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The Commission on Human Rights: 
Another Round in 2006?

O n April 22, 2005, Louise Arbour, 
the  UN High Commissioner for 

Human Rights, closed the 61st session 
of the Commission on Human Rights 
(CHR) in Geneva with these words: “The 
Commission’s ability to address issues of 
human rights concern at the national level 
is demonstrably deficient.” In a swipe at 
countries that use procedural motions to 
avoid scrutiny, Arbour said that “there 
is something fundamentally wrong and 
obscure with a system in which the decision 
as to whether or not a country’s situation 
is addressed is viewed either as a political 
triumph or defeat.”

Arbour noted that in 2005, country 
resolutions were passed on only four states 
(Myanmar, North Korea, Cuba, and Bela
rus). She questioned whether these were the 
only four countries meriting scrutiny by the 
commission. She did not mention that the 
reason there had been no China resolution 
was that Beijing and Washington had 
cut a deal involving prisoner releases and 
other concessions just before the session 
began. Nor did she mention the lack of a 
resolution criticizing the US over abuses at 
its Abu Ghraib and Guantánamo detention 
facilities. Havana had introduced such a 
resolution, but Beijing declined to lobby for 
it, and the measure was easily voted down.

Arbour expressed support for replacing 
the CHR with a human rights council, 
instituting peer review, and increasing the 
role of nongovernmental organizations. 
These ideas had been put forward by 
UN Secretary General Kofi Annan in a 

report entitled In Larger Freedom: Towards 
Development, Security and Human Rights for 
All, and Annan had personally lobbied 
for the changes before the commission. 
“The space is there, now, for [the council’s] 
creation: the status quo on this issue is 
not a credible option,” Ms. Arbour said, 
and she expressed hope that reforms could 
be pushed through quickly and that the 
2005 session of the CHR would be its last.

Reform Proposal Debated
 In early September, Dui Hua directors 

and staff, led by Executive Director John 
Kamm, attended the 58th Annual NGO 
Conference at UN headquarters in New 
York. A focus of the meeting was the need 
for “fundamental reform” of the UN, the 
key topic for the September 14–16, 2005 
summit of world leaders. Of special interest 
to Dui Hua and other human rights groups 
was the proposal to replace the CHR with 
a new human rights council established 
directly under the General Assembly.

As a senior diplomat from a country 
that had worked with Annan to fashion 
the proposal explained, the new council 
would become a permanent body with 30 to 
50 members and would be in session year
round. Members of the council would have 
to meet minimum standards, receive two
thirds of General Assembly member states’ 
votes, and be subjected to peer review on a 
regular basis. Rapporteurs and treaty bodies 
operating under the High Commissioner’s 
office would be restructured and “beefed 
up” to act as the new council’s secretariat.
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The diplomat stressed the need 
for quick action. The proposal would 
have to be agreed upon at the summit 
for there to be a seamless transition 
from the commission to the council, 
something that would obviate the 
need for another session of the old 
commission in March 2006. The 
worst outcome would be a watered
down, vague proposal without a clear 
timetable for adoption. 

As it turned out, the summit 
of world leaders agreed to replace 

the commission with a new human 
rights council but “requested” that 
“mandates, modalities, functions, 
procedures, size, composition, and 
working methods” of the new council 
and “arrangements for the transition 
from the commission to the council” 
be agreed upon by the General As
sembly before the end of its current 
session in September 2006. The bud
get of the High Commissioner for 
Human Rights would be doubled. 
Criteria for membership on the new 
council were not agreed on, and this 

will be a sticking point. Difficult ne
gotiations lie ahead before the CHR 
is replaced with a more effective per
manent council.

The American ambassador to 
the UN, John Bolton, testified in 
Washington on September 28 that 
the US wants to see the new council 
set up before another session of the 
old commission takes place. It is like
ly, however, that, come March 2006, 
the old grouping of 53 countries 
with members like Sudan, Cuba, and 

Zimbabwe will meet again in Geneva 
and, rather than vote itself out of ex
istence, conduct itself in exactly the 
same way as it has in the past—con
sidering toothless resolutions against 
countries unable to win enough sup
port for “no action.”

