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Executive Director Visits Countries 

Engaged in Human Rights Dialogues 

In the six months between February and July, 2000, The Dui Hua 
Foundation's Executive Director, John Kamm, met with officials of the 
United Nations and several governments to introduce Dui Hua and to learn 
about the dialogues that have been taking place between foreign countries 
and China on the subject of human rights. During this period, Kamm visited 
Washington, Beijing, Geneva, Rome, Paris, London, Brussels, Canberra and 
Ottawa, and in each city he had talks with officials in charge of human rights 
diplomacy. 

In addition to speaking with government officials, Kamm met with 
leading humanitarian organizations and non-governmental human rights 
organizations to get their assessment of the progress being made in the area 
of human rights dialogues. 

China first suggested holding dialogues with foreign countries on 
human rights in 1990. One of the earliest efforts was a pair of visits to China, 
in 1991 and 1992, by members of Australia's parliament. In 1995, the 
European Union announced that a dialogue on human rights had been 
initiated with China, but the discussions proved to be short-lived. China 
suspended the dialogue with the EU because it sponsored a resolution 
criticizing China's human rights record at the annual meeting of the United 
Nations Human Rights Commission in Geneva. 

In 1997, the Chinese government agreed to hold official dialogues on 
human rights with countries whose governments decided against sponsoring 
the Geneva resolution. The EU, Canada and Australia announced that 
dialogues would be initiated or resumed. The EU dialogue has been a twice
yearly affair, held alternately in Beijing and the capital of the country holding 
the rotating EU presidency. During the most recent dialogue, held as a part of 
the EU-China summit in late October, Jacques Chirac, the President of 
France, handed a list of "prisoners of concern" to senior Chinese officials 
and also reportedly raised the question of religious freedom in Tibet. 
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In 1998, the year of President Clinton's 
state visit to China, the United States decided against 
sponsoring a resolution on China at the March-April 
Geneva meeting. During the visit, President Jiang 
Zemin and President Clinton held a joint press 
conference during which sensitive topics like the 
June 4 incident and the situation in Tibet were 
discussed. President Clinton suggested that Chinese 
couns review the sentences of people convicted 
under the laws relating to counterrevolution. The 
two presidents agreed to resume the official dialogue 
on human rights with two meetings, held alternately 
in Beijing and Washington, in 1999. 

In January 1999, the first of the two sessions 
of the dialogue was held in Washington. It was an 
acrimonious meeting. Asserting that rights had 
deteriorated in China, US Assistant Secretary of 
State for Democracy, Human Rights and Labor 
Harold Koh warned his Chinese counterpart that the 
US might once again put forward a resolution 
criticizing China at the Geneva event. The United 
States did in fact introduce a China resolution in 
April 1999, and it persuaded Poland to co-sponsor 
the resolution, but all of the other countries who 
were engaged in dialogues on human rights decided 
against joining the Americans. The resolution was 
defeated by means of a "no action" resolution. 

In the aftermath of the May 1999 bombing 
of the Chinese Embassy in Belgrade, China's 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs announced the 
suspension of the official human rights dialogue with 
the US. In part because of lingering anger over the 
bombing, in part because the US once again, in 
March 2000, pushed for passage of a China 
resolution in Geneva, the official dialogue on human 
rights between the US and China remains suspended. 
(See remarks by Secretary Koh on the US-China 
human rights dialogue in this issue.) 

Although none of the countries participating 
in the dialogues are completely satisfied with the 
results, all are committed to continuing and 
expanding the discussions. The sharpest criticism of 
the dialogues comes from human rights NGOs who 
maintain that the dialogues are litt le more than "taLk 
shops" used by China to deflect international 
cflltclsm. Critics are unhappy with the Lack of 
information released by dialogue participants, and 
with the secrecy surrounding the talks. A source of 
frustration among Western diplomats is China's 
reluctance to discuss individual cases of alleged 
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abuse. Public opinion in Western countries tends to 
focus on instances of alleged abuse, and the inabili ty 
to discuss these cases with Beijing no doubt serves to 
undermine support for the official dialogues. 

