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HUMAN RIGHTS IN CHINA: IMPROVING OR
DETERIORATING CONDITIONS?

WEDNESDAY, APRIL 19, 2006

HoOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON AFRICA, GLOBAL HUMAN RIGHTS
AND INTERNATIONAL OPERATIONS,
COMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS,
Washington, DC.

The Subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:30 a.m. in room
2172, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Christopher H. Smith
(Chairman of the Subcommittee) presiding.

Mr. SMITH. The Subcommittee hearing will come to order. And
I want to wish everybody a very good morning.

Today’s hearing of the Subcommittee on Africa and Global
Human Rights and International Operations will examine the Chi-
nese human rights record, especially such areas as China’s censor-
ship of the Internet, implementation of the right of Chinese citizens
to worship freely, the protection of minority rights, compliance with
international labor standards, China’s barbaric practice of organ
harvesting, and the destructive effects on Chinese society—espe-
ciallly on women—of its government’s coercive one-child-per-couple
policy.

Over the years, I have held more than 25 hearings on human
rights abuses in China. While China’s economy has improved some-
what, the human rights situation remains abysmal. So-called eco-
nomic reform has utterly failed to result in the protection of free-
dom of speech, expression, or assembly.

This week’s visit of President Hu Jintao of China to the United
States provides the United States Congress, and the people, an op-
portunity to bring to the attention of United States policymakers,
and the world community, the terrible human rights situation that
exists in China today.

It will also help provide the vital context for any relationship
that we would have with China.

And it will, T hope, convey our unshakeable resolve and commit-
ment to press Beijing for serious, measurable, and durable reform.
The people of China deserve no less. It is our moral duty to stand
with the oppressed, not the oppressor.

The State Department human rights reports and the consistent
reporting from very reputable NGOs indicate that Chinese Govern-
ment’s repression of its citizens continues unabated. In fact, the
current Chinese regime is one of the very worst violators of human
rights in the entire world and continues to commit egregious
crimes against its own citizens every single day.
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At a rough count, the most recent State Department human
rights report for China ran about 45,000 words. Before it even get
down to the details, the report lists 22 major human rights prob-
lems. Few, if any, nations can begin to match this unseemly record
from the systematic denial of political freedom, to the use of tor-
ture, to interference in the most private matters of family and con-
science.

I note, parenthetically, that China continues to be regarded by
the U.S. State Department as a country of particular concern, a
CPC country, joining only a handful of countries around the world
that persecutes people of faith. In China, those who want to prac-
tice Falun Gong, a spiritual exercise, are so roughly treated that
China has been designated as a CPC country, and that is a very
dubious distinction indeed.

The State Department report, and I will only list a couple of
these and put the report in the record, talks about the denial of the
right to change the government, a right that every democracy en-
joys. If we don’t like what the Republicans or Democrats are doing,
elections can hold the key for reform or change in any given elec-
tion. And so it is with democracies all over the word. You can’t
change the Government of China.

Physical abuse resulting in deaths in custody, torture and co-
erced confessions of prisoners, again, these are State Department
concerns expressed in their report along with politically-controlled
judiciary, the house arrests, nonapproved surveillance, and deten-
tion of the dissidents.

The use of coercive birth limitation policies, in some cases, result
in forced abortions and sterilizations. Increased restrictions of free-
dom of press. And it goes on and on and on.

The restrictions on labor rights, including the freedom of associa-
tion, the right to organize and bargain collectively, worker health
and safety, and forced labor, including prison labor. Beijing as we
know, ladies and gentlemen, has increasingly viewed the informa-
tion available on the Internet as a potential threat to the party’s
ability to control the population and monopolize political power.

It has turned China into one of the most Internet restrictive
countries in the world. It is important to note that the freedoms
that we enjoy in America, allow individuals to publish information
and news on the Web unfiltered.

Those freedoms do not exist in China. Individuals who attempt
to speak freely are imprisoned and even tortured. At the very least,
United States corporations should not be aiding and abetting that
process.

Yet, at a February hearing I chaired on the Internet in China,
we learned in greater and disturbing detail how some of the biggest
corporations in America have partnered with the much-hated Chi-
nese secret police to find, apprehend, convict, and jail pro-democ-
racy advocates.

Yahoo! told us at the hearing how profoundly they regret sending
Shi Tao to prison for 10 years. But they couldn’t tell us, and didn’t
seem to want to know, how many others were condemned to jail
and torture because of Yahoo!’s complicity with the secret police.
When I asked under what terms and conditions, court order, police
demand, fishing trips, Yahoo! surrendered emails and address files,
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Yahoo! told us they couldn’t reveal that information to us because
it would break Chinese law.

Google, for its part, created an exclusively Chinese search engine
that only Joseph Goebbels would love. Type in any number of vile
words like human rights, Tiananmen Square or Falun Gong, and
you will get rerouted to government propaganda, much of it heavily
anti-American and anti-George Bush and filled with hate, espe-
cially for the Falun Gong.

How did Google respond to our deep concern about their enabling
a dictatorship to expand its hate message? According to the New
York Times report in late March, they hired big-time Washington
lobbying firms like Podesta-Mattoon and DCI group to put a good
face on it all and presumably to kill my pending legislation, the
Global Online Freedom Act of 2006.

Amazingly, Cisco showed no sellers remorse whatsoever when its
technology, especially Policenet—a tool for good in the hands of
honest cops and legitimate law enforcement, but a tool of repres-
sion in the hands of Chinese police—has now effectively linked and
exponentially expanded the capabilities of the Chinese police and
the Chinese military as well.

Microsoft also centers and shuts down blogs that Big Brother ob-
jects to. You can be sure that no serious discussion on human
rights was on the agenda when President Hu visited with Bill
Gates at Microsoft.

China’s continued repression of religion is among the most des-
potic in the world. In February, the BBC reported that China has
warned Hong Kong’s newly appointed cardinal, Joseph Zen, a well-
known critic of China’s suppression of religious freedoms, to remain
quiet on political issues. Citizens practicing a faith other than offi-
cially sanctioned religions are often subjected to torture and im-
prisonment and death, at which time prisoner organs are fre-
quently harvested to meet demand.

Christians, Tibetan Buddhists and Muslim Uighurs are all being
persecuted for their faith. Today, numerous underground Roman
Catholic priests and bishops and protestant pastors languish in the
infamous Chinese concentration camps, known as the Laogai, for
simply proclaiming the gospel of Jesus Christ.

In the early 1990s, I met with Bishop Su of Baoding, a gentle
and kind man that celebrated mass for our small delegation. And
Joseph Kung remembers and knows this case extremely well. I was
deeply inspired by his faith, he had recently been let out of jail,
1a’llnd also by his compassion for those who had jailed and mistreated

im.

