?

Ms. TAFT. No. That would have nothing to do with it. It would
have to be on whether they were being persecuted. Because of Lau-
tenberg, the standard is much looser.

I think, and one should never think in a formal hearing, but it
is my impression that the problem has to do with the credibility
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of the cases and whether or not these people are in fact
evangelicals or eligible. Let me please submit to the record what
INS's determinations have been, and what the denial rates are,
and if we can get some more specific information to you about the

rates.
[Ms, Taft's answer below was submitted following the hearing.]

As the attached statistics show, approval rates fir FSU Refugee Program appli-
cants in all categories declined annually, particularly from 1995 to 1998. During
that period political openness, renewal of religious life and economic opportunity
boomed. AppYicnnts were less able to make credible assertions of fear of persecution.
After the collapse of the Russian ruble in August 1998, a number of anti-Semitic
statements by elected officials followed by anti-Semitic incidents and neo-Nazi group
gatherings and local incidents of denial of visas or church registration to
Evangelicals, the approval rates again rose as FY 1999 began (averaging about 70
at this writing). In the climate of uncertainty, the memory of repression and the
fear of persecution again gained credibility in Russia and in some other countries
of the FSU as well.

However, there still are and will be higher levels of denial than were characteris-
tic of the beginning of the program. .here are false claims to Evangelical faith and
even to Jewish ethnicity by applicants to this program. There are individuals who,
despite their claims to Evangelical faith or Jewish ethnicity, did not experience per-
secution and who fared very well during the Soviet and post-Soviet period. Their
applications may fail the test of credible experience and fear of persecution. And
there are applicants who use fradulent or tampered evidence to support their claims
to eligibility who will be found both ineligible and excludable.

The Department of State and the Immigration and Naturalization Service ana-
lyzed the locations of applicants and the options for circuit rides with the intention
of initiating those as soon as INS resources permitted. In supporting this, PRM con-
tacted the embassies that would need to support the circuit riders for their concur-
rence. In addition, we explored with the International Organization for Migration
those services it might be able to provide to complete the processing and travel of

up{zrovcd cases through its network of offices in the former Soviet Union.

he pr?gected sites for these circuit rides are priority order: Tashkent, Uzbekistan;
Almaty, Kazakhstan; Thilisi, Georgia (for the three Caucusus states); Riga, Latvia
{for the three Baltic states); and Minsk, Belarus. In Russia, cases located east of
the Urals number fewer than a dozen per year and do not have no-show rates as
high as applicants from Moscow and St. Petersburg. It is our view that in individual
cases of extreme financial need, it would be far less costly for us to consider financ-
ing travel to Moscow or expanding loans, as we are now doing for approved appli-

cants who need financial assistance to depart, than to provide INS circuit riders to

those locations. _ ) ‘ _
IOM has made medical examinations available in Almaty, Kazakhstan and hopes

to extend its network of medical examination services to several other locations in
the countries of the former Soviet Union. As soon as those facilities are available,
the option to use them, despite the higher per-exam cost to the USG, will be avail-

able to approved applicants in this program.

On the issue of how far it is from Vladivostok to Moscow, you are
right. It is really an incredible distance. And the processing has, in
fact, always been done in Moscow, except for Ukraine where we
have outward flights from Kiev and the medicals done from Kiev.
Most of the caseloads, by the way, come from Ukraine, St. Peters-
burg, or Moscow. Fifty percent of the caseloads are from those
areas. But responding to your concern and also the fact that we're
hearing that it is really quite complicated for some people to go to
Moscow, we have instituted travel loans now so people can go. It
used to be they only got the loans from Moscow to New York or
wherever, but now tge can get their travel loans from their homes
to their resettlement locations in the United States. We ;fay to—
well, we are setting up IOM health screening in additional places.
I will submit to you the names of those places, because what we
are initiating are circuit riders, in effect, ‘I)OM for the health, and
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circuit riders for INS. INS has been very forthcoming, so has IOM.
I think we are going to find that in the next month or two, we will
be able to f)rovide five or six processing places from Minsk to Sibe-
ria. We will submit to you what those are. We believe that will be
responsive to the concerns that the program has been Moscow-cen-
tric.
Mr. SMITH. Just let me add, I would hope that there is an early
warning sensitivity that with the Duma elections upcoming and the
Presidential elections, and many of the key contenders openly es-
pousing an anti-Semitic perspective, that that is nothing but a har-
binger of more refugees and hopefully we'll be ready for that, and

very sensitive to that.

Ms. TAFT. Yes, sir.
Mr. SMITH. Let me ask just a few final questions, and then take

any other questions from my distinguished colleagues. Then we
will go onto the second panel.

Will PRM work with INS and JVA to issue standards for the con-
sideration on a case-by-case basis of late ODP and ROVR applica-
tions, as well as for reconsideration of denied cases? Will these
guidelines be generous? For instance, will late applications be con-
sidered by people who did not learn of the 1994 (gDP deadline be-
cat})se they were in the internal exile in remote areas of the coun-
try:
Ms. TAFT. On a case-by-case basis, we will review those. We are
not going to just say everybody who says that they were late is en-
titled to interviews. The important thing is, we are going to bring
all of these cases back to Washington. We have a Washington proc-
essing center, which has been doing all of our FSU caseloads. EI)‘hey
are going to receive all these documents. They are going to be hir-
ing caseworkers and Vietnamese translators to work on these cases
because of the concern that you all have had that perhaps they
weren't getting the proper review out of Bangkok. We are going to
look at those cases.