China Plays for Time
China has mastered the art of 

human rights diplomacy within the 
existing UN structure. Unlike the 
US, which was voted off the CHR in 
2001 when it failed to win enough 

votes in its geographic grouping (it re
turned to the commission in 2002), 
China has kept a lock on its seat and 
has had little difficulty in mustering 
the votes to pass “no action” motions 
to thwart resolutions criticizing its 
human rights record (see table).

Not surprisingly, Beijing reacted 
coolly to the proposal to scrap the 
existing system and replace it with 
a body less friendly to China that 
would institutionalize “peer review” 
by which members of the council 
would be subjected to scrutiny by 
other members. On April 12, 2005, 
China’s feisty ambassador in Geneva, 
Sha Zukang, delivered a statement on 
behalf of the “Like Minded Group,” 
an alliance of 19 countries that in
cludes Belarus, Cuba, and Zimba
bwe—all of which were criticized for 
their human rights practices in reso
lutions passed by the commission.

Sha praised the commission for 
its contributions to the protection 
and promotion of human rights 
worldwide. He complained that the 
proposal to scrap the commission 
“did not stem from consultations 
among member states of the Com
mission on Human Rights, the Eco
nomic and Social Council, and the 
General Assembly.” The proposal 
required “thorough understanding 
and full discussion before it can be 
taken seriously.”

Realizing that the proposal need
ed only a majority of the votes in the 
190member General Assembly and 
could not be vetoed by a permanent 
member of the Security Council, 
China entered into negotiations with 
the goal of minimizing or eliminating 
those parts of the proposal it found 
most objectionable (e.g., criteria for 

Nonprofit organizations from around the world attended the UN conference in New York.
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membership that would exclude 
many of China’s allies). Its diplomats 
put forth new ideas like requiring all 
NGOs with consultative status to re
apply for accredidation with the new 
council. Kofi Annan’s term of office 
expires at the end of 2006, and his 
successor is due to come from the 
Asia Group. Beijing has already sig
naled that it will try to install a sec
retary general more sympathetic to 
China and less beholden to the US. 
If it succeeds, and the reform of the 
UN human rights structure can be 
delayed, the chances are good that 
the impact of the reforms on how 
China defends its rights record at the 
UN will be minimal. 

Maneuvering by the US also up
set the negotiations over the reform 
proposal. Before John Bolton was 
appointed as the ambassador to the 
UN in August, US negotiators had 
helped draft the reform package. As 
the negotiations were drawing to a 
close—a mere two weeks before the 
summit of world leaders—Bolton an
nounced that the negotiations should 
be moved to a higher level and tabled 
an astonishing 700 changes to the 
draft proposal, including changes to 
articles that the US had previously 
supported. 

On to Geneva
Bolton’s move served to reopen 

debate over things that had been 
agreed to. It also led to speculation 
that, despite statements to the con
trary, Washington was uneasy over 
such things as the requirement that 
a member of the new council would 
have to receive twothirds of the votes 
in the General Assembly, something 
that, given America’s low popularity, 

it might find difficult to achieve.
By the time negotiators reached 

an agreement on the UN reform 
package, many of the sweeping 
changes recommended by Kofi An
nan had been abandoned. The final 
text approved by the world leaders 
was a watereddown version of the 
original 45page proposal. Kofi An
nan’s original proposal to set up a 
human rights council had covered 
almost two pages, but the reform res
olution adopted at the summit took 
up onethird of a page. It was long 
on generalities but short on specifics. 

Few believe that the outstanding 
issues will be resolved before the 

62nd session of the CHR is due to 
meet in Geneva for another sixweek 
session in March.