On the other hand, the diaLogues appear to 
have contributed to systemic changes, including 
improvements in due process like the separation of 
investigatory and prosecutoriaL powers in China's 
People 's Procuratorate. Often the official dialogues 
go hand in hand with training programs and legal 
seminars. There are, at present, more than 100 
Chinese judges and legal scholars either studying or 
working in countries engaged in official dialogues, 
often with financial and logistical support by the 
foreign government involved. EU diplomats insist 
that the priority given in their dialogue to China 
ratifying the international covenants has contributed 
to Beijing's apparent decision to rati fy the 
Economic, Social and Cultural Covenant over the 
next 12 months. 

As for the reluctance of Chinese officials to 
discuss individual cases, Beijing maintains that most 
of the people being asked about are in prison because 
they have been convicted by a court of law. 
Challenging the outcome of trials, in the opinion of 
Chinese diplomats, demonstrates disrespect for the 
integrity of China's legal system, and constitutes an 
infringement of China's sovereignty. Even when 
China has provided information on prisoners to 
foreign governments, it has made clear that it is 
doing so not out of obligation but rather as a gesture 
of cooperation. It has sometimes asked that the 
information be kept confidential. 

The Chinese government has been more 
forthcoming with information on specific cases in 
response to inquiries from individual foreigners, 
including members of the US Congress, religious 
leaders and human rights activists like John Kamm. 
While repeating that the Chinese government is 
under no obligation to provide the information, 
Chinese officials acknowledge that, by giving details 
of how its citizens are treated by the legal and penal 
systems, the outside world can better understand 
developments in these areas. Precisely because the 
foreign party requesting the information is not a 
government, Chi nese officials are less concerned that 
issues of equality and sovereignty are at stake. It 
may well be that unofficial dialogues will ultimately 
make more progress in the area of prisoner 
accounting than official dialogues. 
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In response 10 requests by John Kamm, Executive Director of the Dui Hua Foundation, the Ministry of 
Justice provided information on eight prisoners during the Third Quarter of 2000: 

Chen Yanhin (I\)); ~ ~), male, 33 years old, prior to 
arrest was a student at the Beijing Municipal Number 
Two Foreign Languages Institute. He was sentenced 
on March 5, 199 I by the Beijing Municipal 
lntermediate People's Court to 15 years' 
imprisonment (sentence to run from September 13, 
1990 to September 12, 2005) with four years' 
subsequent deprivation of political rights for 
committing the crime of counterrevolutionary 
propaganda and incitement. Because he truly 
regretted his actions and showed signs of reforming, 
his sentence was reduced in 1998 by three months. 
His sentence will now be completed on June 12, 
2005. He is currently serving his sentence in 
Beijing 's Number Two Prison. His health is normal. 

Han Cbunsheng (¥'Ii ~ !£), male, 56 years old, 
prior to arrest was unemployed and living in the 
Jingshan District of Beijing Municipality. He was 
sentenced on December 12, 1996 by the Beij ing 
Municipal Intermediate People's Court to eight 
years' imprisonment (sentence to run from May 21, 
1996 to May 20, 2004) for committing the crime of 
counterrevolutionary propaganda and incitement. He 
is currently serving his sentence at the Beijing 
Municipal Number Two Prison. His health is normal. 

Uu Shigen (/[}j :fi -m), male, 44 years old, prior to 
arrest was a teacher at the Beijing Municipal Foreign 
Languages Institute. He was sentenced on June 14, 
1995 by the Beijing Municipal Intermediate People' s 
Court to 20 years' imprisonment (sentence to run 
from May 27, 1992 to May 26, 20 I 2) with five 
years' subsequent deprivation of political rights for 
committing the crime of organizing and leading a 
counterrevo lutionary group. He is currently serving 
his sentence at the Beijing Municipal Number Two 
prison. His health is good. 