He had no animosity for them, I found that amazing, only com-
passion and forgiveness. What kind of regime incarcerates a truly
noble man like this, I thought. Soon after our visit, he was re-
arrested on false charges, released, rearrested and jailed again. He
has now spent at least 27 years of his life for loving God and loving
his neighbor.

What kind of barbaric regime hurts a man like this?

And then there is a special hate Beijing pours out on the Falun
Gong. Nearly 7 years ago, the Chinese Government began its bru-
tal campaign to completely eradicate Falun Gong through whatever
means necessary. Many party members and army officials had
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begun to practice Falun Gong. Like all dictators in totalitarian ter-

rorist systems, the PRC fears and hates what it cannot control. So

g decided to destroy and intimidate those who practice Falun
ong.

We see before us a Stalinist nightmare revived for the 21st cen-
tury. Hundreds, perhaps thousands dead as a result of torture, tens
of thousands jailed without trial, held in labor camps, prisons and
mental hospitals where they are forced to endure torture and
brainwashing sessions.

Just over a year ago, Beijing finally released the reknowned
human rights activist Rebiya Kadeer from prison, where she had
been held for years on trumped up charges for defending the rights
of her fellow Uighur Muslims in China. We had hoped this signaled
some sort of genuine improvement in Beijing’s treatment of human
rights. But now we know better.

Since Rebiya, who is now living in America and will speak short-
ly to us, has continued to campaign for recognition of the legitimate
rights of her fellow Uighurs, her relatives and business associates
still in China are being subjected to renewed harassment by au-
thorities.

Again, she is here to testify and we are grateful for her attend-
ance.

Let me make just brief mention of another issue, and that is co-
ercive family planning policy. China has slaughtered more innocent
children than any war in human history. Coercive family planning
has wounded Chinese women by the millions. And one of the psy-
chological consequences is that some 500 Chinese women commit
suicide every day. Every day. China’s one child per couple decreed
in 1979 has killed hundreds of millions of babies, by imposing dra-
conian fines up to 10 times annual salaries on their parents to
force them to abort.

Who can fight that kind of economic coercion?

In China today, brothers and sisters are illegal, sex selection
abortions, a direct consequence of allowing only one baby per cou-
ple, has led to gendercide, approximately 1 hundred million girls
are missing in China.

One Chinese demographer has admitted that by the year 2020,
40 million Chinese men won’t be able to find wives because Bei-
jing’s weapon of mass destruction—population control—has de-
stroyed the girls.

Gendercide.

Ongoing and pervasive in the PRC.

Then there is the lack of recourse for millions of Chinese labor-
ers, trapped in poor working conditions. Those who protest unjust
wage and labor practices outside of the government controlled labor
union are arrested and imprisoned. Chinese citizens are often per-
secuted just for going to court to secure rights, which, even under
current Chinese law, as restrictive as it is, guarantees them.

And the lawyers, who seek to help them, are threatened, har-
assed, beaten, disbarred and jailed, for simply doing their duty.

They join countless prisoners of conscience in China’s modern
day concentration camps. They are found everywhere in China, the
Laogai that Harry Wu has spoken so eloquently about and has
spent some 16 years of his life in and will be testifying about short-



5

ly. There are now more than 1,100 of those terrible Laogai littered
throughout China.

Finally, we will hear testimony about China’s barbaric policy of
harvesting human organs for sale and transplant. China admits it
does this. According to the Chinese ministry of health, since 1993
there have been over 65,000 transplant procedures performed in
China. China’s deputy health minister recently stated that 95 per-
cent of the organs for organ transplants performed in China are
from executed Chinese prisoners.

Of course, it claims that it only harvests the organs of executed
prisoners and only if they or their families consent. But what value
can such a statement have in a country where the death penalty
is virtually an assembly-line process where, according to the State
Department’s human rights report for 2005, foreign experts esti-
mate between 5,000 and 12,000 people are executed every year.

Chinese courts hand down the death sentence for an ever ex-
panding range of crimes, including nonviolent and political crimes.
Appeals are conducted hastily, if at all.

In an effort to boost profits, it is reported that some provincial
or local officials in China have begun to allow mobile medical vans
at execution sites to facilitate the ease and efficiency at which pris-
oners organs may be harvested.

We have all heard the recent horrific stories that China is now
targeting the thousands of innocent Falun Gong prisoners it holds
for organ harvesting and perhaps not even waiting until they are
dead. The State Department and U.N. Special Rapporteur for tor-
ture, Manfred Nowak, has been investigating. They must get to the
truth of these blood curdling stories and do everything to stop this
shameful practice.

Finally, let me say to my friends and colleagues that human
rights are everyone’s rights. Governments are instituted to secure,
protect, and safeguard those rights. Human rights aren’t privileges
and they are indivisible. Human rights are worth fighting for, even
when they are costly and even when it is inconvenient, especially
when it is inconvenient to trade. I want to thank our witnesses for
being here today to talk about these vitally important issues, espe-
cially on the eve of President Hu’s visit to the White House tomor-
row.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Smith follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE CHRISTOPHER H. SMITH, A REPRESENTA-
TIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NEW JERSEY AND CHAIRMAN, SUB-
COMMITTEE ON AFRICA, GLOBAL HUMAN RIGHTS AND INTERNATIONAL OPERATIONS

The Subcommittee will come to order, and good morning to everyone. Today’s
hearing of the Subcommittee on Africa, Global Human Rights and International Op-
erations will examine China’s human rights record, especially such areas as China’s
censorship of the internet, implementation of the right of Chinese citizens to wor-
ship freely, protection of minority rights, compliance with international labor stand-
ards, China’s barbaric practice of organ harvesting, and the destructive effects on
Chinese society—especially on women—of its government’s coercive one-child policy.

Over the years, I have held more than 25 hearings on human rights abuses in
China. While China’s economy has improved somewhat, the human rights situation
remains abysmal. So-called economic reform has utterly failed to result in the pro-
tection of freedom of speech, expression, or assembly.

This week’s visit of President Hu Jintao of China to the United States provides
the U.S. Congress and people an opportunity to bring to the attention of U.S. policy
makers and the world community the terrible human rights situation as it exists
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in China today. It will also help provide the vital context for any relationship we
should have with China. And it will, I hope convey our unshakeable resolve and
commitment to press Beijing for serious, measurable and durable reform. The people
of China deserve no less. It is our moral duty to stand with the oppressed, not with
the oppressor.

State Department human rights reports and the consistent reporting from very
reputable NGOs indicate that Chinese government repression of its citizens con-
tinues. In fact, the current Chinese regime is one of the very worst violators of
human rights in the world, and continues to commit every single day egregious
crimes against its own citizens. At a rough count, the most recent State Department
Human Rights Report for China ran to about 45,000 words. Before it even gets
down to details, the report lists 22 major rights problems. Few if any nations can
even begin to match this unseemly record, from the systematic denial of political
freedom and use of torture to interference in the most private matters of family and
conscience.

