
The

Du i  hu a

FounDaTion

D I A L O G U E
中 美 对 话

Issue 20 • Summer 2005

Dialogues at a 
Crossroads

1-3

Judicial Openness in 
the US and China

4-5

China Launches 
Public Effort Against 

Forced Confession
5

New Research 
& Prisoner 
Information

6-7

News About 
Dui Hua

8

IN THIS ISSUE:

Dialogue  is  wr i t ten 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.

© 2005 
The Dui Hua Foundation 

450 Sutter Street
Suite 900

San Francisco, CA 94108

Email: duihua@duihua.org
Web: www.duihua.org

Dialogues at a Crossroads

O n the evening of June 21, 2005, agents 
of the Beijing bureau of the Ministry 

of State Security (MSS) went to the Jianguo 
Gardens Hotel in Beijing for the purpose of 
questioning American human rights activ-
ist Sharon Hom. Hom, executive director of 
the New York-based NGO Human Rights 
in China (HRIC), had been invited to at-
tend the European Union’s seminar with 
the Chinese government on the right of 
free expression and death penalty reform, 
the signature program of the EU’s official 
human rights dialogue with the Ministry 
of Foreign Affairs (MFA) in 2005. The pro-
gram marked a rare opportunity for foreign 
NGOs long critical of China—including 
HRIC, Amnesty International, and Article 
19—to directly engage Chinese officials and 
scholars on key human rights issues.

The attempt to detain Hom, and the 
subsequent interrogation of her in the pres-
ence of five EU and American diplomats 
(three with the rank of ambassador), set off 
waves of protest and indignation in Brussels, 
Washington, and Beijing. Demarches were 
issued by the Europeans and Americans, 
but these were angrily rejected by the MFA, 
which claimed that the MSS had acted in 
accordance with Chinese laws and regula-
tions when they asked Hom to come along 
for questioning on June 21. Nevertheless, 
the incident badly embarrassed the MFA 
and raised doubts about Beijing’s commit-
ment to the decade-long policy of encour-
aging human rights dialogues with foreign 
countries.

One could perhaps view the incident as 

purely coincidental if it had not occurred 
against the backdrop of intense wrangling 
between Washington and Beijing over the 
resumption of their official dialogue on 
human rights (of which there has been no 
official session since December 2002) and 
continuing “blow-back” within the Chinese 
government over the release of Rebiya Ka-
deer on March 17. The Xinjiang party ap-
paratus, joined by the ministries of public 
security and state security, strongly opposed 
allowing Kadeer to leave prison for exile in 
the US, believing that if she went abroad she 
would quickly become a recognized leader 
and voice of the Uyghur people—which is 
exactly what has happened.

Where Are the Americans?
Unhappiness in Beijing over the Kadeer 

release has been aggravated by American in-
sistence that before any agreement can be 
reached on holding another round of the 
official human rights dialogue between the 
two countries, China must honor in en-
tirety all items agreed to during the negotia-
tions that led to the State Department de-
cision not to sponsor a Geneva resolution 
this year. A sticking point has been an invi-
tation by China’s Religious Affairs Bureau 
(RAB) to the congressionally-mandated US 
Commission on International Religious 
Freedom (USCIRF). The RAB, which has 
increasingly allied itself with the ministries 
of state security and public security in voic-
ing opposition to the dialogues, is said to 
be furious over the commission’s recent re-
port, which classified China as a “country of 
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concern” and dismissed as meaning-
less Beijing’s recently promulgated 
regulations on religious activities.

The USCIRF will eventually 
visit China—perhaps as early as mid-
August—but the squabbling has af-
fected negotiations on such things as 
prisoner releases and the timing of 
new talks on parole and sentence re-
duction for political prisoners. Glyn 
Davies, the new acting Assistant Sec-
retary of State in charge of human 
rights, will visit China in early August 
to push for fulfillment of the Gene-
va agreement—and to hear a litany of 
complaints from Chinese officials. 