For the late applications, let me just say that we believe if the
late applications are the ones you referred to under ROVR, I wasn’t
involved in the program at the time, but we have a number of peo-

le on our staff and people in INS and elsewhere, who really do be-
ﬁeve just about every effort in the world was made to reach these
people. Now there was some question about people that were in
Siku Camp. Some of those people did apply for the program. We
will be delli)ghted if you have specific examples of people who said
that they didn’t ever get the message or didn’t sign up by June 30,
1996. We will certainly look at those.

I don't want us to seem so inflexible, but you can imagine a lot
of people are saying, “Gee, we didn't think ROVR was going to
work, and gee, it's working, so maybe we should apply now.” I
think we have to, again, look at who is having a really tough time
in Vietnam, who is being persecuted now, and how do we make
that the focus of our program. So that is what we are going to try

to do.
Mr. SMiTH. Will those guidelines or standards be made known to

us as the Subcommittee?
Ms. TAFT. Everything we write down, we will make sure you get.
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Mr. SMITH. Will the new rescue program in Vietnam be a gener-
ous one, calculated to identify and resettle not just a few famous
dissidents, but everyone who genuinely needs rescuing?

Ms. TAFT. I won't say everyone who genuinely needs rescuing,
because I don't know how to define that. The important thing is |
agree with what you imply, that we are not just talking about 20
people who are in prison. There are other people who have real
needs. What we have to figure out is how do we design a P-1 cat-
egory which doesn’t signal to the Vietnamese authorities that we
think everybody in their country is a potential refugee and being
persecuted. That is not the case. They are really making a lot of
progress.

But we need some help with you in crafting a P-1 category. Be-
fore it is promulgated, we will seek the guidance of this Committee.

Mr. SMITH. I keep stressing “generous” because we all know that
ascertaining whether or not there are repercussions to those who
have gone back, remains a very difficult issue. I mean we were told
when we were fighting against premature closure of the CPA that
there were these “repatriation monitors,” only to discover there
were a little over half a dozen of such people, probably well mean-
ing, but always with somebody from the government, a secret po-
liceman, if you will, in tow, hearing everything that a person might
be divulging to the repatriation monitor. I mean we actually even
had one of those people testify. They came supposedly to respond
to “my concerns,” and that person actually became my witness in
terms of what was revealed.

Ms. TAFT. Sir, you may not have heard this yet, but you are
going to probably hear about it. There has been another flap about
whether or not we should go and try to find people who are no-
shows. There are about 140 candidates for interviews who haven'’t
shown up. We have sent them three letters. We have tried to find
out where they are. We need to know they are not interested, since
they have been approved for interview. The refugee coordinator—
or not the coordinator, the person who does this for us in Bangkok,
went to Ho Chi Minh City and went out to try to find these people.
I hope that is the right thing to do. One wants to make sure that
we are not putting people in jeopardy by going house to house to
try to find them. At some point though, we have got to find out
why people have not availed themselves to the program. That is
something that we are seeing now, more no-shows. If you have got
some ideas about the best way to proceed with those, we would ap-
preciate some guidance.

Mr. SMITH. I look forward to our dialog. Let me ask two final
questions. One with regard to Chinese refugees. As you know, after
the repatriation to China of the passengers of the M/V Eastwood
in 1993, about 100 people were imprisoned, despite promises from
the Chinese Government that no retribution will be taken against
returnees. What steps do we take to ascertain whether or not peo-
ple, once we send them back, are not thrown into prison, fined, de-
tained, made persona non grata, or some other bad fate? Do we
have somebody in our embassy in Beijing, for example, or in other
countries, such as Cuba, to make sure that returnees are not retali-

ated against?
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Ms. TAFT. We generally rely on the UNHCR in terms of the nor-
mal repatriation. Of course we don’t endorse forcible repatriation.
I will have to get back to you on the specifics on the China exam-
Kle. I don't know that. For instance, in Vietnam, for the people who

ave gone back, UNHCR had monitors on the ground. We are
working in a very good way to track and make sure they didn't
have any particular difficulties. Then of course we had quick-im-
pact programs and micro-credit programs for a lot of the vulnerable
refugees. So there is a monitoring system that goes on there. But
on the China example, I will have to submit.

Mr. SMITH. If you could, and if you could also note whether any
of those 100 or so people are still in prison as a result of that re-

turn.

Ms. TAFT. OK.
Mr. SMITH. Last month, the Thai Government pushed back sev-

eral thousand refugees into Burma, as you know. The United
States and the UNHCR immediately protested and the Thai Gov-
ernment relented, and made an announcement to the effect that its
policy was still to provide refuge for people fleeing. Do we know
what happened to those people who were returned to Burma?

Ms. TAFT. No. But I would like to say that UNHCR is not operat-
ing on the Burma side, but they are on the Thai side. In addition
to that, we have a number of NGO’s that are working on the assist-
ance side in Thailand.

Thailand has had refugee problems for decades. They have done
a really credible job on the Burmese issue on the border. There
have been some difficulties. Our indication is now that they have
officially asked UNHCR to be present, and they are present, that
things are much better.

Mr. SMITH. Last question, and 1 may submit a number for the
record, if I could.

Ms. TART. Why am I not surprised?

[Laughter.]
Mr. SMITH. The International Religious Freedom Act of 1998, as

you know, requires that all State Department and INS officials
who adjudicate overseas refugee cases be given training in refugee
law, interview techniques, and related subjects, equivalent to that
which is now given to INS asylum officers. Has this requirement
been implemented?

Ms. TAFT. It is my understanding it has been. At the National
Foreign Service Training Institute, there are courses for consular
officials and others on this. INS is doing the training for the asy-
lum officers. We have found that the involvement of staff here and
the NGO’s has been really excellent, to make sure that the very
special character of refugee requirements and concerns are met by
all the people who are involved in the adjudication and screening
process.