. denial of the right to change the government
. physical abuse resulting in deaths in custody
. torture and coerced confessions of prisoners
. harassment, detention, and imprisonment of those perceived as threatening
to party and government authority
. arbitrary arrest and detention, including nonjudicial administrative deten-
tion, reeducation-through-labor, psychiatric detention, and extended or in-
communicado pretrial detention
6. a politically controlled judiciary and a lack of due process in certain cases,
especially those involving dissidents
7. detention of political prisoners, including those convicted of disclosing state
secrets and subversion, those convicted under the now-abolished crime of
counterrevolution, and those jailed in connection with the 1989 Tiananmen
demonstrations
8. house arrest and other nonjudicially approved surveillance and detention of
dissidents
9. monitoring of citizens’ mail, telephone and electronic communications
10. use of a coercive birth limitation policy, in some cases resulting in forced
abortion and sterilization
11. increased restrictions on freedom of speech and the press; closure of news-
papers and journals; banning of politically sensitive books, periodicals, and
films; and jamming of some broadcast signals
12. restrictions on the freedom of assembly, including detention and abuse of
demonstrators and petitioners
13. restrictions on religious freedom, control of religious groups, and harassment
and detention of unregistered religious groups
14. restrictions on the freedom of travel, especially for politically sensitive and
underground religious figures
15. forcible repatriation of North Koreans and inadequate protection of many
refugees
16. severe government corruption
17. increased scrutiny, harassment and restrictions on independent domestic
and foreign nongovernmental organization (NGO) operations
18. trafficking in women and children
19. societal discrimination against women, minorities, and persons with disabil-
ities
20. cultural and religious repression of minorities in Tibetan areas and Muslim
areas of Xinjiang
21. restriction of labor rights, including freedom of association, the right to orga-
nize and bargain collectively, and worker health and safety
22. forced labor, including prison labor)

S N o N~

Beijing has increasingly viewed the information available on the internet as a po-
tential threat to the Party’s ability to control the population and monopolize political
power. It has turned China into one of the most internet restrictive countries in the
world. It is important to note that the freedoms that we enjoy in America allow indi-
viduals to publish information and news on the Web unfiltered. Those freedoms do
not exist in China. Individuals who attempt to speak freely are imprisoned and even
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tortured. At the very least, U.S. corporations should not be aiding in that process.
Yet at a February hearing I chaired on the Internet in China, we learned in great-
er—and disturbing—detail, how some of the biggest corporations in America have
partnered with the much-hated Chinese secret police to find, apprehend, convict and
jail religious believers and pro-democracy advocates.

Yahoo told us at the hearing how profoundly they regret sending Shi Tao to pris-
on for 10 years but then couldn’t tell us—and didn’t seem to want to—how many
others were condemned to jail and torture because of Yahoo’s complicity with the
secret police. When I asked under what conditions—court order, police demand, a
fishing trip—Yahoo surrenders emails and address files, Yahoo told us that they
couldn’t reveal this information to us because it would break Chinese law.

Google, for its part, created an exclusively Chinese search engine that only a Jo-
seph Goebbels could love. Type in any number of vile words like human rights, or
Tian An Men Square massacre, or Falun Gong, and you will get rerouted to govern-
ment propaganda—much of it heavily anti-American and anti-President Bush, and
filled with hate, especially for the Falun Gong. How did Google respond to our deep
concern about their enabling a dictatorship to expand its hate message? They hired
big-time Washington lobbying firms like Podesta-Mattoon and the DCI group to put
a good face on it all—and presumably kill my pending legislation, the Global Online
Freedom Act of 2006,

Amazingly, Cisco showed no seller’s remorse whatsoever that its technology—es-
pecially “Policenet”—a tool for good in the hands of honest cops and legitimate law
enforcement, but a tool of repression in the hands of Chinese police has now effec-
tively linked and exponentially expanded the capabilities of the Chinese police.

Microsoft also censors and shuts down blogs that “Big Brother objects to. You can
be sure that no serious discussion on human rights was on the agenda at President
Hu visit with Bill Gates at Microsoft.

China’s continued repression of religion is among the most despotic in the world.
In February, the BBC reported that China had warned Hong Kong’s newly-ap-
pointed Cardinal, Joseph Zen, a well-known critic of China’s suppression of religious
freedoms, to remain quiet on political issues. Citizens practicing a faith other than
officially sanctioned religions are often subject to torture, imprisonment, and death,
at which time prisoner organs are frequently harvested to meet demand. Christians,
Tibetan Buddhists, and Muslim Uighurs are all being persecuted for their faith.
Today, numerous underground Roman Catholic priests and bishops and Protestant
pastors languish in the infamous concentration camps of China for simply pro-
claiming the Gospel of Jesus Christ.

In the early 90’s I meet with Bishop SU (Zhimin) of Baoding Province—a gentle
and kind man who celebrated Mass for our small delegation. I was deeply inspired
by his faith (he had recently been let out of jail) and by his compassion for those
who jailed and mistreated him. He had no animosity for them—only compassion and
forgiveness. What kind of regime incarcerates a truly noble man like this? Soon
after our visit, he was re-arrested on false charges, released, and re-arrested and
jailed again. He has spent at least 27 years of his life—for loving God. What kind
of barbaric regime hurts a man like this?

And then there is the special hate Beijing pours out on the Falun Gong. Nearly
seven years ago the Chinese government began its brutal campaign to completely
eradicate Falun Gong through whatever means necessary. Many Party Members
and Army officials had begun to practice Falun Gong. Like all dictators and totali-
tarian terror systems, the PRC fears and hates what it cannot control. So it decided
to destroy and intimidate those who practice Falun Gong. We see before us a Sta-
linist nightmare revived for the 21st century—hundreds, perhaps thousands, dead
as a result of torture; tens of thousands jailed without trial, held in labor camps,
prisons, and mental hospitals, where they are forced to endure torture brainwashing
sessions.

Just over a year ago Beijing finally released the renowned human rights activist,
Rebiya Kadeer, from prison, where she had been held for years on trumped up
charges for defending the rights of her fellow Uighur Muslims in China. We had
hoped this signaled some sort of genuine improvement in Beijing’s treatment of
human rights, but now we know better: since Rebiya, who is now living in America,
has continued to campaign for the recognition of the legitimate rights of her fellow
Uighurs, her relatives and business associates still in China are being subjected to
renewed harassment by the authorities. Rebiyah is with us here today to testify
about China’s continuing campaign against her peoples.