Kang Yuchun (ER 3;. ~), male, 36 years old, prior 
to arrest was a doctor at Anding Hospital in Beijing. 
He was sentenced on June 14, 1995 by the Beijing 
Municipal Intermediate People' s Court to 17 years' 
imprisonment with four years' subsequent 
deprivation of political rights for committing the 
crimes of organizing and leading a counter-
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revolutionary group, and counterrevolutionary 
propaganda and incitement. Because he sincerely 
expressed regret, his sentence was reduced twice in 
March 1998 and September 1999, respectively, with 
a total sentence reduction of one year and seven 
months. After the sentence reductions, his sentence 
will be completed on October 28, 2007. He is 
currently serving his sentence at Yanq ing Prison in 
Beijing. He is healthy. 

Li Uai (~ lfiI), male, 46 years old, prior to arrest 
was unemployed and living in Beijing' s Chaoyang 
District. He was sentenced on December 18, 1996 by 
the Beijing City Chaoyang District People' s Court to 
nine years' imprisonment (sentence to run from May 
31 , 1995 to May 30, 2004) with two years' 
subsequent deprivation of political rights for 
committing the crime of gathering state secrets. He is 
currently serving his sentence at the Beijing 
Liangxiang Prison. H is health is normal. 

Liang Qiang (~ l!il), male, 46 years old, prior to 
arrest was a cadre at the Beijing Light Vehicle 
Company. He was sentenced on January 4, 1990 by 
the Beijing Municipal Intermediate People' s Court to 
15 years' imprisonment (sentence to run from May 
27, 1989 to May 26, 2004) with three years' 
subsequent deprivation of pOlitical rights for 
committing the crime of counterrevolutionary 
propaganda and incitement. He is currently serving 
his sentence at the Beijing Municipal Yanqing 
Prison. His health is normal. 

liD Jingsheng ()\1J J)i: 1:), male, 46 years old, prior 
to arrest was a worker at the Beijing Tong County 
Chemical Plant. He was sentenced on June 14, 1995 
by the Beijing Municipal Intermediate People 's 
Court to 15 years' imprisonment (sentence to run 
from May 28. 1992 to May 27, 2007) with four 
years' subsequent deprivation of pol itical rights for 
committing the crimes of organizing and leading a 
counterrevolutionary group, and counter
revolutionary propaganda and incitement. Because 
he sincerely expressed regret, his sentence was 
reduced by one year and one month in 2000, and hi s 
sentence will now expire on April 27, 2006. He is 
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currently serving his sentence at a prison in Beijing. 
His health is nonnal. 

Xu Wenli (1#i :)c 1r.), male, 55 years old, from 
Anqing City in Anhui Province, prior to arrest was 
unemployed and resided at Beijing's Xuanwu 
District. He was sentenced in June 1982 to 15 years' 
imprisonment with four years' subsequent 
deprivation of political rights for committing the 
crimes of organizing a counterrevolutionary group 
and counterrevolutionary propaganda and incitement. 
In May 1993, he was released on parole according to 
law, and he completed his sentence on April 8, 1996. 
In 1998, he committed the crime of subversion and 
was sentenced on December 21 by the Beijing 
Municipal Intermediate People's Court to 13 years' 
imprisonment (sentence to run from November 30, 
1998 to November 29, 2011) with three years' 

subsequent deprivation of political rights. He is 
currently serving his sentence at Yanqing Prison in 
Beijing. His health is normal. 

Note: All of the above eight prisoners were on a list 
of ten people convicted of counterrevolution or 
endangering state security, by courts in Beijing 
Municipality, that was submitted to China's Ministry 
of Justice at the end of June 2000. No information 
was provided on the other two names on the list, Wu 
Shishen (!Ro ± 1*) and Wei Guangjun (~ -')f, ttl, 
since they are not natives of Beijing. In China, 
prisoners serve their sentences in the same provinces 
where they are tried and convicted, with the 
exception of prisoners convicted by Beijing courts. 
Of the laller, only Beijing natives serve their 
sentences in Beijing, while the others are sent to 
prisons in their home provinces. 