Mr. SMITH. Ms. McKinney.
Ms. McCKINNEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. First of all, Madam

Secretary, I would just like to congratulate you on your demeanor
and your forthcomingness, and your straightforwardness. It is so
wonderful to see a real person sitting down there as opposed to the
talking heads that just drone on who are mostly males and who are

boring.
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[Laughter.]}
I thought I was done with you, except that——

[Laughter.]
Ms. TAFT. Why don't you leave it at a high point?

[Laughter.]
Ms. MCKINNEY. You mentioned the number of 12,000 you were

going to explain. So with that, and then I will be finished, Mr.
Chairman.

Ms. TAFT. You want me to explain what?
Ms. McKINNEY. Yes. The 12,000, the number of admissions of

only 12,000.

Ms. TArT. Oh, well the 12,000 is because we are trying to find
Feople who are in special situations where they can not return
1ome, and they can not stay in first asylum. We have done this
with P-2 categories. We have done this by UNHCR independent re-
ferrals for 19 different nationalities. I think we have now three—
well actually, I have got a really good chart somewhere. I won’t he
able to find it now.

Ms. MCKINNEY. Not a chart.
Ms. TAFT. Not a chart. Well, I won't be a talking head with a

chart, but I will submit it to you because what you will see is the
variety., We have 19 different groups, and some we take family
members. Most of them we take family members as Priority-3. We
take rescue referrals from ambassadors and the UNHCR for 1s.

Then we have many categories of Priority-2.
[The fact sheet and chart submitted by Ms. Taft appear in the

appendix.]

The problems that we have got right now in this program are not
just meeting 12,000. But we have to get INS officers and doctors
to do the proper screening for these people all over the continent.
For instance, we get these backlogs. Right now we have got about
22 people in Kinshasa that are ready %or their medicals, but you
know, Kinshasa is not a great place to find a doctor who is going
to give a medical screening and to get the INS to do the final
screening.

Everyone of these places where we find the refugees, there often
is a civil strife problem, and INS has certain standards about secu-
rity. We do too. We have had a hard time trying to find the right
kind of medical screening, because it is very important that that
be done right.

As part of this meeting I was telling you all about what went on
last week. The Centers for Disease Control were out there with us
to try to figure out how we involve them more so that the screening
can be done in a more efficient way. The last thing we need are
people thinking that refugees are bringing exotic diseases. I think
our medical screening is excellent. The problem is we don’t have it
as universally in coverage quickly enough in Africa. But we are

working on these problems.
Mr. SMITH. Mr. Delahunt.
Mr. DELAHUNT. I didn’t have a question, but now I do.
[Laughter.]
As I indicated to you, I am an adoptive parent, thanks to you,
Secretary Taft. Do international adoption agencies have access to
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these camps, these refugees in terms of children that are
parentless? Is this an avenue that we should be exploring?

Ms. TAFT. First of all, they don't have access. That is by design.
There are agreements with the UNHCR and UNICEF about the
treatment of unaccompanied children and orphans in a crisis situa-
tion. One of the worst things that could be done is to take these
children away from their fostering parents or their environment,
particularly in a crisis. So there are very specific guidelines which
we comply with because they are the right ones for the child.

Now in terms of the camp situations, we are receptive and we
have told the voluntary agencies and UNHCR that we want to take
unaccompanied children. We have a really excellent foster care
placement network in the United States. We can use them. One of
the problems we have is finding unaccompanied minors, particu-
larly in the African context, because it is so natural in African com-
munities to do the fostering. So what do you want to do, you bring
this child who had a foster mother, and then you separate them
;_vheln they come to the United States? I mean it is very, very dif-
icult,

But we do not encourage the adoptions directly from refugee
camps. If you get questions about it, please let us inow. We have
got some guidance to send out. But it really doesn't help the chil-

dren.
Mr. DELAHUNT. I want to thank you and my colleagues for to-

day’s tutorial. Thank you.
r. SMITH. Thank you very much, Mr. Delahunt.

Secretary Taft, thank you very much for your testimony. The
Subcommittee, we look forward to working with you in the coming
weeks and months. We will have an in-country processing hearing
in the not-too-distant future. We hope you wi{l be available for
that. Hopefully some of these questions we will have answers for

before then.
I look forward to working with you.

Ms. TAFT. Thank you very much.

Mr. SyitH, Thank you very much.
[ would like to invite our second panel to the witness table. Be-

ginning with Karen AbuZayd, who is the head of the regional office
of the U.N. High Commissioner for Refugees for the United States
and the Caribbean. Karen has worked with UNHCR for 17 years
in various capacities, devoting much of her career to African refu-
see issues. She previously served as head of the Kenya and Soma-
ia desk, and head of the South African repatriation unit in Gene-
va,
Reynold Levy is the president of the International Rescue Com-
mittee. Before coming to the IRC in 1997, Dr. Levy authored two
books on philanthropy and corporate social responsibility, one of
which will soon be published by the Harvard Business Press. Pre-
viously a senior ofticer with AT&T, he has taught law, political
science, and management of non-profit institutions at Columbia
and New York University. A graduate of Hobart College, the Uni-
versity of Virginia, and Columbia University, Dr. Levy has served
on the boards of over two dozen non-profit organizations.

Donald Hammond is the senior vice president for World Relief
Corporation, and chair of the InterAction Committee for Migration
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and Refugee Affairs. Mr. Hammond served overseas with World

Relief in the early 1980’s, and was the project director of the Phil-

ippine Refugee Processing Center from 1986 to 1988. In addition to

being past board member of the National Immigration Forum, Mr.

IElamdmond is currently a member of the Nyack, New York school
oard.