Coercive family-planning policy in China has slaughtered more innocent children
than any war in human history. Coercive family planning has wounded Chinese
women by the millions and one of the psychological consequences is that 500 women
commit suicide every day. Every day! China’s one-child per couple policy, decreed
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in 1979, has killed hundreds of million babies by imposing Draconian fines—up to
ten times annual salaries—on their parents to force them to abort. Brothers and sis-
ters are illegal. Sex selection abortions—a direct consequence of allowing only one
baby per couple, has led to gendercide—approximately 100 million girls are miss-
ing—in China. One Chinese demographer has admitted that by 2020, forty million
Chinese men won’t be able to find wives because Beijing’s weapon of mass destruc-
tion—population control—destroyed the girls.

There is no recourse for millions of Chinese laborers trapped in poor working con-
ditions. Those who protest unjust wage and labor practices outside of the govern-
ment-controlled labor union are arrested and imprisoned. Chinese citizens are often
persecuted just for going to court to secure rights which even current Chinese law,
as restrictive as at is, guarantees them. And the lawyers who seek to help them
are threatened, harassed, beaten, disbarred and jailed for doing their simple duty.
They join countless prisoners opf conscience in China’s modern day concentration
camps. These are found everywhere in China—more than 1,100 by one count.

Finally, we shall hear testimony about China’s barbaric policy of harvesting
human organs for sale and transplant. China admits it does this. According to Chi-
na’s Ministry of Health, since 1993, there have been over 65,000 transplant proce-
dures performed in China. China’s Deputy Health Minister recently stated that 95
percent of the organs for organ transplants performed in China are from executed
Chinese prisoners. Of course it claims it only harvests the organs of executed pris-
oners, and only if they or their families consent. But what value can such a state-
ment have in a country where the death penalty is virtually an assembly line proc-
ess? Where according to the Department of State’s Human Rights Report for 2005,
foreign experts estimate between five and twelve thousand people are executed
every year? Chinese courts hand down the death sentence for an ever-expanding
range of crimes, including nonviolent and political crimes. Appeals are conducted
hastily, if at all. In an effort to boost profits, it is reported that some provincial or
local officials in China have begun to allow mobile medical vans at execution sites
to facilitate the ease and efficiency with which prisoners’ organs may be harvested.
We have all heard the recent horrific stories that China is now targeting the thou-
sands of innocent Falun Gong prisoners it holds for organ harvesting, and perhaps
not even waiting until they are dead. The State Department and the UN Special
Rapporteur for Torture, Manfred Nowak, have been investigating. They must get to
the truth of these blood-curdling stories, and do everything to stop this shameful
practice.

Human rights are everyone’s rights. Governments are instituted to secure, pro-
tect, and safeguard those rights. Human rights aren’t privileges. Human rights are
worth fighting for, even when they are costly, and even when it is inconvenient. I
thank our witnesses for being willing to talk about these vitally important issues
today.

Mr. SMITH. I would like to now introduce our first panel, and
thank them for being here. And panel 1 will begin with Mr. Ethan
Gutmann, who is the author of Losing the New China: a Story of
American Commerce, Desire and Betrayal. He has also written for
the Weekly Standard and other publications, a former counselor at
APCO China, and a former visiting fellow at the Project for the
New American Century. Mr. Gutmann won the spirit of Tiananmen
and Chance Journalism Awards in 2005 for exposing American cor-
porate participation in censorship and surveillance of the Chinese
Internet.

We will then hear from Mrs. Rebiya Kadeer, who is the most
prominent Uighur human rights advocate and a leader who spent
nearly 6 years in a Chinese prison for standing up to the authori-
tarian Chinese Government, Mrs. Kadeer is the mother of 11 chil-
dren and former laundress turned millionaire. Earlier this year,
she was nominated for the Nobel Peace Prize. Mrs. Kadeer was re-
leased for medical parole by the Chinese Government on March 17,
2005, after pressure from the United States Government, the Con-
gress, and relentless protestations of international human rights
organizations. And in October 2005, Mrs. Kadeer established the
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International Uighur Human Rights and Democracy Foundation in
Washington, DC.

We will then hear from Mr. Joseph Kung, director of the Car-
dinal Kung Foundation, one of a much smaller group of Chinese
refugees to emigrate to the United States under special quota back
in 1955. A frequent guest on TV and radio programs, Joseph Kung
has spoken before many Catholic organizations and before this
Committee in the past.

As a matter of fact, I had the privilege of traveling with him to
China on a human rights trip in the 1990s, and it was fascinating
how he was able to engage, especially the Catholic patriotic church
on what they leave out and how they comply and are complicit with
the dictatorship. It was very fascinating and I appreciated his in-
sights. He was the recipient of the Freedom Award from the Car-
dinal Brezinski Foundation in 1995 and the Freedom House’s Cen-
ter For Religious Freedom in 2001.

Mr. Gutmann, if you would begin please.

STATEMENT OF MR. ETHAN GUTMANN, AUTHOR, “LOSING THE
NEW CHINA: A STORY OF AMERICAN COMMERCE, DESIRE
AND BETRAYAL

Mr. GUTMANN. Mr. Chairman, thank you for inviting me to make
a contribution to the Committee’s profoundly important work.

Approximately 2 months ago, your Committee heard representa-
tives of Google, Microsoft, Cisco and Yahoo! defend their companies’
role in constructing China’s Internet. Simultaneously, the Com-
mittee floated an extremely important draft, the Global Online
Freedom Act of 2006, which appeared to place this Committee and
the aforementioned companies on a collision course.

Some commentators, particularly those searching for a middle
way, characterized the Online Freedom Act as an overreaction. I
don’t agree. I believe it is better characterized as a tragedy.

I would guess that few people in this room actually desire intru-
sive government intervention and oversight of U.S. companies. I
certainly don’t.

I am a former consultant to American cooperations operating in
China and a former Vice Chair of the Government Relations Com-
mittee for the American Chamber of Commerce in Beijing.

I am also a former believer in the concept that we would change
China, not that China would change us.

But I now believe that the Internet Freedom Act may not be
comprehensive enough, particularly in explicitly sanctioning Inter-
net surveillance technologies. And I believe that the tragedy did
not start with this Committee, but in the very early stages of
American involvement in the Chinese Internet. It is the history of
a collision course, not so much between Washington and American
Internet companies, but between American corporate decisions and
American values. And we can study that history for insights and
potential solutions from the current dilemma.

Two months ago, company representatives told the history of the
stunning expansion of the Chinese Internet using impressive sta-
tistics, 110 million users, over 13 million bloggers. And I don’t dis-
pute these. But lost in all these figures is the simple point that
Chinese Internet freedom has actually been contracting since 1998
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when I arrived in China. Censorship was already present on the
Chinese Web, the dissident e-mails, spam or samizdat, depending
on your perspective, flashed continuously on Chinese users screens,
censorship didn’t matter if you used proxy servers—that is linking
up to another computer that would act as an intermediary, hiding
the Web footprints, evading the filter, circumventing the govern-
ment controls. The most common search words in China at that
time were not “Britney” and “Hooters” but “free” and “proxy.”