Statistics on US National Security Prisoners 

In early October, 2000, Dui Hua ' s Executive Director, John Kamm, visited Washington. While there, 
he met with the Bureau of Justice Statistics of the Department of Justice and was given detailed 
statistics on the size and characteristics of the population of inmates in federal prisons serving sentences 
for national security violations. 

As of October, 2000, there were 5S such prisoners. Eighty percent are citizens of the United States. 
There are three Sudanese citizens and two Mexican citizens serving prison terms for violating national 
security. China, Cuba, Jordan, India, Peru and Turkey each have one citizen in a US prison serving a 
sentence for one of the several crimes that make up national security offenses. 

The population of these prisoners is predominantly white and male. There are seven black national 
security prisoners and two Asian national security prisoners. Only four females are in prison for 
violating national security. The average age of American national security prisoners is 39. 

The biggest category of offences is espionage; there are 23 convicted spies in US federal prisons. The 
other offenses, with the number of prisoners serving sentences, are sedition (7), violating the Neutrality 
Act (4), desertion (2), treason (I), impersonating a military officer (I), and damaging an energy facility 
(I). The Bureau of Justice Statistics lists 16 prisoners under the category "Other National Security 
Offenses. " 

US courts treat national security violators very harshly. Nine prisoners are currently serving life 
sentences. The average sentence length of the other 46 prisoners is approximately 26 years. 

The Bureau of Justice Statistics does not record the names of the prisoners in its database. To find the 
prisoners' names, a request for information must be filed with the Bureau of Prisons. Dui Hua has 
asked the Bureau to provide a complete listing of tbe names of American national security prisoners, 
and the request is now being considered. 
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The Case of Wang Liushui and Cai Meiying, Charged with Organizing and 
Using a Cult* to Sabotage the Enforcement of Law 

International allention has been drawn to the 
suppression of the Falun Gong group by the 
Chinese government, an effort accelerated by the 
passage of a law in July 1999 that declared Falun 
Gong an "evil cult." The new law increased 
penalties for adherents who break China's 
criminal code, including those commilling the 
crimes of "endangering state security" 
and "organizing and using a cliit to sabotage the 
enforcement of law. " 

The following account, translated from a 
collection of cases by Dui Hua's Research 
Coordinator Roberta Raine, illustrates how the 
laller law was being applied prior to the 
enactment of the July 1999 law that targeted 
Falun Gong. A request for information on Wang 
Liushui (£#P7Jc) and Cai Meiying (!,fjfjjJ;!) is 
being submilled to the judicial authorities. 

The State protects nonnal religious 
activities, but resolute ly bans the illegal activities 
of cults. After the revision of the criminal code, 
the conditions necessary to constitute this kind of 
crime were altered to no longer emphasize the 
subjective aim of counterrevolution, but rather to 
further accord with the needs of societal 
development and benefit the protection of normal 
religious activities. 

Circumstances of tbe Case 

In 1991 and 1992, defendants Wang 
Liushui (:Ei9Ji7J<) and Cai Meiying (~;ffjj~) were 
introduced separately to a cult called the "Guan 
Yin Buddhist Sect." In 1993, after the two 
defendants met, they together actively joined in 
the illegal activities of this cult. Moreover, they 
encouraged the recruitment of members into this 
cult, and collected and distributed large quantities 
of illegal publications that publicized this cult. For 
this reason, the two defendants both received a 
summons for education by the pub I ic security 
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organ, during which they were clearly told that the 
government did not recognize the "Guan Yin 
Buddhist Sect" cult, that the organization deserved 
to be banned, and that they were prohibited from 
joining in the illegal activities of the "Guan Yin 
Buddhist Sect." The two defendants also 
separate ly signed either a statement of repentance 
or a document promising not to join in the 
activities of thi s cu lt again. 