Beijing is unhappy with Ameri-
can pressure to allow an office of the 
International Committee of the Red 
Cross in Beijing (with a Chinese dip-
lomat claiming that America’s public 
calls for the office have contributed 
to a delay in its approval) and to spell 
out details of the visit of the United 
Nations Special Rapporteur on Tor-
ture planned for November. Beijing 
has taken note of reports that Wash-
ington is unwilling to provide full ac-
cess by the special rapporteur to all 
parts of the Guantánamo detention 
center. Some officials are suggest-
ing that Beijing should “learn from 
America” and deny full access to the 
rapporteur when he visits Chinese 
detention centers.

Another headache affecting 
China’s relations with the US and 
other foreign countries in the area 
of human rights has been the case 
of the Hong Kong journalist Ching 
Cheong, China correspondent for 
the Singapore Straits Times, who has 
long been regarded as one of the most 
serious and influential observers of 
Chinese domestic politics. Ching’s 

April detention by state security 
agents on suspicion of espionage has 
occasioned diplomatic interventions 
by the EU, the US, and, uncharac-
teristically, Singapore. It is extremely 
rare for a working journalist to be ac-
cused of spying for a foreign power: 
nearly every recent case involving 
the imprisonment of a journalist 
has concerned trafficking in state 
secrets. Chinese officials have hint-
ed that Ching’s case could involve 
many people, including prominent 
intellectuals associated with the 
country’s top think-tank, the Chi-
nese Academy of Social Sciences.

Mixed Reviews on Dialogues  
The MFA was the lead Chinese 

organization in five official human 
rights dialogues in May and June: 
the legal seminar at which the Sha-
ron Hom affair unfolded and the 
bilateral dialogues with Australia, 
Switzerland, the United Kingdom, 
and Germany. Other than the UK 
dialogue, which was held in Lon-
don, each of the other meetings 
was held in Beijing. The bilateral 
dialogue with Norway, scheduled for 
the end of June, was postponed un-
til after Norway’s September general 
election, which is widely expected 
to lead to the formation of a new 
government. 

Diplomats from all four coun-
tries that held dialogues, plus those 
from the EU, gave mixed reviews on 
the sessions held in June. There were 
advances in the area of accountabili-
ty, with Beijing handing over unusu-
ally detailed information on cases of 
political detainees, and with respect 
to Tibet, with the fourth round of 
“confidence-building” talks between 

the Dalai Lama’s representatives and 
Chinese officials held in Berne in 
early July. 

In the area of hoped-for legal 
reforms, however, there was little 
progress to report at the dialogues. 
Legislation on reforming the system 
of re-education through labor (RTL) 
and increasing due process rights for 
defendants appears to have stalled. 
(Requests by foreign dialogue part-
ners to visit RTL camps were turned 
down, as were requests to attend tri-
als.) Although most predict that au-
thority to approve death sentences 
will be returned to the Supreme 
People’s Court by the end of the 
year, Beijing officials now speak of 
difficulties due to the highest court’s 
lack of the “resources” needed to 
carry out reviews of death sentences 
passed by provincial courts.

Last year’s major legal seminar 
jointly organized by the EU and 
China focused on Beijing’s efforts to 
ratify the International Covenant on 
Civil and Political Rights (ICCPR). 
The discussions suggested a strong 
commitment to ratify as soon as pos-
sible, with a decision on timing, if 
not a “road map,” to be made public 
in 2005. That goal too seems to have 
slipped. During one of the dialogues, 
a senior Chinese representative im-
patiently waved off questions about 
when Chinese dialogue partners 
could expect news on ICCPR rati-
fication, saying that he was tired of 
hearing them. The Chinese official 
confided that China’s experience de-
fending its initial report under the 
International Covenant on Econom-
ic, Social and Cultural Rights, held 
in Geneva in April, had been “nega-
tive” and had affected the central 
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Dialogue Began Most Recent Round Notes

Australia 1997
9th round, 
June 2005

Annual; recently agreed on AUD 1.8 million package to 
support cooperative human rights programs

Canada 1997
8th round, 
October 2004

Annual; co-hosts annual “plurilateral symposium on 
human rights” with China and Norway

European Union 1995
19th round,
February 2005

Semi-annual; led each year by country holding EU presi-
dency; bilateral symposia on human rights issues

Germany 1999
7th round, 
May 2005

Annual; includes symposium on human rights involving 
governmental and non-governmental participants