And about 40 percent of the Chinese users employed proxies and
a week after arriving, so did I.

A year later, working in my Beijing office, I received an e-mail
from a United States friend with the words “China,” “unrest,”
“labor,” and “Xinjiang” in strange half-tone brackets, as if the
words had been picked out by a filter. Now, I had really never seen
anything like this, but what I didn’t realize at the time was that
the capability to search inside my Hotmail account actually came
from an American company operating in China.

During construction of the first Chinese public accessed Web in
1996, Chinese authorities suddenly became interested in blocking
forbidden Web sites and keyword searching—that is “looking into
the packets.” Why? Well, because they are Marxists, and as my
former colleague, Peter Lovelock, explained, that means you must
embrace the means of communication, then control it.

Fill it with Chinese voices. Block the outside and block relation-
ships between Chinese voices.

Blocking the outside was relatively easy. Three companies were
competing for Chinese Net contracts in 1997: Bay Networks, Sun
Microsystems, and Cisco Systems. Cisco prevailed by selling the
authorities a firewall box at a significant discount, which would
allow the Chinese authorities to block the forbidden Web.

Now, Cisco’s general counsel denies selling any special configura-
tion. Chinese engineers who actually worked on the firewall project
are equally adamant that it was a custom made device. Either way,
as early as 1998, any industry-wide restraints on the transfer of
censorship technologies were already being weighed against Cisco’s
captured 80 percent of the Chinese router market, which is an un-
precedented Chinese success story. Yet, Cisco’s success may be
more closely linked to a Cisco manager’s statement that “we have
the ability to look more deeply into the packets end.” And I will re-
turn to that point.

By 2000, Yahoo! began censoring its search engine and patrolling
chat rooms to preserve its position as the top portal in China. Ac-
cording to Yahoo!’s former China manager, “It was a precautionary
measure. The State Information Bureau was in charge of watching
and making sure that we complied. The game is to make sure that
they don’t complain.”

Let’s apply that statement to more recent events. When Microsoft
began suppressing such words as democracy and human rights in
Chinese blogger headings, and when Google rolled out a castrated
Chinese version of its search engine, company representatives
made the argument that they were merely respecting local laws.

Yet the laws are vague and contradictory at best, for example,
the words “democracy” and “human rights” are enshrined in the
Chinese constitution, so I think Yahoo!’s manager put it right the
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first time, make sure that they don’t complain. These were preemp-
tive self-censoring policies when Yahoo! first employed them. They
still are today. Thus, any assertion that the Chinese censorship
issue is purely a government-to-government issue is premature
until these companies dare to explicitly and systematically test the
limits of Chinese laws. And until they perform that test, they
should not be viewed as simply following Chinese law, but as work-
ing for Chinese Communist party objectives.

Chinese Internet history can be divided into two periods, before
the crackdown and after the crackdown. From October 2000 until
May 2001 the Chinese authorities unveiled new laws; installation
of internal monitoring software in cyber cafes across the Web;
Internet service providers were ordered to hold all Chinese user
data for 60 days; proxy servers were hunted, blocked and killed;
and a national police digital network, the Gold Shield, was con-
structed.

Now this crackdown period signaled that censorship objectives
were actually secondary to surveillance, yet blocking relationships
among Chinese forces and monitoring alternate sources of political
power was far more technically demanding. For Western Internet
companies, the crackdown should have signaled an end to cyber
utopia and illusions. Instead, it signaled a new boom market for
companies such as Nortel, Cisco and Sun Microsystems.

By 2003, Cisco’s Policenet was deployed as the Internet backbone
of the Chinese State security system. Two months ago, Harry Wu
exhibited slides to this Committee, Cisco brochures from the
Shanghai Gold Shield trade show in December 2002. And they
demonstrate the depth of Cisco’s involvement with Chinese state
security. These brochures are irrefutable evidence, so I will only
add 3 points.

Zhou Li, a systems engineer from Cisco’s Shanghai branch, ex-
plained to me that the Cisco brochures did not give the full story.
A policeman or PSB agent using Cisco equipment could now stop
any citizen on the street and by simply scanning an ID card, re-
motely access his danwei: That is, his work unit files, political be-
havior, family history, fingerprints, and other images. The agent
could also access his or her surfing history for the last 60 days and
read his e-mail—all in real-time.

Newly-translated documents explicitly show that Cisco was train-
ing the Chinese police in surveillance techniques as early at 2001,
and detailed information on more than 96 percent of the Chinese
population is now recorded on police databases according to recent
Chinese state media.

Now there was justifiable outrage when journalist Shi Tao re-
ceived a 10-year sentence after Yahoo! surrendered his private e-
mail to Chinese security, and there is more about another case
today. But we really don’t know how many Falun Gong practioners,
Christians, and small-time labor activists arrests that don’t get
publicized, can be attributed to Cisco’s Policenet. And an integrated
system like this does not appear in the court records. And if recent
reports are given credence, a hospital basement near Shenyang
was being filed with thousands of Falun Gong practitioners for
organ harvesting while Cisco was training the Chinese police.
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It is my view that the situation with Cisco has already attained
IBM Holocaust status and it will only get worse, whether carried
out by the enhancements to the Online Freedom Act or by the
Commerce Department simply enforcing existing laws forbidding
the sale of crime control or detection instruments to the Chinese
police, Cisco should leave China.

I have no illusions they will leave without a fight. By Cisco’s own
admission, it has contracts with Chinese state security at a min-
imum to service equipment. Perhaps these contracts include train-
ing or upgrades as well. Yet the Israeli defense industry had an ex-
isting contract with the Peoples Liberation Army to perform major
upgrades to the Harpy assault drone. Under United States pres-
sure, Israel fought, but ultimately cancelled the contract.

Do we have the same political will when it comes to one of our
own? Regarding Yahoo!, Microsoft and Google, as I said, I consider
the Global Online Freedom Act to be a tragedy. We did not have
to reach this point. Back in the winter of 2000, Microsoft fought the
Chinese state and won. The issue was Chinese Government access
to foreign source codes and control of foreign encryption. Microsoft
built a coalition of the American Chamber of Commerce, the U.S.-
China Business Council, the Japanese Chamber of Commerce and
European entities. The United States and Japanese Embassies tac-
itly approved but avoided direct participation.