Lionel Rosenblatt is president of Refugees International. He is an
internationally known and respected advocate on refugee and hu-
manitarian issues. Since 1990, Mr. Rosenblatt has taken Refugees
International from its roots in Indochinese refugee problems to life-
threatening refugee and humanitarian crises around the world. Mr.
Rosenblatt, a former Foreign Service Officer, served in Sri Lanka,
Vietnam, Thailand, and Canada. Mr. Rosenblatt has received a
number of State Department honors, and holds a Royal Declaration
from the Government of Thailand. Mr. Rosenblatt is a graduate of
Harvard College.

Diana Aviv has been the director of the Washington Office for
the Council of Jewish Federations since January 1994. Previously,
she served as associate executive vice chair at the Jewish Council
of Public Affairs, and the director of programs for the National
Council on Jewish Women. A native of South Africa, Ms. Aviv
earned her master’s degree at Columbia University and studied at
Haifa University School of Social Work.

Ms. AbuZayd, if you could begin. All of your statements will be
made a part of the record, but please proceed as you feel com-

fortable.

STATEMENT OF KAREN ABUZAYD, REGIONAL
REPRESENTATIVE, U.N. HIGH COMMISSIONER FOR REFUGEES

Ms. ABUZAYD. Thank you. My longer statement I hope will be
part of the record.

I would like to thank the Subcommittee for inviting UNHCR to
testify today, since it gives me the opportunity to thank the U.S.
Government for the excellent support it provides to refugees and to
UNHCR. The occasion also allows me to pay special tribute to this
Subcommittee for its successes in passing the implementing legisla-
tion for the Convention Against Torture and in passing the Inter-
national Religious Freedom Act, both of which give adci’itional pro-
tection to asylum seekers and refugees.

Today UNHCR has 290 offices in 124 countries, and is respon-
sible for protecting, assisting, and finding solutions for some 22.4
million persons: 12 million of whom are refugees, that is, people
who have crossed borders to escape persecution or conflict; 1 mil-
lion asylum seekers; 3.5 million returnees, that is, those who have
repatriated to their home countries; and 6 million internally dis-
placed persons or war-affected, those who have been displaced by
conflict within their own countries.

UNHCR works only in those countries where the government has
invited its intervention to assist in meeting their legal and mate-
rial obligations toward a refugee, returnee, or IDP fpopulation. Our
budget f%r 1999 of $914 million, around one-third of which is chan-
neled through over 400 NGO implementing partners, covers ver
basic protection and assistance needs. It is raised through vol-
untary contributions from governments, some of whom are becom-
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ing increasingly reluctant to continue supporting what they see as
intractable, recurring, or long-standing displacement problems,
that mindset of change that you spoke of earlier.

For this reason, we are particularly grateful for both the political
and the financial backing we get from the United States, which
consistently assures us of around one-quarter of our annual costs,
and on most issues, except that' of keeping asylum seekers in de-
tention, acts as a model and a leader for the rest of the world in
helping to support what we call the three durable solutions for ref-
ugees,

Of these, the solution most preferred by refugees is that of vol-
untary repatriation, and perhaps we should keep this in mind
when we think of resettlement. Refugees really do want to go home
if at all possible. They often choose this option, even if UNHCR is
hesitant about the conditions to which they intend to return. These
are the operations which are often difficult to fund as well, because
donors have no confidence in the sustainability of the return or in
the political and economic stability of the country of origin. Still,
once home, assistance is essential to prevent re-displacement, and
usually returnees feel they are better off than had they remained
dependent on assistance in a foreign land.

The second durable solution is local settlement, one which is
poorly implemented nowadays, given either the large size of a refu-
gee influx, or the poor economic conditions of the country of asy-
lum. Since there is little chance for integration or even perhaps of
moving away from a border, refugees often languish in camps
under care and maintenance programs which guarantee them only
a minimum amount of food and water, and meet only very basic
shelter, health, sanitation, and if they are lucky, some education
needs. In the health sector alone, much more needs to be done to
reduce infant mortality, the incidents of respiratory, diarrhea, and
infectious diseases, just one example.

The third solution is resettlement, where the United States takes
the lead, despite all of the things you have been saying, accepting
as many persons as all other countries combined, and using politi-
cal, protection and family reunification criteria rather than like
many countries, insisting on selecting people with skills or other
quick integration attributes. The U.S. program I really find quite
extraordinary because of the exemplary manner in which a whole
variety of government departments, NGO’s, antl U.N. agencies co-
operate to the advantage of refugees who .require a new start in a
third country. L

UNHCR attempts to coordinate these programs, working with
among others, donor and host governments, NGO’s, and other U.N.
and international financial institutions. WFP, for example, provides
all the food for refugees; UNICEF, the vaccinations; UNDP and the
World Bank take care of development planning. The NGO's work
in their respective sectors, including advocacy, an activity we par-
ticular value in donor countries to raise awareness and in host
countries where there are protection problems.

It may be of interest to give some indication of where we carry
out our activities. The largest refugee group today is still the 2.6
million Afghans in Iran and Pakistan, where by now very small
sums are expended by UNHCR, the host countries bearing most of
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the costs. Although there was bad news in the paper this morning
where the Pakistanis have announced they are going to keep the
Afghans in camps. This is very bad news.

The next largest groups of refugees are the Iraqis, Bosnians, So-
malis, the Burundi, Liberians, Sudanese, Sierra Leoneans, and Vi-
etnamese, mostly in neighboring countries. The largest returnee
populations, and this shows the good news of our work, where peo-
ple have actually gone home, are Rwandans, Bosnians, Burundi,
Afghans, Angolans, Somalis, and Congolese. You begin to see the
overlap.

The IDPs with whom we work are the Bosnians, Sierra
Leoneans, Burundi, Azeris, Russians, Afghans, Georgians, Somalis,
and Sri Lankans. This list illustrates the breadth and complexity
of our work, showing the vast geographical spread, and indicating
how some of the same populations fall into all three categories.