Norway 1997
8th round, 
June 2004

Annual; 2005 dialogue postponed until after Norwe-
gian elections   

Switzerland 1991
8th round,
May 2005 

Annual; strong emphasis on criminal law, criminal 
procedure, and prison administration

United Kingdom 1997
13th round, 
May 2005

Semi-annual; includes meetings with British NGOs and 
field visits in China

United States 1991
13th round, 
December 2002

Held irregularly, but goal is once per year; dialogue 
suspended since March 2004

government’s thinking with respect 
to when to press ahead with ratifi-
cation of the ICCPR. The Supreme 
People’s Court in particular voiced 
dismay not only at the content of 
the questions and comments posed 
by the Committee on Economic, So-
cial and Cultural Rights, but at their 
“aggressive” tone.

With many of the dialogues 
now foundering, it may well be nec-
essary for Chinese President and 
Communist Party Chairman Hu 
Jintao to decide whether and how to 
continue with what has been a fea-
ture of China’s diplomacy for more 

than a decade. During his tenure, 
disagreements between Beijing and 
Washington in the area of human 
rights have multiplied. The refusal 
to make human rights concessions 
requested by the EU is a major rea-
son behind the Europeans’ refusal 
to lift the arms embargo imposed af-
ter the Tiananmen Square incident 
of 1989. 

The failure by both Washington 
and Beijing to seize on the opportu-
nity presented by the agreement on 
the Geneva resolution is especially 
serious and could well lead to anoth-
er debilitating confrontation at the 

United Nations. The apparent lack 
of political will in both capitals to en-
gage constructively on human rights, 
as well as the ascendancy of critics 
who see little of worth in continu-
ing the dialogue, have exacerbated 
escalating tensions between the two 
countries in the areas of economic 
relations and national security. Re-
storing the human rights dialogue to 
the position it enjoyed in the post-
9/11 period will be one of the most 
daunting challenges for the back-to-
back state visits of Hu Jintao to Wash-
ington in September and George W. 
Bush to Beijing in November 2005. ■

China’s Bilateral Human Rights Dialogues

The following information about China’s eight “human rights dialogues” is based on interviews with Chinese diplomats 
and supplemented by details provided by its dialogue partners. China’s official dialogue with Japan has been cancelled.

According to an official in the Ministry of Foreign Affairs’ Department of International Organizations and Conferences, 
China also holds regular “human rights consultations” with other developed countries like Denmark, the Netherlands, and 
New Zealand and conducts “human rights exchanges” with developing countries like Brazil, Chile, and Mexico and with 
former socialist countries such as Hungary. 
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O penness and transparency are 
both essential characteristics of 

“rule of law” societies, particularly with 
respect to the judicial system. Open 
trials ensure that judges and prosecu-
tors alike carry out their duties fairly 
and responsibly, thereby safeguarding 
against abuses of judicial power and 
the possible use of the courts as an in-
strument of persecution.

US Constitutional Guarantees
The United States Constitution, 

reflecting a long Anglo-American 
tradition of distrust of closed trials, 
contains multiple affirmations of 
this principle of judicial openness. 
The Sixth Amendment explicitly 
grants defendants in criminal pros-
ecutions the right to a “speedy and 
public trial,” and the First Amend-
ment implicitly grants the press 
(and, by extension, the public) access 
to court trials. Both rights have been 
reinforced and elaborated by the 
Supreme Court in several decisions 
over the years.

This constitutional presump-
tion of a public trial, however, is not 
an unconditional guarantee. The 
Supreme Court has ruled that hear-
ings may be closed if either party 
can show “substantial probability” 
that an “overriding interest” would 
be prejudiced by an open hearing. 
If a party provides a compelling ar-
gument that such an interest exists, 
the court may allow a closure only 
to the extent necessary to protect 
the interest and only after consider-
ing reasonable alternatives to clos-
ing. For example, a trial involving 

national security might (but would 
not automatically) be closed only 
during proceedings in which secret 
evidence or testimony was present-
ed; it would not, however, be closed 
in entirety simply because it involved 
sensitive information.