Most critically, Microsoft let it be known that if the Chinese Gov-
ernment did not back down it would pull out of China forever.
Faced with this resolve, the Chinese Government quickly chose to
reinterpret their laws, i.e., they surrendered. Now Microsoft doesn’t
brag about all this for obvious reasons. But I still carry that docu-
ment of surrender, because it shows that business has power.

I will close by speaking about an implausible scenario. American
Internet companies could form a new industry coalition, collectively
ready to walk away. The Chinese authorities could agree at a min-
imum that words that are straight out of the Chinese constitution
will never be censored by American companies.

And if the Chinese police want confidential customer information
from an American company, they must provide compelling evidence
that the individual in question is a child pornographer.

This is implausible, particularly from the American side but far
more plausible if the only other option is the Online Freedom Act,
routers based outside of China, regular audits, litigation in China
and at home. So companies are currently asking, what is the prob-
ability of the Online Freedom Act becoming law and how can we
stop it?

Yet the question that Microsoft, Google and Yahoo! should be fo-
cusing on is this, will the Chinese Communist Party still be in
power 10 years from now? How about 20 years? And who is my pri-
mary customer base? The Chinese Communist Party or the Chinese
people? Ultimately, it is in American company’s self interest to do
the implausible, to form a coalition, to use their latent power to
avoid further tragedy. And I want to thank the Committee for help-
ing to bring them closer to that decision. Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Gutmann follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF MR. ETHAN GUTMANN, AUTHOR, “LOSING THE NEW CHINA:
A STORY OF AMERICAN COMMERCE, DESIRE AND BETRAYAL”

Mr. Chairman, thank you for inviting me to make a contribution to the Commit-
tee’s profoundly important work.

Approximately two months ago, your Committee heard representatives of Google,
Microsoft, Yahoo, and Cisco Systems defend their companies’ role in constructing
China’s Internet. Simultaneously the Committee floated an extremely important
draft—the Global Online Freedom Act of 2006—which appeared to place this com-
mittee and the aforementioned companies on a collision course. Some commentators,
particularly those searching for a middle way, characterized the Online Freedom Act
a(si an “overreaction.” I don’t agree. I believe that it is better characterized as a trag-
edy.

I would guess that few people in this room actually desire intrusive government
intervention and oversight of U.S. companies. I certainly don’t. 'm a former consult-
ant to American corporations operating in China and a former vice-chair of the Gov-
ernment Relations Committee for the American Chamber of Commerce Beijing. I'm
also a former believer in the concept that we would change China, not that China
would change us.

But I now believe that the Internet Freedom Act may not be comprehensive
enough, particularly in explicitly sanctioning Internet surveillance technologies. And
I believe that the tragedy did not start with this committee but in the very early
stages of American involvement in the Chinese Internet. It’s the history of a colli-
sion course, not so much between Washington and American Internet companies,
but between American corporate decisions and American values. We can study that
history for insights into the current dilemma and potential solutions.

Two months ago, company representatives told the history of the stunning expan-
sion of the Chinese Internet using impressive statistics—110 million users, over 13
million bloggers—and I don’t dispute them. But lost in all these figures is the simple
point that Chinese Internet freedom has actually been contracting since 1998, when
I arrived in China.

Censorship was already present on the Chinese web, but dissident e-mails—spam
or samizdat, depending on your perspective—flashed continuously on Chinese users’
screens. Censorship didn’t matter if you used proxy servers—that is, linking up to
another computer that would act as an intermediary, hiding the Web footprints,
evading the filters, and circumventing the government controls. The most common
Chinese search words were not “Britney” and “hooters,” but “free” and “proxy.”
About 40% of Chinese users employed proxies. A week after arriving, so did I.

A year later, working in my Beijing office, I received an e-mail from a US friend
with the words “China,” “unrest,” “labor,” and “Xinjiang” in strange half-tone brack-
ets, as if the words had been picked out by a filter. I'd never really seen anything
like it. What I didn’t realize at the time is that the capability to search inside my
Hotmail, primitive by the current standards, came from an American company oper-
ating in China.

During construction of the first Chinese public access web in ’96, Chinese authori-
ties suddenly became interested in blocking forbidden websites and in keyword
searching—“looking into the packets.”

Why? Because they are Marxists. And as my former colleague Peter Lovelock ex-
plained, that means that you must above all embrace the means of communication.
Then, control it. Fill it with Chinese voices. Block the outside. And block relation-
ships between Chinese forces.

Blocking the outside was relatively easy. Three companies were competing for the
Chinanet contracts in 1997: Bay Networks, Sun Microsystems, and Cisco Systems.
Cisco prevailed by selling the authorities a “firewall box” at a significant discount,
which would allow the Chinese authorities to block the forbidden web.

Cisco’s General Counsel denies selling any special configuration. Chinese engi-
neers who actually worked on the firewall project are equally adamant that it was
custom-made. Either way, as early as 1998, any industry-wide restraints on the
transfer of censorship technologies were already being weighed against Cisco’s cap-
ture of 80% of the China router market, an unprecedented success story. Yet Cisco’s
success may be more closely linked to a Cisco manager’s statement that “We have
the capability to look deeply into the packets.” And I'll return to that point.

By 2000, Yahoo began censoring its search engine and patrolling chatrooms to
preserve its position as the top portal in China. According to Yahoo’s former China
manager: “It was a precautionary measure. The State Information Bureau was in
charge of watching and making sure that we complied. The game is to make sure
that they don’t complain.”
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Let’s apply that statement to more recent events. When Microsoft began sup-
pressing words such as “democracy” and “human rights” in Chinese blogger head-
ings, and when Google rolled out a castrated Chinese version of its search engine,
company representatives made the argument that they were merely respecting local
laws. Yet the laws are vague and contradictory at best; for example, the words “de-
mocracy” and “human rights” are enshrined in the Chinese constitution.

Yahoo’s manager put it right the first time: “make sure that they don’t complain.”
These were preemptive, self-censoring policies when Yahoo first employed them.
They still are today. Thus any assertion that Chinese censorship is purely a govern-
ment-to-government issue is premature until these companies dare to—explicitly
and systematically—test the limits of Chinese laws. And until they perform that
test, they should not be viewed as simply following Chinese law, but as working for
Chinese Communist Party objectives.

Chinese Internet history can be divided into two periods: “before the crackdown,”
and “after the crackdown.” From October 2000 until May 2001, the Chinese authori-
ties unveiled new laws:

Installation of internal monitoring software in cybercafés and across the web.
Internet Service Providers ordered to hold all Chinese user data for 60 days.
Proxy servers hunted and blocked.

Construction of a national police digital network—the “Gold Shield.”

L[]
L]
L]
L]

The crackdown period signaled that censorship objectives were actually secondary
to surveillance. Yet blocking relationships among Chinese forces—and monitoring
alternate sources of political power—was far more technically demanding. For West-
ern Internet companies the crackdown should have signaled an end to cyber-utopian
illusions. Instead it signaled a new boom market for companies such as Nortel,
Cisco and Sun Microsystems.