Then diplomats will gather and 
argue over country resolutions, in
cluding perhaps another resolution 
put forward by the US on China. As 
2005 came to an end, the package 
of commitments made by China to 
stave off introduction of the resolu
tion earlier in the year was, with the 
visit of the UN Special Rapporteur 
on Torture, close to being fulfilled. 
Whether there is a resolution in 
2006 will hinge on when the Sino
US dialogue on human rights is re
sumed and whether it shows results. ■

Year Resolution?
Votes 

 (Abstentions)
Results of Resolution

2005 No n/a

2004 Yes 2816 (9) No action motion passed

2003 No n/a

2002 Yes 2317 (12) No action motion passed

2001 Yes 2317 (12) No action motion passed

2000 Yes 2218 (12) No action motion passed

1999 Yes 2217 (14) No action motion passed

1998 No n/a

1997 Yes 2717 (9) No action motion passed

1996 Yes 2720 (6) No action motion passed

1995 Yes 2120 (12)
No action motion failed; 
resolution failed to pass

1994 Yes 2016 (17) No action motion passed

1993 Yes 2217 (12) No action motion passed

1992 Yes 2715 (11) No action motion passed

1991 No n/a

1990 Yes 1715 (11) No action motion passed

Summary of US Resolutions on China: Votes and Outcomes

Note:  In 1989 and 1991 the SubCommission on the Prevention of Discrimination 
and the Protection of Minorities passed its own resolutions against China express
ing concern about the events of June 1989 and over China’s treatment of the Tibetan 
people and its long term policies in Tibet respectively. [Source: A. Kent, China, the 
United Nations, and Human Rights (University of Pennsylvania Press, 1999), pp. 58, 63.]
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B arring any unforeseen changes 
of schedule, the United Nations 

Special Rapporteur on Torture, Mr. 
Manfred Nowak, will visit China on 
a factfinding mission from Novem
ber 21 to December 2, 2005. The 
visit would fulfill the final Chinese 
commitment toward human rights 
progress as cited by the United States 
in announcing its decision not to 
raise a resolution criticizing China’s 
human rights record at the 2005 
meeting of the UN Commission on 
Human Rights (CHR) in Geneva.

Mandate and Activities
The Special Rapporteur on 

Torture is appointed by the CHR 
to “promote the full implementa
tion of the prohibition under in
ternational and national law of the 
practice of torture.” The Special 
Rapporteur also considers cases in
volving “certain ‘cruel, inhuman, 
or degrading treatment or punish
ment’ that could, in a further analy
sis, constitute an act of torture.” 

When the Special Rapporteur 
receives credible information that an 
individual or group of individuals 
is at risk of torture, an “urgent ap
peal” is sent to the foreign minister 
of the country concerned, whereby 
the Special Rapporteur urges the 
government to guarantee the “physi
cal and mental integrity” of the 
person(s) involved. Urgent appeals 
are also issued in cases involving 
corporal punishment, prolonged 
incommunicado detention, solitary 
confinement, “torturous” detention 

conditions, denial of medical treat
ment and adequate nutrition, and 
imminent deportation to a coun
try where there is a risk of torture.

“Allegation letters” are sent to 
governments when the Special Rap
porteur receives complaints of torture 
that do not require immediate ac
tion—for example, in cases involving 
past abuse or that concern ongoing, 
systematic patterns of torture. Such 
letters request that the government 
in question clarify the allegations 
presented and provide information 
about the status of any investigation. 

The Special Rapporteur reports 
each spring to the CHR on the ur
gent appeals,  allegation letters, and 
government responses transmitted 
for each country during the previous 
year. Mr. Nowak has estimated that 
between 2001 and 2004 the Special 
Rapporteur’s office received respons
es to slightly more than 40 percent 
of its communications with member 
states, though most of those respons
es were primarily acknowledgements 
and not what he termed “substantive 
analysis” of the issues raised. 