What particularly concern us is that although we so very strictly
assess the needs of these groups, no longer engaging in tertiary
education or adult literacy programs, keeping income-generating
and environmental programs to a bare minimum, barely attending
to the special needs of groups such as unaccompanied minors and
female-headed households and cutting back severely on our mon-
itoring and protection tasks in 1998, out of a $995.6 million budget,
we raised only $774 million in new money, and had to cut back se-
verely on our sparse operations. Of this, the United States contrib-
uted $214.3 million in MRA, and $34.5 million in ERMA funds.

The two programs which demand most of our human and mate-
rial resources at this time are Kosovo and West Africa, that is, Si-
erra Leoneans in Liberia, Guinea, and Cote d’Ivoire, and Liberians
in Guinea and Cote d'Ivoire. A look at the similarities and dif-
ferences of these two operations demonstrates some of the major
issues facing UNHCR and the humanitarian community. Kosovo
has captured the world’s attention, thanks to its location and geo-
golitical importance, and therefore receives the money and the

uman power it needs, at least for humanitarian and monitoring
activities.

Sierra Leone, like Liberia before it, despite the dreadful atroc-
ities and huge and repeated displacement, is rarely on the world
screen and tEe resources are not available to respond, even to the
hundreds of horribly mutilated amputated victims of the conflict.
In both places, however, humanitarian action is being used as a
substitute for political and military action, and the conflicts are
likely to linger with increasingly dire consequences until some seri-
ous political and military decisions are taken. Both regions are also
dangerous, for both the local populations and for humanitarian
workers, and stringent budgets mean the personnel and equipment
which might afford better security are lacking. And in both, al-
though much more in Sierra Leone, there is a question of whether
the agencies are able, and the donors willing, to invest in rebuild-
ing infrastructure and to engage in the long-term reconciliation
measures necessary to end and prevent recurrence of conflict and
repeat population displacements.

I paint a pessimistic picture of a changing humanitarian environ-
ment, where the nature of war, now internal with civilians as tar-
gets, and the nature of peace, now fragile and uncertain, means
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that we can not be sure that the solutions we promote are durable.
We must recognize that solutions must be political, economic, so-
cial, and humanitarian at the same time, and that we have to rely
on a partnership between local and international actors, including
the refugees or the IDPs themselves.

Addressing today's displacement problems comprehensively is not
an easy or quick undertaking. It requires serious and long-term
commitment. We believe we can count on such commitment from
our interlocutors in PRM and among the NGO’s, and, we hope, the
Congress and other elected officials. Already, we have been led by
them down new and creative paths from innovative projects, to
broad institutional reform. For this partnership, both UNHCR and
the refugees are grateful. We must not let the displaced, wherever
they are, down, this year or in the year 2000. Let the United States
continue to set the standard in providing a dignified environment
for those who deserve a chance to rebuild their lives.
d.[’I;he prepared statement of Ms. AbuZayd appears in the appen-

ix.
Mr. SMITH. Ms. AbuZayd, thank you very much for that excellent
testimony, and while it might lead to pessimism, at least you paint-
ed a picture that we have to react to. So I do thank you for that.
I know we will have some questions, but I thought we would go
through everyone, and then ask each individual some questions.

Dr. Levy.

STATEMENT OF REYNOLD LEVY, PRESIDENT AND CHIEF
EXECUTIVE OFFICER, INTERNATIONAL RESCUE COMMITTEE

Mr. LEvy. Mr. Chairman, Members of the Committee, I am hon-
ored to be with you. I would like to associate myself with the thrust
of the exchanges between the Committee Members and the Sec-
retary.

I would like to spend just a very brief period of time explorin
several common myths about refugee protection and admissions.
do so from the perspective of the president of an organization that
has been serving refugees for 65 years, and that has the privilege
of both providing relief assistance in 25 countries around the world,
and resettling refugees in 20 cities around the country, includin
in States like New York, New Jersey, Georgia, Massachusetts, an
California.

The first myth is that the United States admits virtually all
those refugees who require resettlement in our country. The Ad-
ministration has proposed a Fiscal Year 2000 ceiling of 80,000 refu-
gee admissions, 5,000 more than 1999. That is commendable, but
as has been pointed out, it is still 40 percent less than the number
admitted in 1993, and well below the levels in the 1970’s and
1980’s, which consistently exceeded 100,000. In our judgment,
these levels are not justified by the absence of eligible candidates.
To the contrary, refugee numbers are now on the rise, and those
subject to persecution, if they return home, are rising as well.

Among others, the world’s refugees include: Burmese languishing
in camps along the Thai border, Afghan women taking refuge in-
side Pakistan, Iraqi opponents of Saddam Hussein scattered
throughout the Middle East, Somali Bantus confined for years in
camps in Kenya, Sierra Leoneans in Guinea, and still today Viet-
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namese who worked with the American Government during the
war.

Refugees who need resettlement in the United States and meet
our qualifications number in the hundreds of thousands. What is
at issue is not the need, what is at issue is not whether they exist,
what is at issue is whether we have the will, the resources, and
the mechanisms to identify these populations who meet the eligi-
bility criteria of the U.S. refugee resettlement program. The cur-
rent identification techniques and staffing are inadequate. They are
slow. They are relatively inflexible. It would be not difficult, in our
judgment, to significantly improve our current system if we all to-
gether as partners would make it a priority to do so.