It is important to note that the 
presumption of a public trial has 
even been incorporated into the 
rules of procedure governing the 
military tribunals used to try terror-
ism suspects being detained at facili-
ties such as the one at Guantánamo 
Bay, Cuba. Although these tribunals 
have come under much criticism 
from legal experts and even the US 
Supreme Court, the openness of 
the proceedings has not been a pri-
mary complaint. From a logistical 
perspective, attending a hearing at 
Guantánamo is obviously more dif-
ficult than attending a criminal trial 
in federal court, but authorities have 
established procedures for allowing 
access to most proceedings there, ei-
ther in person or through closed-cir-
cuit television feeds at the base.

Openness in China: Theory vs. Practice
China’s criminal justice system 

is also based on the principle that 
trials should be open to the public 
in order to promote accountability 
and fairness of the proceedings. Al-
though not enshrined in the Chi-
nese constitution, the right to a 
public trial is mandated in China’s 
Criminal Procedure Law. Courts 
are required to open both trial 
and sentencing proceedings to the 
public, except in limited instances 

enumerated by law. One of the most 
common of these exceptions is in 
cases that “relate to state secrets”—an 
exception that is frequently invoked 
in political cases.

It is unclear what, if any, pro-
cedure courts must follow before 
closing trials on grounds of state se-
crets. Presumably, if the indictment 
filed with the court by prosecutors 
involves state secrets, that is suffi-
cient ground for closure. Neither 
party has any recourse to review of 
the decision while the trial is under-
way. Most importantly, unlike their 
American counterparts, Chinese 
trial judges are authorized to close 
the entire proceeding on grounds of 
state secrets.

Even when trials are technically 
open, critics charge that Chinese 
courts have used a variety of meth-
ods to restrict access to hearings in 
politically sensitive cases. Trial dates 
in criminal cases—especially in sen-
sitive cases—are often publicized 
mere days in advance. Prospective 
observers commonly arrive at the 
courthouse on the designated day 
only to be told that there are “no 
more seats” or that the one or two 
seats that remain are being reserved 
for family members. Upon being al-
lowed into the courtroom, family 
members have been surprised to see 
seats reserved for spectators filled 
with police officers (uniformed and 
plainclothes) and officials from the 
local procuratorate, justice bureau, 
or other government agencies. 

The frequency and similarity of 
such reports from throughout China 

Judicial Openness in the United States and China
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suggest a systematic effort to prevent 
access to sensitive trials.

More Openness Needed
Speaking at the Asia Foundation 

in San Francisco last October, Su-
preme People’s Court President Xiao 
Yang touched on the issue of open-
ness of court proceedings. He noted 
that, aside from the three types of 
cases explicitly required to be heard 
in closed session (i.e., cases involving 
juveniles, state secrets, or individual 
privacy issues), the public—“including 
foreigners”—may attend as observers. 
Indeed, representatives of foreign 
embassies in Beijing have attended 
trials in the past, although none have 
been in cases involving “endangering 
state security.”

There is in fact a pervasive, if mis-
taken, view that trials involving crimes 
of “endangering state security” are not 

open to the public, let alone open to 
foreign observers. In June 2004, the 
Hebei Higher People’s Court report-
edly ordered a retrial in the incite-
ment trial of Internet dissident Cai 
Lujun on the grounds that the trial 
of first instance had been improperly 
closed to the public. When Dui Hua 
Executive Director John Kamm re-
cently requested an opportunity to at-
tend such a trial while he was in Bei-
jing, he was told by an official in the 
judiciary that Beijing Higher People’s 
Court officials took the position that 
“cases of endangering state security 
are not open to the public.”

Similarly, the web sites of in-
termediate people’s courts almost 
never post verdicts in cases involv-
ing “endangering state security” (see 
Dialogue, Summer 2004). Reflecting 
the excessively closed nature of in-
formation about political trials, the 

China Launches Public Effort Against Forced Confession

A series of well publicized cases of wrongful conviction have forced Chinese officials to acknowledge publicly 
the extent to which police there resort to illegal methods to obtain confessions from suspected criminal detain-
ees. Torture and other forms of coercion, though illegal under Chinese law and prosecuted in extreme cases, 
have long been tacitly accepted as byproducts of China’s effort to combat serious crime.