Importance of Country Visits
Country visits allow for first

hand investigation of the institu
tional practices and other factors 
that contribute to a given nation’s 
situation with respect to torture. Al
though visits are only made following 
an invitation by the government of 
the country in question, the Special 
Rapporteur may (and typically does) 
request that an invitation be made. 

As is the case for all factfinding 
missions by Special Rapporteurs or 
other representatives of the CHR, 
governments are expected to provide 
the Special Rapporteur with specific 
guarantees before a country visit is 
undertaken, including freedom of 
movement throughout the entire 
country; complete access to all pris
ons, detention centers, and places 
of interrogation; confidential and 
unsupervised access to individuals, 
including persons deprived of their 
liberty; and assurance that no per
son will face threats, harassment, 
or punishment for having been in 
contact with the Special Rapporteur.

Mr. Nowak’s predecessors had 
requested an invitation to visit China 
beginning in 1995. A scheduled 
visit in 2004 was postponed by the 
Chinese government, which cited the 
need for further time to prepare and 
coordinate such a visit. Following 
an itinerary that will include stops 
in Beijing, Shandong, Xinjiang, 
and Tibet, it is expected that Mr. 
Nowak will meet with government 
authorities and NGO representatives, 
visit prisons and detention facilities, 
and interview alleged victims and 
relatives of victims of torture.

Transparency and access will 
again be the keys to whether or not 
Mr. Nowak’s upcoming trip is suc
cessful. If China truly allows him to 
carry out the mission according to 
his terms of reference, it will mark 
a considerable step forward in its 
commitment to transparency and 
eliminating torture and detainee 

China Invites UN Special Rapporteur on Torture:
Is Visit to Guantánamo Bay Next?
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abuse. But if Mr. Nowak’s visit is 
instead highly “managed,” with his 
itinerary limited to locations care
fully scrubbed of evidence of abuse 
and to interviewees who have been 
prepared for his visit, then the visit 
can only be seen as an empty failure.

Guantánamo Next?
If the Special Rapporteur’s trip 

to China is successful, some Chinese 
observers will no doubt boast that 
their country has displayed a level 
of openness to international human 

rights monitoring that the United 
States has been unwilling to match 
with respect to its detention facilities 
in the “global war on terror.”

Following the annual meeting of 
the CHR in Geneva last April, Mr. 
Nowak expressed optimism that the 
US delegation to the meeting had 
shown “strong commitment” to re
sponding to the June 2004 request 
by a group of UN human rights ex
perts and facilitating a trip to visit in
dividuals detained on grounds of ter
rorism at Guantánamo Bay, Cuba.

Special Rapporteur Raises Abuse Cases with China, US

One of the biggest weaknesses of the correspondence format of individual allegationgovernment response 
as employed by UN human rights experts is that governments may simply respond to (or, often, dismiss) details 
of individual cases without addressing larger patterns of abuse that emerge when such cases are taken as a whole. 
One sees this clearly upon examining the records of China and the United States.

The majority of allegations of torture and mistreatment for China currently involve the detention of Falun 
Gong practitioners. Charges of beatings, forced restraint, solitary confinement, and other forms of mistreatment 
paint a shocking picture of brutal tactics employed throughout China’s criminal justice system to target Falun 
Gong and its practitioners. Yet when the government does respond to specific allegations, it typically does so by 
simply denying that they have any basis in fact without elaborating on what, if any, investigative process led to 
any such conclusion. The complete lack of transparency in the Chinese system creates a major impediment to 
outside monitoring of abuse.

American responses to appeals raised by the Special Rapporteur on Torture are generally no more forthcom
ing, when provided at all. Allegations of misconduct by US law enforcement officers are usually investigated by 
the Civil Rights Division at the Department of Justice. However, indictment and prosecution are only sought in 
cases possessing sufficient evidence of “cruel and unusual punishment” that can be proven beyond a reasonable 
doubt. When the US government responds that a case “lacks prosecutorial merit” it does not necessarily mean 
that no incident of mistreatment took place—the UN Committee on Torture has noted that the American con
stitutional standard of “cruel and unusual punishment” falls short of the internationallaw standard prohibiting 
“cruel, inhuman, or degrading treatment or punishment.”