By 2003, Cisco’s “Policenet” was deployed as the Internet backbone of the Chinese
State Security system. Two months ago, Harry Wu exhibited slides to this com-
mittee, Cisco brochures from the Shanghai “Gold Shield” trade show in December
2002, that demonstrate the depth of Cisco’s involvement with Chinese State Secu-
rity. These brochures are irrefutable evidence, so I will only add three points:

e Zhou Li, a systems engineer from Cisco’s Shanghai Branch, explained to me
that the Cisco brochures did not give the full story. A policeman or PSB agent
using Cisco equipment could now stop any citizen on the street and simply
by scanning an ID card remotely access his danwei (work unit files): political
behavior, family history, fingerprints, and other images. The agent could also
access his surfing history for the last 60 days, and read his e-mail. All in real-
time.

e Newly translated documents explicitly show Cisco was training the Chinese
police in surveillance techniques as early as 2001.

Detailed information on more than 96 percent of the Chinese population is
now recorded on police databases, according to recent Chinese state media.

There was justifiable outrage when journalist Shi Tao received a ten-year sen-
tence, after Yahoo surrendered his private email to Chinese security. But we really
don’t know how many Falun Gong practitioners, Christians, and small-time labor
activists—the humdrum arrests that don’t get publicized—can be attributed to Cis-
co’s Policenet. An integrated system doesn’t appear in the court records. And if re-
cent reports are given credence, a hospital basement near Shenyang was being filled
with thousands of Falun Gong practitioners for organ harvesting while Cisco was
training the Chinese police.

It is my view that the situation with Cisco has already attained IBM-Holocaust
status, and it will only get worse. Whether carried out by enhancements to the On-
line Freedom Act, or by the Commerce Department simply enforcing existing laws
forbidding the sale of “crime control or detection instruments” to the Chinese police,
Cisco should leave China.

I have no illusions that they will leave without a fight. By Cisco’s own admission,
it has contracts with Chinese State Security, at a minimum, to service equipment.
Perhaps these contracts include training or upgrades as well. Yet the Israeli defense
industry had an existing contract with the PLA to perform major upgrades to the
Harpy Assault Drone. Under U.S. pressure, Israel fought, but ultimately cancelled
the contract. Do we have the same political will when it comes to one of our own?

Regarding Yahoo, Microsoft and Google, as I said, I consider the Online Freedom
Act to be a tragedy. We did not have to reach this point.

Back in the winter of 2000, Microsoft fought the Chinese state and won. The issue
was Chinese government access to foreign source codes and control of foreign
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encryption. Microsoft built a coalition of the American Chamber of Commerce, the
US-China Business Council, the Japanese Chamber, and European entities. The US
and Japanese embassies tacitly approved but avoided direct participation.

Most critically, Microsoft let it be known that if the Chinese government did not
back down it would pull out of China—forever. Faced with this resolve, the Chinese
government quickly chose to reinterpret their laws, i.e., they surrendered. Microsoft
doesn’t brag about it for obvious reasons, but I still carry that document of sur-
render because it shows that business has power.

So I will close by speaking about an implausible scenario: American Internet com-
panies could form a new industry coalition, collectively ready to walk away. The
Chinese authorities could agree, at a minimum, that words straight out of the Chi-
nese constitution will never be censored by American companies. And if the Chinese
police want confidential customer information from an American company, they
must provide compelling evidence that the individual in question is a child pornog-
rapher.

Implausible, particularly from the American side, but far more plausible if the
only other option is the Online Freedom Act: routers based outside of China, regular
audits, litigation in China and at home. So companies are currently asking: what
is the probability of the Online Freedom Act becoming law?

Yet the question that Microsoft, Google, and Yahoo should be focusing on is this:
Will the Chinese Communist Party still be in power ten years from now? How about
twenty years? And who is my primary customer base, the Chinese Communist Party
or the Chinese people? Ultimately it is in American companies’ self-interest to do
the implausible, to form a coalition, to use their latent power, to avoid further trag-
edy. And I want to thank the Committee for helping to bring them closer to that
point of decision.

Thank you.

Mr. SMITH. Thank you, Mr. Gutmann, for your very incisive com-
mentary.
Mrs. Kadeer.

STATEMENT OF MS. REBIYA KADEER, HUMAN RIGHTS
ADVOCATE, FORMER POLITICAL PRISONER

Ms. KADEER [through an interpreter]. My name is Rebiya
Kadeer, and I represent the group of people that has been sup-
pressed by Communist China.

First of all, I would like to express my profound appreciation for
this opportunity to share the daily grievances of my people with
your excellency and the Members of the Congress.

In the interests of time, I am going to ask my interpreter to read
the statement that I prepared and I would like this to be part of
the record, if possible. Thank you.

Honorable Christopher Smith, ladies and gentlemen, I have testi-
fied and delivered statements to various congressional bodies in the
13 months since my release from 6 years in Chinese prison and I
am truly moved by the American Government’s continuing con-
cerns for the suffering of the Uighur people.

I am a Uighur woman from Xinjiang Uighur autonomous region,
which we call east Turkistan. I became a direct victim of political
and economic persecution by the Chinese Government. I spent 6
years of my life in Chinese prison being subject to cruel punish-
ment, tortures, starvation and physical and mental humiliation.
While going through hardship during the 6 years I spent in prison,
I witnessed the tragic fate of thousands of political prisoners, in-
cluding Uighur women similar to my condition or even worse.

I saw many people, including woman dying in front of my eyes
in the neighboring South because of beatings and starvation. I was
in agony, not because of what I was going through, but because of
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my inability to help, or even to cry, for those innocent people dying
around me.

Ladies and gentlemen, I am now able to speak and let the voice
of my people be heard in front of the U.S. Congress. This has been
made possible because of the efforts of the U.S. Government and
various human rights organizations.

It is a great opportunity for me and the 15 million Uighur peo-
ple. However there are still many people who are going through
conditions similar to, or even worse, than one that I went through
during my prison life. Those innocent people are still suffering in
Chinese prisons, are patiently waiting to be rescued and for their
voices to be heard in the world.

As someone who grew up and lived under Chinese rule, the fact
that I can still sit here and tell American leaders what is hap-
pening to my people is a cause of deep amazement to me.

All the people of east Turkistan want to gain their liberty and
to live like a people of other free nations.

They want to be the members of the democratic world. But these
aspirations are being ruthlessly suppressed by the Chinese Govern-
ment. And this condition is worsening.

So to fulfill their hopes, the Uighur people need the help of free
and democratic nations lead by the United States.