However, defendants Wang Liushui and 
Cai Meiying ignored the prohibitions of national 
law and continued to actively take part in the 
illegal activities of the "Guan Yin Buddhist 
Sect." In September 1997, the two defendants 
learned that the "Guan Yin Buddhist Sect" 
founder was holding an " international 
meditation" activity in a certain country on 
October 25. After plotting and planning, they 
separately made contact with more than ten 
members of thi s cult and, under the pretext of 
taking a holiday, the group began to make their 
way to this country to join the "international 
meditation " activity. The two defendants 
contacted the Nanya Travel Agency in Shanghai to 
handle the paperwork for the group to leave the 
country. They even requested this travel agency to 
violate common practice and not assign a tour 
guide to accompany the group abroad, in order to 
allow them to take part in illegal activities once 
they left the country. In October 1997, the public 
security organ cracked the case of the two 
defendants ' illegal activity of arranging for 
members of the cu lt to leave the country, and 
seized a large quantity of this cu lt 's illegal 
publications at the temporary residence of the two 
defendants. 

The Shanghai Municipal Luwan District 
People's Procuratorate charged : Defendants Wang 
Liushui and Cai Meiying together organized 
others to get involved in the activities of a cult, 
thereby sabotaging the enforcement of national 
law, and their behavior constituted the crime of 
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organizing and using a cult to sabotage the 
enforcement of law. The case was submitted to the 
courts for sentencing according to law. 

Defendants Wang Liushui and Cai 
Meiying argued: The "Guan Yin Buddhist Sect" 
is not a cult, they were engaged in "normal 
religious activities," and from a subjective point of 
view, they had no intention of sabotaging the 
enforcement of law. The counsel for the defense 
also argued: From a subjective point of view, the 
defendants had no intention of committing a 
crime, and from an objective point of view, all 
they did was engage in "religious activity." They 
went through the proper procedures to apply for 
travel outside the country and their actions did not 
have the result of causing the sabotage of the 
enforcement of law; therefore, their actions do not 
constitute the crime for which they were charged. 

Sentencing 

The findings from the trial of the court of 
the first instance were: The "Guan Yin Buddhist 
Sect " is an internationa l cult that has a clear 
tendency to oppose Communism, and according to 
ou r country's relevant laws and regulations, it 
shou ld be strictly prohibited and resolutely 
banned . Defendants Wang Liushui and Cai 
Meiying, having been summoned for education by 
the public security organ for joining in the illegal 
activities of this cult, knew very well that the 
"Guan Y in Buddhist Sect" is a cult. However, 

the two defendants ignored the law and legal 
regulations, and they were aware that the 
government prohibited the carrying out of illegal 
activities by the "Guan Yin Buddhist Sect" 
within the country. They continued to organize 
and use this cult to carry out illegal activities, and 
they still collected, distributed and made public 
the illegal publications of this cult, confusing the 
minds of the people. They also actively took part 
in the illegal activity of arranging for the members 
of this cult to leave the country, severely 
obstructing the smooth implementation of the 
national religious administration's regulations. 
This behavior constitutes the crime of organ izing 
and using a cult to sabotage the enforcement of 
law. The prosecuting organ determined the name 
of the offence to be charged in this case, which 
should be supported. The defendants' and the 
defense counsel's argument that no crime was 
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committed is contrary to the law and should not be 
supported. According to the regulations in Article 
300, Section I and Article 25 of the "P.R.C. 
Crimi nal Code," Wang Liushui is sentenced to 
four years' imprisonment and Cai Meiying to 
three years' imprisonment for committing the 
crime of organizing and using a cult to sabotage 
the enforcement of law. 