Many of the cases conveyed to the US government by the Special Rapporteur involve the apparent connec
tion between discrimination and illtreatment of detainees by police and within prisons. The United States has 
acknowledged successful prosecutions in some of the most notorious of these cases, such as that the brutalization 
of Abner Louima by New York City police officers in 1997, but many other such cases go unprosecuted or un
acknowledged. In addition to the frequent use of electroshock and other restraint devices, the excessively hard 
regime of “supermaximum” prisons, and inmateoninmate sexual abuse in US prisons, a greater focus in recent 
years has been placed on treatment of detainees connected with the “global war on terror.” Increased secrecy by 
the government regarding its actions to combat terrorism are also making it difficult for UN experts to monitor 
allegations of abuse in US detention centers. 

Though Mr. Nowak expressed 
optimism that the invitation would 
be made by the end of the year, the 
United States responded coolly and 
requested “further information . . . 
about the scope of the activities [the 
Special Rapporteurs] wish to engage 
in.” With the Special Rapporteur’s 
visit to China scheduled to last un
til early December, it now appears 
doubtful that a visit will take place 
in 2005 and seems unlikely even that 
a visit can be scheduled prior to the 
next meeting of the CHR in 2006. ■
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China Confirms Prison Deaths of 
Uyghur, Tibetan

The Dui Hua Foundation has recently learned of 
the Chinese government’s official confirmations of the 
deaths of two prisoners serving long sentences for po
litical offenses. Each confirmation was issued separately, 
and both were part of written responses to requests for 
prisoner information made by two of China’s human 
rights dialogue partners. 

The name of Uyghur Abidjan Obulkasim (阿比提

江•吾不力卡斯木) had been included on numerous 
prisoner lists since his conviction for counterrevolution 
in 1995. One of three students from the Kashi [Kashgar] 
Teachers’ College given long prison sentences for 
holding discussions about politics and human rights 
issues, the then20yearold Abidjan Obulkasim was 
convicted of “organizing a counterrevolutionary group” 
and “counterrevolutionary propaganda and incitement” 
and sentenced to 17 years’ imprisonment. He had been 
serving his sentence in the Xinjiang Uyghur Autonomous 
Region Number One Prison when he died of tuberculosis 
on March 28, 2003.

News of the death of Tibetan Rigzin Wangyal (仁
增旺杰) at the age of 56 was widely reported elsewhere 
earlier this year but had not been officially confirmed un
til recently. The details surrounding his arrest and subse
quent conviction are not entirely clear, but according to 
the official acknowledgement, Rigzin Wangyal “was sen
tenced by the Lhasa Intermediate People’s Court on May 
29, 1997 to life imprisonment with deprivation of politi
cal rights for life for committing the crime of espionage. 
He suffered from highaltitude heart disease, diabetes, ar
thritis, asthma, and an anal fistula and was being treated 
at the General Hospital of the Tibet Military Command 
when he died despite doctors’ efforts on January 18, 
2003.” According to unofficial sources, Rigzin Wangyal 
had been arrested in 1995 in connection with an alleged 
plot to disrupt the 30th anniversary commemoration of 
the establishment of the Tibet Autonomous Region.

It is uncertain why the Chinese government failed 
to acknowledge these prisoner deaths for two years after 
they occurred, but difficulty obtaining uptodate infor
mation from the remote autonomous regions is believed 
to have played a role.

“June Fourth Party” Case Uncovered

As we reported in Dialogue (Issue 18, Winter 2005), in 
January 2005 the Chinese government sent Dui Hua an 
unprecedented release of prisoner information. Among 
the 56 names provided were details of dozens of politi
cal prisoners who had recently received sentence reduc
tions, many of whom were previously unknown outside 
of China.