The second myth, in our view, is that J;e United States can not
afford to spend any more money on refugees in resettlement. It
costs approximately $1,400 to process and resettle a refugee. So to
increase our ceiling by 20,000 and return it to historic levels, would
cost approximately $28 million more than the $122 million cur-
rently allocated. This additional amount would bring the State De-
partment's Migration and Refugee Account appropriation to $688
million, still well below the $704.5 million authorization,

The third myth is that local communities and the voluntary sec-
tor would have a hard time absorbing more refugees. That we are
at some kind of saturation point. In our view, private voluntary or-
ganizations, church groups, and community resources have bui]yt an
extensive network in our country that has significant support in
the private sector, and significant support in communities all
across the country. We believe that we can absorb and integrate
significantly more refugees than we are currently doing. Our em-
ployment data demonstrate the capacity and resilience of refugees
to quickly become self-supporting. We believe the record warrants
additional numbers.

The fourth myth is that if the United States agrees to take more
refugees from one region, it must then reduce the number taken
from other regions; that more Africans necessarily means fewer
Eastern Europeans, and vice versa. Such statements, pitting one
deserving group against another are the consequence olpa lowered
ceiling, not its cause. We believe there need not be a zero-sum
game if admissions numbers reached higher levels and were more
adequate.

The fifth myth is that there is limited congressional or public
support for the refugee program. Polling by the National Immigra-
tion Forum reveals that when the public understands the facts and
the underlying elements of refugee persecution and suffering, they
support resett%ement to the United States by a nearly three-to-one
margin. As for Congress, key Members, including key Members of
this Committee, wrote to the President requesting an increase in
the current ceiling for Fiscal Year 2000 to be within their historic
range of 100,000.

So the need is there. The United States can afford to do more.
The local NGO’s and communities would welcome more. And this
Committee and the Congress is prepared to assist with more. Refu-
gee resettlement and assistance are matters of life and death,
health and illness, families reunited or ruptured by separation. The
fate of tens of thousands of refugees languishing in third countries,
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who can not go home again, is determined each year by whether
we use an infinitesimal portion of taxpayer support to open the
American door slightly wider to the oppressed and to the per-
secuted. They are resourceful, freedom-loving, resilient people, who
in return for refufge, can make a great contribution to our Nation
in the tradition of refugees, like our Secretary of State, Congress-
man Tom Lantos, and Intel founder and chairman, Andrew Grove.

I want to associate the International Rescue Committee with
many of the remarks of Committee Members in their praise for the
leadership of the bureau, and for the direction of the agency. We
think we can do more. We think we can do better.

Thank you very much. '

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

Mr. SMITH. Thank you, Dr. Levy, for your excellent testimony.

Mr. Hammond.

STATEMENT OF DONALD HAMMOND, SENIOR VICE
PRESIDENT, WORLD RELIEF

Mr. HAMMOND. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Members of the Com-
mittee. I will be summarizing my prepared statement, so I would
ask that my prepared statement ge included in the hearing record.

I am representing the Committee on Migration and Refugee Af-
fairs of InterAction, and also World Relief, which is the humani-
tarian assistance arm of the National Association of Evangelicals.
I will try not to be a talking head. I know at 12:30 it gets tough,
stomachs are starting to growl, but maybe that can remind us a
little bit of some of the situations that those we are here to talk
about deal with every day.

Before I begin, I woulc{like to pay tribute to Assistant Secretary
Taft. She brings a high level of expertise and a great energy and
{)assion to her position. You saw that today. She does it wherever

see her. In Fiscal Year 1998, we surpassed the budgeted ceilin
under her leadership. We increased arrivals and the ceiling for Af-
rican refugees. We helped focus UNHCR on accepting their role of
providing protection to refugees through resettlement, and revital-
ized an interest in the resettlement of unaccompanied minors from
Africa. Her personal interest on behalf of Burmese refugees re-
sulted in 700 additional people being moved into safe areas and
being eligible for resettlement.

While she has helped the U.S. refugee program achieve these re-
sults, the bureaucracy continues to create barriers to resettlement.
In reference to the memo, I am deeply concerned, but very proud
to be one of those people that is called a true believer and advocate
for refugees. But I am concerned that the memo doesn’t only speak
from one person’s point of view, but also raises the concern for me
that this may be a view that is in the rest of PRM. That is very
distressing to me as an advocate and someone very concerned for
refugees.

Many times in our deliberations on refugee admissions, we focus
on budget issues, capacity issues, and areas that are somewhat bu-
reaucratic in nature. Sometimes we forget about the people that
our decisions affect. When pointing out the policy and budget
issues, it is important for us to consider the people who suffer and
languish in the refugee camps. With that in mind, I would like to



44

tell you some stories about some of those people that are being kept
from entering the United States through our resettlement program.

The CMRA submits a recommendation for admissions to the Ad-
ministration every year. This year, for Fiscal Year 2000, we have
recommended a number of 119,000. It seems there is a lack of will
and leadership that keeps us from increasing our numbers and in-
creasing our capacity on the international side to resettle this num-
ber. As Reynold has said, it is not an issue that there are no more
refugees. It is not an issue of domestic capacity. It is not an issue
of UNHCR not finding and identifying cases. Sir, the numbers are
there. The capacity is there, We must show that the United States
continues to be committed to being that leader, to caring for vul-
nerable people who have no other chance for hope. This 40 percent
cut is distressing to us. We must do better.

In 5 minutes, I cannot possibly go through and tell you the story
of every refugee and every refugee group that this 80,000 number
is keeping from entering the United States, but let me give you
four categories, and then tell some stories. The first category is
that of needing to build our international capacity to identify and
process refugees. The second is the restrictive change in our family
definition that INS has made. The third is the need for more num-
bers. The fourth is the denial of cases, which are similar to cases
that were previously approved.

I must at this point pause to address the remarks that were
made by Secretary Taft about situations particularly in the former
Soviet Union, and those of evangelicals that have been denied. 1
will tell you some stories about those people that will counter some
of those statements, and would be happy to give you more stories
if necessary.