But such acceptance has waned following the revelation earlier this year that 11 years into a 15 year-sentence 
by a Hubei court, the alleged victim of convicted murderer She Xianglin had suddenly emerged alive and well. 
(Mr. She was immediately freed and is now seeking compensation from the state.) The Supreme People’s Procu-
ratorate, which serves as both the nation’s highest prosecutor and as chief watchdog over its justice system, has 
now made the elimination of such cases one of its highest priorities for the year.

Procuratorial investigators have been directed to pay special attention to rooting out cases of forced confes-
sion by carefully examining police interrogation records and personally interviewing detainees. Any instances 
are to be reported to the higher level procuratorate for immediate rectification and, in serious cases, criminal 
prosecution. Even the public is being asked to join in, with Wuhan establishing a hotline for detainees and their 
families to report abuses, for example.

All this attention being paid to the problem of torture in Chinese detention centers comes as China pre-
pares to host the first visit of the UN Special Rapporteur on Torture, scheduled for November. Observers will 
wait to see whether China’s public efforts will be accompanied by greater international transparency as well. 

Chinese government is not known to 
have ever provided a verdict in a case 
of “endangering state security” in-
volving Chinese citizens to a foreign 
country—despite the fact that foreign 
governments have made inquiries 
about hundreds of defendants. 

If it is possible for central gov-
ernment officials or high court offi-
cials to be confused about the limits 
to closing access to trials in China, 
it is perhaps unreasonable to expect 
local courts to apply the proper laws 
consistently. Nevertheless, foreign 
governments and NGOs that are 
concerned about human rights in 
China should demand that Chinese 
courts take the necessary steps to 
ensure that court proceedings are at 
least as open and transparent as Chi-
nese laws provide and make every 
effort to attend open trials in cases 
of “endangering state security.” ■ 
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Update on Xu Zerong Case

Dui Hua has recently received information about 
Xu Zerong (徐泽荣), who is serving a 13-year sentence 
in Guangdong for illegally providing state secrets to for-
eigners and illegal business activity. The state secrets 
charges stem from research materials regarding the Ko-
rean War that Xu, an Oxford-trained historian, shared 
with a South Korean scholar.

According to reliable sources, Xu has been trans-
ferred to the section of Guangzhou Prison reserved for 
elderly and sick prisoners. Typically, these prisoners are 
exempt from performing any labor while in prison. Al-
though details of Xu’s illness were not disclosed, he is 
believed to suffer from high blood pressure and other 
serious health conditions. Since Xu’s condition predates 
his entry into prison, he is not eligible for the “one-third 
rule” whereby prisoners may be granted medical parole 
to treat a serious illness acquired in prison after having 
served one third of their term. If, however, the condi-
tion is considered especially serious, the regulations al-
low prison authorities to make an exception and grant 
medical parole.

Xu’s behavior is reported to be very good, and he 
is said to have gained the respect of other prisoners be-
cause of his educational background. Sources familiar 
with Xu’s case say that the international attention paid 
to his case has resulted in better treatment by prison au-
thorities. In particular, a package of books sent to Xu by 
Dui Hua was singled out as having been particularly in-
fluential in securing better treatment, including a trans-
fer from Dongguan Prison to more modern facilities in 
Guangzhou.

Xu Zerong is due to be released on June 23, 2013.  

Sentence Reduction for Yu Dongyue

Earlier this year, Dui Hua learned that Yu Dongyue 
(喻东岳), sentenced by a Beijing court in 1989 to 20 
years for counterrevolution, has received a 15-month 

sentence reduction. This reduction, granted in 2003, fol-
lows an earlier reduction of two years in 2000. Yu is now 
scheduled to be released from Hunan’s Chishan Prison 
on February 26, 2006.

Yu and two other young men from Hunan were ap-
prehended during the 1989 student protests in Tianan-
men Square after they tossed ink and paint-filled eggs at 
the portrait of Mao Zedong that hangs there. The three 
were charged with “counterrevolutionary sabotage” and 
“counterrevolutionary propaganda and incitement” and 
given long prison sentences. The two others, Lu Dech-
eng (originally sentenced to 16 years’ imprisonment) and 
Yu Zhijian (originally sentenced to life imprisonment), 
were released early in 1998 and 2000, respectively.