Details about these individuals and why they had 
been imprisoned were not provided in the January re
lease, leaving the cases of most of these prisoners almost 
as obscure as they had been previously.

Thanks to the work of one of Dui Hua’s researchers, 
we are now able to shed more light on the case of one of 
these prisoners, Miao Yongtian (苗永田) from Tai’an in 
western Shandong Province. A disgruntled worker from 
a stateowned factory, Miao seized upon the symbols of 
the 1989 prodemocracy demonstrations and attempted 
to use the tenth anniversary of those demonstrations to 
spark new political activism among Beijing students.

According to a May 6, 2000 report in the Hebei Poli-
tics & Law News (河北政法报), Miao Yongtian was fired 
from his job at the Tai’an Battery Factory in 1994 for 
“disrupting normal production and work order” and was 
later sent to a reeducationthroughlabor (RTL) facility 
for two years in 1996 for “disrupting work order” and 
theft. Shortly after his release from RTL in August 1998, 
Miao began drafting a document entitled “June Fourth 
Party Declaration to the Broad Masses.”

Miao went to Tianjin in January 1999 to print more 
than 200 copies of his declaration, and in April of that 
year he had a chop carved bearing the characters for 
“torch” and “June Fourth,” which he used to stamp each 
copy of the document.
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Uyghur “Splittists” Sentenced in Shanghai

Dui Hua researchers have discovered another previously unknown case of Uyghurs being imprisoned for 
proindependence activities. The case involves three men sentenced to between 1½ and three years’ imprison
ment by a Shanghai court for the crime of “inciting splittism.” 

Rahman Abdureyim (热合曼•阿不都热衣木), Ehmet Ebley (艾买提•艾比力), and Abdukerim Eysa 
(阿不都克日木•艾沙) were taken into custody in Shanghai in September 2002 on suspicion of using religious 
gatherings to spread proindependence ideas within the local Uyghur community there. The three are alleged 
to have promoted the ideas of Hasan Mehsum and his East Turkestan Islamic Movement (ETIM), which has 
been identified as a terrorist organization by both China and the United States. (Hasan Mehsum, who repeat
edly denied Chinese and American claims that his organization had links to the alQaeda network—was shot by 
Pakistani security forces in October 2003.)

In May 2003, the three defendants appeared before the Shanghai Number Two Intermediate People’s Court, 
which sentenced Rahman Abdureyim to three years’ imprisonment, Ehmet Ebley, to two years’ imprisonment, 
and Abdukerim Eysa to 1½ years’ imprisonment. Following a longstanding policy, the Shanghai Municipality 
Prison Administration Bureau transferred the three men back to Xinjiang to serve their sentences. On Septem
ber 19, 2005, Rahman Abdureyim was the last of the three to be released from prison.

Later that month, Miao traveled to the campus of 
Beijing University, where he distributed copies of his dec
laration and called on students to draft a “June Fourth 
Party Manifesto” and establish the party on campus.

On the evening of April 30, 1999, Miao was appre
hended by Beijing state security police as he attempted to 
return to the Beijing University campus in order to paint 
slogans. He was escorted back to Shandong, where the 
Tai’an Intermediate People’s Court ultimately convicted 
him of “inciting subversion” and sentenced him to five 
years’ imprisonment with three years’ subsequent depri
vation of political rights.

In August 2003, Miao’s sentence was reduced by 
eight months and he was released from prison. He re
mains deprived of his political rights until August 2006.

Hunan Counterrevolutionary Released Early

The Dui Hua Foundation recently received an up
date about another individual whose name was originally 
included on the January 2005 release of prisoner infor
mation. Hunan counterrevolutionary prisoner Wang 
Yuguo (王宇国) was granted a 14month sentence reduc
tion and released on May 8, 2005.