Let me start in Sierra Leone with Mrs. K, a widow with two
young children. In the immediate aftermath of the May 25 military
coup, soldiers looted and vandalized her home. She was brutally
raped. Her husband was killed in front of her as he tried to protect
his family. She fled to Guinea, was harassed by Guinean security

ersonnel, and eventually made her way to Ghana, where she and

er children were granted temporary refugee status, but given no
financial support. In order for Mrs. K and her children to access
the U.S. resettlement program, she must get a Priority—1 referral
from the UNHCR. UNHCR is currently overwhelmed by meeting
the assistance needs of refugees in these camp populations, and is
not able to do that, as we understand.

A family of Eritrean background has been expelled from Addis,
but could not return to Eritrea. Their documents were taken from
them and destroyed, and they were told to leave the country. They
traveled to Moyale in Kenya on the Ethiopian border. They have
no documents to prove who they are. They have been expelled from
Ethiopia and Eritrea won't accept them. Currently there is no pol-
icy by UNHCR or the United States for recognizing their refugee
status. They do their best to avoid government officials and exist
on help from friends. UNHCR estimates that there are about
30,000 people that are in this category.

From Azerbaijan, a mixed Azerbaijani-Azeri family resides in
Azerbaijan and lost their homes and were forced to flee into the
mountains. As Christian Armenians, they are a minority popu-
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lation that have been historically persecuted. This family has been
denied employment, and their children have been beaten. They live
in constant fear of violence as mixed families are targets of rape,
torture, and murder. They currently don’t have access to our pro-
gram,

Bosnians in Germany. You heard that the UNHCR asked for
5,000 admissions for Bosnians out of Germany. UNHCR estimates
that in the absence of new resettlement places in the U.S. program,
German authorities will likely refuse to delay deportations for
these applicants. The UNHCR estimates that the impact of these
voluntary returns from Germany would have a severe impact on
some parts of Bosnia in which, and I quote from a letter they sent
to our bureau, “Such returns are not occurring in safety or dignity
and often are not sustainable.” In spite of this compelling plea from
the UNHCR, the State Department rejected the request from
UNHCR.

Ms. McKinney, you referred to my testimony and parts of it on
the Bantu refugees. That is again a request from UNHCR for those
10,000 people to be considered a P-2 category. We wait for the
State Department to make a determination on that, and hope it
will be positive. We have worked very hard with the UNHCR.
UNHCR has made great steps in helping to identify refugees. We
can’t, as they are coming and identifying them, now say we will not
respond to those that you have identified. That is the wrong mes-
sage to send. We hope we can get a positive response.

Let me quickly ta{)k about just some religious minorities from the
former Soviet Union. Mr. Chairman, you know and heard testi-
mony on human rights in Russia on January 11. I won’t repeat
some of those things that were stated to you. You have raised the
issue of the increase in the denial rates, which are very confusing
to us as we see some of the things that are happening.

Let me tell you some stories about those refugees that are heing
denied refugee status. Oksana is a Ukrainian Evangelical Chris-
tian who grew up in a Christian home, she is not a recent convert.
Her family was exiled to Siberia in 1940. Her parents and older
brother were jailed for their religious beliefs in 1945. While still a
teenager, she worked to support her five younger brothers and sis-
ters. In exile, she continuecfto attend church services. As an adult,
she was persecuted for her beliefs and for taking her children to
church. She was given the worst and hardest jobs and her wages
were infringed on, her children abused in school and given
undeservedly low marks. This family was denied refugee status be-
cause she failed to make a strong case of their many years of perse-
cution. She is 75 years old and illiterate. She and her husband can
not come to the United States to join their children, who were ac-
cepted before with the same case.

Jewish families are suffering the same thing, the same problems,
and the same litany of persecution in their past. They are having
to make choices of coming to the United States without their family
members because of this change in family composition. The bu-
reaucracy continues to create problems for people coming in.

I have more stories of Christians here, sir, who have been kept
out, and of Jewish families who are being separated by these
changes. From Vietnam, the Vietnamese employees, those that
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have been persecuted for their association in the United States
have been talked about. I know that Lionel will speak about them
again.

These examples are the people for whom we must raise the num-
bers. We must raise them. We must come to the aid of these refu-
gees who have no other choice. It is our responsibility as the great-
est country on earth, we are called to answer the cry of the per-
secuted and the suffering people in our world. We can do it. We
have the capacity. It just takes someone to make the decisions,
make those tough decisions, those tough choices to raise budgets,
to develop international capacity. I am convinced that we can do
it, that the State Department, the immigration services, the NGO’s,
UNHCR, we are committed to saving refugee lives and we are com-
mitted to this program. We have the ability to bring in more refu-
gees and to save more lives.

Thank you for listening and for your attention. We at the Com-
mittee, the CMRA, stand ready to serve you and the Administra-
tion. But most importantly, we stand ready to serve the refugees
around the world as we seek to find them new homes, to protect
them and to show the world that the United States is committed

to making a difference.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Hammond appears in the appen-

dix.]
Mr. SMITH. Thank you very much, Mr. Hammond, for your excel-
lent testimony as well. I think as Dr. Levy had mentioned, the
myths that are propounded with regard to these issues, the per-
ceived lack of support on Capitol Hiﬁ and things of that kind, are
all bogus. Every one of them is a myth. I think if we could just get
some leadership from the White House and from the State Depart-
ment and from PRM in terms of upping these numbers, we would
do everything we can. But what we will run into, in all candor, is
the appropriators, who will say it wasn’t requested, even if we au-
thorize the amount like we did last year. We went at the lower
number only because the appropriators were very heavily influ-
enced by the State Department.