There has been considerable concern over the years 
that Yu Dongyue’s physical and mental health have both 
deteriorated considerably during his lengthy imprison-
ment. Much of that time has reportedly been spent in 
isolation, and there is fear that this has only led to a 
worsening of his medical condition. 

Update on Chen Meng Case

Chen Meng (陈蒙), who has served over 10 years of 
a 12-year sentence for leaking state secrets, has report-
edly not met the criteria necessary for a sentence reduc-
tion. Officials in Guangdong Province, where Chen is 
being held, have informed Dui Hua that he has neither 
performed “major meritorious service” nor “convinc-
ingly made acts or expressions of repentance.” He thus 
remains in Dongguan Prison, from which he is scheduled 
to be released on March 13, 2007.

Chen allegedly provided foreign journalists with a 
copy of a “blacklist” of “reactionary group” members 
barred from entering China. He was detained in March 
1995 and convicted on state secrets charges by a Shen-
zhen court on April 15, 1997. Over the years, he has 
been the subject of numerous requests by The Dui Hua 
Foundation for information from the Guandong provin-
cial government. 
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Xinjiang “Separatism” Cases Uncovered

Dui Hua researchers recently uncovered two previously 
unknown cases from Xinjiang that were published in the 
Yopurgha [Yuepuhu] County Politics & Law Records, 
a volume of which only 600 copies were printed in March 
2004. Both cases appear to involve long sentences for crimes 
of “endangering state security.” The first case is summarized 
here, and the second case is presented as an abridged transla-
tion below.

On January 16, 2003, the Kashgar Prefecture In-
termediate People’s Court sentenced six people from 
Yopurgha County in a case involving the “Islamic 

Liberation Party” (Hizb-ut-Tahrir al-Islami). Ali Ablat (艾
力•阿不来提), who was given a 10-year prison sentence 
by the court, allegedly used party publications to teach 
classes on Islam and recruit new members to the orga-
nization. Abdughani Mehmet (阿不都艾尼•买买提) 
and four others were each sentenced to between two and 
three years’ imprisonment. Although no specific charges 
were mentioned, it is believed that all were convicted of 
crimes involving endangering state security.

Although China has previously reported its efforts 
to crack down on the activities of the party, which has 
a strong presence elsewhere in Central Asia and the 
Middle East, this is the first Chinese report known to 
provide names of those convicted for party activities. 

Yopurgha County “December 10th” Case

On December 10, 1999, separatists hung a “star-and-moon” flag from the flagpole at the Yopurgha County 
People’s Court. Later that day, the county’s Aiximan Township police station learned that Yasin Rahman (亚森•热
合曼) had stated in front of three or four individuals while he was in Shache: “We raised a flag in Kashgar and 
they didn’t do a thing to us!”  The county public security bureau then carried out a surprise interrogation of Yasin 
Rahman. Based on Yasin Rahman’s confession, Abdughani Imin (阿不都艾尼•依明) and Obulkasim Abliz (吾布
力卡斯木•阿不力孜) were respectively taken into custody on January 13 and January 27, 2000, and the case was 
announced as solved on February 3, 2000.

Abdughani Imin and Obulkasim Abliz confessed to the following: On October 20, 1999, Obulkasim Abliz met 
Abdughani Imin at the Kashgar Bus Station and told him that he was going to hang the flag of East Turkestan in 
Yopurgha so as to “set people talking.” Five days later, Abdughani Imin again went to the Kashgar Bus Station to tell 
Yasin Rahman that he was preparing to raise a flag and hoped that Rahman would help. Yasin Rahman agreed but 
asked for money. However, Abdughani Imin and Obulkasim Abliz were unable to obtain money for him.