The circumstances of Wang’s alleged counterrevo
lutionary activity are unknown. We know that he was 
sentenced to life imprisonment in 1984 for “using feudal 
superstition to carry out counterrevolutionary activities.” 
This offense, which no longer exists in China’s criminal 
code, was frequently used to punish members of secret 
societies and traditional religious groups, both of which 
reappeared during the Cultural Revolution. According to 
Chinese law, Wang’s sentence would have had to have 
been commuted to fixedterm imprisonment before a 
sentence reduction could have even be considered, but 
no details about any commutation were provided.

Wang’s conviction for counterrevolution came 
during the first “Strike Hard” campaign of 1983 and 1984. 
Based on what statistical information Dui Hua has been 
able to compile, the period saw a clear increase in both 
the number and severity of sentences handed down for 
counterrevolution. Dui Hua’s database currently contains 
records for several dozen such counterrevolutionaries 
given life sentences or suspended death sentences 
during this time. Most are, like Wang Yuguo, essentially 
unknown. How many are still imprisoned and how many 
have received sentence reductions like Wang Yuguo will 
remain unknown until China provides a full accounting of 
the longserving counterrevolutionaries left in its prisons. 
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The Norwegian Royal Ministry of Foreign Affairs 
and the Swiss Federal Department of Foreign Affairs 

recently gave The Dui Hua Foundation grants sup
porting the foundation’s work promoting respect for 
human rights.

Executive Director John Kamm noted, “Over the 
last year, Dui Hua has increasingly come to be seen as 
an international human rights group, especially after 
our receiving Special Consultative Status with the 
United Nations in February. Switzerland and Norway, 
both of which have official human rights dialogues 
with China, have chosen to support our work. We are 
honored that these two countries—leaders in protecting 
and promoting respect for human rights—think that 
our work is worthy of support.”

Dui Hua staff make a point of meeting with Swiss 
and Norwegian diplomats whenever Dui Hua is in 
Beijing, and Dui Hua tries to visit Berne and Oslo at 
least once a year to exchange views and update officials 
about the foundation’s work.

James W. Ziglar has resigned from the Board of 
Directors of The Dui Hua Foundation to devote his 
energies to running Cross Match Technologies, a 
Floridabased firm specializing in biometric security 
technology. Ziglar was appointed Chief Executive Of
ficer of Cross Match in August, when he left his posi
tion at the municipal finance department at Union 
Bank of Switzerland (UBS).

Ziglar was a law clerk to US Supreme Court Asso
ciate Justice Harry Blackmun and served as Assistant 
Secretary of the Interior for Water and Science dur
ing the Reagan administration. After several years in 
the private sector, he was recruited back into govern
ment service when he was elected the 35th Sergeant 
at Arms of the US Senate. He was unanimously ap
proved by the US Senate as Commissioner of the Im
migration and Naturalization Service in 2001, serving 
in that capacity until that agency’s functions were ab
sorbed by the Department of Homeland Security.

“In his more than two years of service on Dui 
Hua’s board, Jim Ziglar provided invaluable counsel 
and assistance to the organization,” said Dui Hua’s 
Executive Director John Kamm. “Jim helped guide 
Dui Hua in its transition from a relatively small, 
American NGO into a sizable organization enjoy
ing international support and credibility. He will be 
sorely missed, but we take some comfort that he and 
his wife Linda will continue to serve as friends and 
supporters of Dui Hua.”

At its annual meeting in New York in September 
2005, the Board of Directors accepted Jim Ziglar’s res
ignation with regret and unanimously passed a reso
lution thanking him for his service.

James Ziglar Steps Off Board

News in Photo

On September 16, 2005, Dui Hua Executive Director and 
Chairman John Kamm (left) and Board Director Harold 
Furman (right) met Senator Chuck Hagel (R-Nebraska) 
in his office. The discussion focused on the present state 
of Dui Hua’s dialogue with the Chinese government on 
human rights. Senator Hagel, who is the Chairman of the 
Congressional-Executive Commission on China, thanked 
Dui Hua for the assistance it has rendered to the CECC in 
setting up its online prisoner database.

Dui Hua Receives New Grants