So we will continue to fight, but your testimony adds to that ef-
fort mightily.

Diana Aviv.

STATEMENT OF DIANA AVIV, SENIOR ASSOCIATE EXECUTIVE
VICE PRESIDENT, COUNCIL OF JEWISH FEDERATIONS

Ms. Aviv. Thank you, Mr Chairman, and Ms. McKinney. I appre-
ciate the opportunity to be here today to discuss issues related to
the U.S. refugee program in the former Soviet Union. Mr. Chair-
man, I would like to thank you in particular for your steadfast
leadership on issues related to protection and resettlement of per-
secuted and endangered populations around the world. The rescue
and resettlement of Jewish refugees has been and continues to be
one of the basic missions of the Jewish Federation system. Working
in partnership with the Jewish community’s migration agency,
HIAS, we have resettled more than 250,000 Jews from the former
Soviet Union since 1988, in addition to Iranians, Eastern Euro-

peans, Bosnians, and others.



47

Mr. Chairman, we believe it is important to constantly renew
and demonstrate our commitment by maintaining a generous ad-
missions policy. My colleagues have talked about the numbers as
well, but we believe that it is very distressing that the numbers
have gone down so dramatically. The Administration’s proposal for
80,000 admissions for Fiscal Year 2000 is a very small step in the
right direction, but in our view is much too low, especialfy given
the catastrophic events that have resulted in the persecution of so
many people in Africa and Kosovo.

CJF believes that admitting at least 100,000 refugees in Fiscal
Year 2000 is both necessary and manageable. The need is there.
The commitment on the part of the Congress is there. The modest
increase in cost would surely not deplete the resources of our Fed-
eral Treasury. We urge Congress to press for higher admissions
numbers and adequate appropriations for Fiscal Year 2000 and be-
yond, as you have also commented, Mr, Chairman, as well.

Now to the former Soviet Union. Last year, we testified that
there were some positive signs for Jewish communities in the FSU.
The return of some confiscated synagogues, the ability to worship
and to study Hebrew openly, the building of schools, community
centers and synagogues, and the willingness of leaders in some
countries to condemn acts and expressions of anti-Semitism. Some
of that continues to be true today.

We said that we were cautiously optimistic a year ago, but were
withholding our judgment because compared with centuries of op-
pression and anti-Semitism, a few years is too short a time against
which to measure the success of the fledgling democracies of the
FSU. Regrettably, I must tell you that our caution was justified. In
March 1999, anti-Semitism in the FSU is virulent, pervasive, and
increasingly violent. How serendipitous is it that today, of all days,
The New York Times should write about these very issues in to-
day’s newspaper. The election to leadership positions of extremists,
nationalists, fascists, Islamic fundamentalists and Communists has
resulted in a resurgence of deeply ingrained anti-Semitism, and
scapegoating of Jews, as well as the persecution of other religious
minorities. Nationalistic and fascistic rhetoric is spewed with
frightening openness and impunity.

’%he biggest disappointment is in Russia, where President Yeltsin
initially gave the Jewish community hope for its future by strongly
denouncing anti-Semitism, meeting with the Jewish community,
and supporting legislation to combat hate crime. But today, fear
has replaced optimism, fueled by a weakened Yeltsin, and horrify-
in%acts of violence and terror such as the following:

he bombing of the Marina Roscha synagogue for the second
time in 2 years and physical assaults against two rabbis; the assas-
sination of Duma member Galina Starovoitova, an outspoken oppo-
nent of anti-Semitism and other human rights violations; a public
hate campaign waged by General Albert Makashov, the Communist
party official and Duma member who openly courts political sup-
port using slogans such as “Death to the Yids” and statements such
as, “I will round up all the Jews and send them to the next world.”;
the resurgence of the Cossack movement. A recent News Day arti-
cle states, “Once the most trusted military force of the Czar, the
Cossacks now want to regain their standing as a privileged elite
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and see their virulent hatred of Jews as their route back to glory.”
The list goes on and on.

Other countries of the FSU are as bad or worse than Russia
where anti-Semitism is concerned. As you know, in my full state-
ment there are many additional examples.

Mr. Chairman, I am not an alarmist. I am not here to tell you
that things are as bad as they have ever been, and that Jews are
currently being rounded up and murdered in the streets by govern-
ment-sanctioned anti-Semites. Rather, I am here to sound a warn-
ing bell that many of the components for exactly such a scenario
are in place. They need only to be connected and detonated by the
right demagogue and set of circumstances.

I disagree with the Secretary’s comments with regards to how
things are in the former Soviet Union, because what counts here
are not the counts or the Duma or other governments. What mat-
ters much more are the local authorities and the degree to which
they implement the laws and the degree to which they protect peo-
ple from local citizens who have hate campaigns going on all the
time. All of this and more leads CJF to conclude that the Lauten-
berg amendment should be extended beyond September 30, 1999,
This law provides an effective means factoring in the historic perse-
cution of certain groups when determining tieir refugee status. A
context important to understanding the fears of the Jewish commu-
nity and other groups, and essentially engaging the receptivity of
the population at large to anti-Semitic rabble-rousing and calls to
violence. Because the analysts tell us that the situation will get
worse, CJF and our collegial agencies believe that it would be pru-
dent to enact a 2-year reenactment of the law. We hope we can
count on your support in this regard.

In regard to the comments by Secretary Taft about the flow to
Israel, we must disagree with %er. Allo Levy, who is the Jewish
Agency for Israel's representative in relation to the FSU in today’s
New York Times mentions that immigration to Israel from the
former Soviet Union is 20,000 already as of this date, compared
with 15,000 for all of last year. So I don't think that we are talking
about the numbers going down. Indeed, in my personal conversa-