At 1:30 a.m. on December 10, Obulkasim Abliz, Abdughani Imin, and Mehmet Tursun (买买提•吐逊) took 
a red Xiali driven by a Kashgar taxi driver named Abdu Wali (阿不都•外力) to Abliz’s store, where they picked up 
the flag that had been prepared earlier. Waiting until 2:20 a.m., when the streetlights in the county seat had been 
turned off, Abliz, Imin, Tursun, and the driver went to the gate of the county courthouse. Abdughani Imin and 
Obulkasim Abliz got out of the car, taking the flag with them, while Abdu Wali and Mehmet Tursun parked the car 
outside the County No. 2 Middle School. Imin and Abliz scaled the courthouse railing and entered the courtyard, 
where Abliz took down the national flag. The two separatists then hoisted a flag with the image of a “star and moon” 
before fleeing the scene.

On October 10, 2001, the Kashgar Prefecture Intermediate People’s Court sentenced Abdughani Imin to 15 
years’ imprisonment, with subsequent deprivation of political rights for 5 years, and sentenced Obulkasim Abliz to 
13 years’ imprisonment, with subsequent deprivation of political rights for 3 years. 
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In September The Dui Hua Foundation will 
send a delegation to attend the United Nations 58th 
Annual DPI/NGO Conference entitled “Our Chal-
lenge: Voices of Peace, Partnerships and Renewal.” 
This is the largest gathering of international NGOs 
sponsored by the UN and will be the second UN 
meeting attended by Dui Hua since being granted 
Special Consultative Status with ECOSOC earlier 
this year. 

Among the topics that will be discussed at this 
large and wide-ranging meeting is the proposed re-
form of the UN’s human rights structure. Dui Hua 
hopes to exchange ideas and information with other 
NGOs on the proposal to establish a human rights 
council as a permanent organ, which is expected to 
be voted on at the upcoming session of the UN’s 
General Assembly. 

This past quarter Executive Director John Kamm 
received two important awards recognizing his work 
and effort in promoting human rights in China.

Dr. Marjorie Kiewit, founder of the Helios Foun-
dation, awarded Kamm the 2005 Helios Award. Dr. 
John H. Buchanan, president of the foundation, cit-
ed Kamm’s “many past and present efforts to improve 
our world.” Kamm is honored to have received the 
Helios Award and has donated $10,000 that came 
with the prize to Dui Hua.

St. Ignatius College Preparatory awarded Kamm 
with the 2005 President’s Award during the sesqui-
centennial graduation ceremony that took place in 
St. Ignatius Church in San Francisco. In making the 
presentation, Reverend Anthony P. Sauer, S.J. cited 
Kamm’s distinguished efforts “in the service of the 
greater community.” 

On June 1, Kamm gave a speech before the 

Kamm Receives Awards,  Speaks at Club

Roberta Raine, one of Dui Hua’s longest-serv-
ing and most valuable staff members, is leaving the 
foundation to return to Hong Kong to further her 
studies. 

Roberta joined Dui Hua shortly after the foun-
dation was established in April 1999. In those early 
days, her tasks ranged from establishing the filing sys-
tem, handling administrative tasks, doing research, 
and initiating the foundation’s publications—includ-
ing this newsletter, which marks its fifth anniversary 
with this issue.

Perhaps her greatest contributions came in the 
selection and translation of cases for Dui Hua’s Oc-
casional Publications series, especially the volumes pub-
lished as Selection of Cases from the Criminal Law. Each 
of these limited-distribution volumes contains 25 cas-
es of political crime uncovered by Dui Hua research-
ers in libraries, bookstores, and other repositories 
around the world and double as prisoner lists handed 
to officials of China’s central government. Roberta 
oversaw the publication of 15 of these volumes that 
together contain the names of hundreds of previously 
unknown political prisoners.

Roberta also worked on an early prototype of the 
foundation’s database, considered the world’s most 
comprehensive collection of information on China’s 
population of political and religious prisoners.

Roberta, who has a deep interest in Tibetan cul-
ture and religion, plans to pursue a master’s degree 
in Buddhist studies at Hong Kong University. Her 
enthusiasm, deep commitment to human rights, and 
talent for translation and publications will be deeply 
missed at Dui Hua, which wishes her much success in 
her future endeavors. 

Thank you, Roberta Raine

Commonwealth Club of California entitled 
“American Human Rights Diplomacy in China: The 
Ghost of Tiananmen,” marking the events that took 
place in China on June 4, 1989.  

Dui Hua to attend UN meeting