After the verdict of the first trial was 
heard, Wang Liushui and Cai Meiying both 
requested an appeal based on the reason that their 
activities did not constitute a crime. The defense 
counsel also put forth the same opinion in the ir 
defense, and requested that the court of the second 
instance put right and change their sentences. 

The findings from the trial of the court of 
the second instance were: Wang Liushui and Cai 
Meiying ignored national legal regulations; 
actively organized and used the "Guan Yin 
Buddhist Sect" cult to carry out illegal activities; 
collected, distributed and made public illegal 
publications of the "Guan Yin Buddhist Sect"; 
actively took part in the illegal activity of 
arranging for the disciples of this cult to leave the 
country, and severely obstructed the smooth 
implementation of the national religious 
administration's regulations. Their behavior 
constitutes the crime of organizing and using a 
cult to sabotage the enforcement of law. The 
defense provided by the two defendants and the 
defense counsel that the "Guan Yin Buddhist 
Sect" is not a cult does not accord with the facts. 
The reasons they gave for appeal, as well as the 
opinion of the defense counsel, cannot be 
established. Based on this, the court of the second 
instance judged that, according to Article 189, 
Paragraph I of the "P.R.C. Criminal Procedure 
Law," the appeal is rejected and the original 
sentence upheld . 

SOURCE: Selection a/Cases from Shanghai Courts 
in J 999, 2000, pp. 512-5 16. 

"Translalor's nole: We have translated here the 
Chinese phrase "xie jiao zu zhi" (literally 
"heretical/evil religious organization ') as "cult," 

in order to differentiate between it and the more 
neutral term "men," which has been translated here 
as "sect" in the phrase "Buddhist sect" (fa men). 
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Se cr eta r y Ko h on US-C h in a Dialogu e 

On September 9, 2000, the Mandarin Service 
of the Voice of America broadcast an 
interview with Assistant Secretary of State for 
Democracy, Human Rights and Labor 
Harold Koh conducted by John Kamm, 
Executive Director of The Dui Hua 
Foundation and host of the popular VOA 
program, "Issues in US-China Relations. " 

The program, which included Douglas 
Johnson, Executive Director of the Center for 
the Victims of Torture, examined the reports 
of the US and China to the UN's Committee 
Against Torture. Here 's what Secretary Koh 
had to say about the dialogue between China 
and the United States on human rights: 

KAMM: Secretary Koh, obviously 
it would be helpful to be able to address the 
Chinese government more directly about our 
concerns and, frankly, to hear their own 
concerns. When President Clinton visited 
China in July of 1998, one of the important 
conclusions of his visit was an agreement to 
restart the official bilateral dialogue on 
human rights. And, in fact, you did have a 
session in Washington in January of 1999. 
But since then the official dialogue has been 
suspended. 

Can you give us some background 
and update us on where things stand? Are we 
going to resume what appears to be the last of 
the bilateral dialogues suspended in the wake 
of the very tragic Belgrade bombing 
incident? 

SECRETARY KOB: As the 
Chinese government has said repeatedly, they 
believe in dialogue and not confrontation. 
We believe that ought to include dialogue on 
human rights issues. 

I know that Chinese officials have 
questions about the cases in New York that 
you raised, and I'd be happy to answer them. 
And 1 have some questions about allegations 
of torture in China that 1 would like to raise 
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in return. We had a series of dia logues with 
the Chinese over the last ten years. President 
Clinton's visit to Beijing in the summer of 
1998 led to what was probably the most 
comprehensive, thorough and intensive 
dialogue between our two governments in 
January of 1999 here in Washington. 

Not only did we have two days of 
talks covering a range of issues including 
torture, religious freedom, political freedom, 
various issues of rule-of-Iaw reform, but we 
also planned trips whereby offic ials from the 
Chinese government could visit prisons and 
get a better sense of how we do things. 

When that meeting adjourned in 
January of 1999, the Chinese invited me to 
go to Beijing and also to visit Tibet to resume 
that d ialogue in the fall of 1999, probably in 
October. Unfortunately, a few months later 
the incident occurred in Belgrade for which 
the United States, of course, took 
responsibility and apologized. But the 
immediate response on the part of the 
government of China was to cancel all 
dialogues with the United States. And then 
over time they have been re-opened. 

But the one which remams 
suspended, the only one, is the human rights 
dialogue. We think that this is 
counterproductive for both of our sides . We 
ought to be engaging in a full dialogue. I'm 
prepared to go on a moment's notice to 
Beijing to continue the dialogue. 

In particular, it seems to me it can 
help us to clarify misunderstandings that we 
have about each other's situations. It gives us 
a chance to show each other progress that 
we' ve made in this since the last time we 
spoke. And I'm very anxious to go and to do 
that in the fall of this year. 

KAMM: I'm a bit confused. I hear 
Chinese officials taking two approaches on 
this question. They ' re still not completely 
satisfied with the response to the Belgrade 
bombing. The other thing I hear is that 
because the US has sponsored a resolution at 
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the Geneva Human Rights Commission 
meeting the Chinese government is not going 
to resume the bilateral dialogue. Which one 
is it? [s it the Belgrade bombing or is it the 
Geneva resolution? 

SECRETARY KOH: [ 'm equally 
confused, John . They have now said to me 
that it's both. Frankly, I don ' t understand 
e ither explanation. We've made clear our 
responsibility for the Belgrade bombing and 
our willingness to pay compensation as well 
as to have compensation paid in return for 
destruction of pieces of the U.S. embassy in 
Beijing. It does seem to me that that chapter 
of history is closed and the relationship has 
moved forward and ought to include 
discussion of all aspects that existed before 
that incident and that includes the human 
rights dialogue. 

We have introduced a resolution at 
the UN Human Rights Commission in 
Geneva. Frankly, without dialogue there's 
not much alternative. We have an obligation 
to raise violations of international human 
rights before that forum which is the 
preeminent human rights forum in the world. 
We're surprised because the Chinese 
government sometimes says that this is some 
manner of confrontation. 

We believe that this is simply part of 
participating in the international system. As 
you know, China hopes to enter the World 
Trade Organization. The United States 
government supports that effort. 

If the Chinese are to participate in the 
World Trade Organization they' ll be subject 
to the international standards of that 
organization. And if their conduct falls 
below the standards, the universally accepted 
standards, they will have to answer for their 
conduct in Geneva. 

And we don ' t think that there's any 
difference between that and being the subject 
of the UN Human Rights Commission. They 
have to live by the international standards of 
that body and if their conduct fails to meet 
the universal standards they should be 
answerable for that conduct in Geneva. And 
that's part of the international system. 
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Dialogue is written by the staff of The Dui 
Hua Foundation, a non-profit organization 
dedicated to advancing the protection of 
universally recognized human rights in 
China and the United States. 

Dialogue is free upon request. For 
permission to reproduce any portion of this 
publication or to make inquiries, please 
contact the Dui Hua Foundation. 

The Dui Hua Foundation is a publicly 
supported organization under Section 
501(c)3 of the US tax code. The foundation 
relies on grants and donations to fund its 
research and meet its expenses. Your 
contribution is greatly appreciated and is 
deductible for US income tax purposes. 

If you would like to be on our mailing list 
and/or make a tax-deductible donation to 
support the foundation, please send your 
request/contribution to: 

The Dui Hua Foundation 
850 Powell Street, Suite 404 
San Francisco, CA 94108 
U.S.A. 

x- ------------------------------

o I enclose a 
support the 
Foundation. 

to check for $_-=-.,--; 
work of The Dui Hua 

o Please put me on Dui Hua's mailing list. 

Name: ____________ _ 

Address: ____________ _ 

Tel: __________ _ 

Email: __________ _ 

Acknowledgement of contribution will be 
issued for your tax record. 
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