If I may, I would like to briefly describe my own family situation
before I speak about the overall human rights situation in east
Turkistan.

My family continues to be harassed by the Chinese police, and,
in particular, my son.

I believe the Chinese authorities are punishing me by punishing
him, trying to stop me from participating in activities such as this
hearing here today. Most worryingly, they have advised my son to
get a lawyer.

This means the Chinese authorities are going to formally charge
my son with a crime, probably based on false allegations of finan-
cial irregularities surrounding my business. This is extremely bad
news because Chinese courts have conviction rates over 99 percent.
The less than 1 percent chance that his case will be dismissed is
not helped by the fact that I, Rebiya Kadeer, am his mother.

These are the tactics used by the Chinese Government. I have
long, long lists of examples of my son, friends, and other members
of my family being harassed by the Chinese authorities in the
months since my release—punished them for what I say here in
America.

The tactics I use are to make most of living in a free democracy,
coming here to speak to you today, and simply telling the truth
about what is happening to my family and my people.

Honorable Members, all of my previous statements and testi-
monies outlining the Chinese Government’s efforts to undermine
and denigrate the Uighur ancient culture; marginalize to Uighurs
in their homeland; and brutally suppress all forms of opposition
protest are available on the record. And so rather than repeat what
I have said or was stated before, if I may today, I would like to
take this opportunity to present updated information—supporting
previous statements on the state of Uighurs’ human rights.
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Much of this information was presented yesterday at the briefing
sponsored by human rights caucuses, and so my apologies to any-
one who was attending yesterday’s hearing. I am sorry to say, and
I am sure that—I am sure you will be sorry to hear that human
rights situation that Uighurs are facing has not improved since my
last statements were made.

In many respects, the situation continues to deteriorate.

The first issue I wish to bring to your attention is the Chinese
Government’s family planning policies.

In mid February, this year, a senior official, the Mayor of
Urumchi—the capital of east Turkistan—declared that east
Turkistan rural areas would be the focus of future family planning
work. Generally speaking, east Turkistan rural population is al-
most exclusively Uighur, while the urban population is predomi-
nant Chinese. This tightening of the family planning regulations
will, therefore, fall overwhelmingly on the Uighur people.

The official justification for this is reducing the number of birth
in rural area by whatever means will reduce poverty and will also
reduce the need for more resources to be spent on education, health
and the like.

I testified at length to the Congressional Executive Commission
on China on the topic of family planning regulations in my country.
And as my statement remains on the record, I will spare you from
hearing the horrific accounts of forced late term abortions, forced
sterilizations, and the extreme physical psychological traumas in-
flicted on women resulting from these procedures.

Early last week, the Chinese Government announced that east
Turkistan’s population had exceeded 20 million people, having
grown 9 percent over the 5 years, which is one of the highest rates
in the whole of the People’s Republic of China. However, this rapid
growth in population is not because of the high number of birth,
but because of the high number of ethnic Chinese encouraged to
move to east Turkistan from China.

So the Uighurs are to be the focus of tightened family planning
policies; but at the same time, the overall population is quickly ris-
ing because of the Government-sponsored migration policies.

If you are Uighur, you see your unborn children being killed so
the government can shake up poverty and then impoverished Chi-
nese migrants are encouraged to move to your home to make a bet-
ter life for themselves. If you are Uighur and you hear that east
Turkistan population is rising, you know that is more
marginalization for the Uighurs, that is less social and economic
opportunity for the Uighurs.

Don’t forget that we cannot protest against this kind of injustice.
If Uighurs protested against Chinese Government policies, espe-
cially one as sensitive as family planning regulations, they will be
inviting serious trouble. I want to make it clear that Uighurs have
nothing against the Chinese settlers personally. They are only try-
ing to make a living. And they are often happy to leave difficult
lives behind in their home regions to try to make a new life for
themselves in east Turkistan. They are not told of the effects on
the Uighurs by their moving to east Turkistan. And few Uighurs
would dare to explain and so they cannot be blamed for Uighurs’
problems.
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A growing concern related to the number of people moving into
east Turkistan, but not an obvious human rights concern, is wheth-
er the environment will be able to sustain these growing numbers
of people. Water is becoming increasingly scarce and rapid
desertification is resulting from Chinese industrial agricultural and
urbanization, which exhausts the land and water—making east
Turkistan uninhabitable.

Another serious issue, which has become prominent since I last
testified in December, is that Uighurs are being sent back to China
from neighboring countries—even people who have been granted
refugee status by UNHCR—only to then be tortured and even exe-
cution.

In one case, we have learned that a man named Ismail Semed
who was sent back to China from Pakistan in 2003, was sentenced
to death in October of last year.

He was in Pakistan having fled east Turkistan and was deported
to face accusations of planning terrorists attacks against Chinese
targets there.

The only evidence against him is the testimony of other Uighurs,
who were probably tortured into giving those testimonies. Two of
those people whose testimony were used to sentence Mr. Semed to
death were themselves executed in 1999. Ismail Semed may have
already been executed, if his appeal has been heard. We don’t know
of this for certain, but we will certainly pass on further information
when we know it.

Another case is of Mr. Huseyin Celil, a Uighur who has been
held incommunicado in Tashkent, Uzbekistan, since March 2006
and who is facing deportation to China. Mr. Celil will almost cer-
tainly be executed if he is sent back to China, having been sen-
tenced to death in absentia on charges relating to establishing a
Uighur political party in east Turkistan.

Mr. Celil is now a Canadian citizen and we understand that the
Canadian Government is working hard to secure his release in
Tashkent and safe return to Canada.

Both of those cases, Mr. Semed and Mr. Celil, illustrate the enor-
mous power China has over neighboring countries in the region.
Despite having inadequate evidence against these men, and many
others in the past, neighboring states hand these men over to the
Chinese Government knowing that they are likely to be tortured
and even executed.

Other countries known to have sent Uighur refugees back to Chi-
nese authorities where they face torture and execution include
Uzbekistan, Pakistan, Nepal, Kazakhstan and Kyrgystan.

Since 9/11, the Chinese Government has framed all the Uighur
opposition to the Chinese policies and practice as terrorist threats;
that is, the Chinese Government has taken the United States-led
war on terrorism to further its national and political agendas.

Honorable Members, I believe that China’s undue influence over
its neighbors is ensuring the extradition of political opponents in
an area where the United States could do a great deal to help. I
believe that if the United States Congress could pass the Uighur
Policy Act, or something which would allow for an appointment of
a special coordinator for Uighur issues, there could be a significant
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imprlovement in the human rights situation faced by the Uighur
people.

I wish to conclude by saying once again, thank you for this im-
portant opportunity to place these concerns and suggestions before
the Government of the United States of America.

It is for me a great opportunity, especially on the day before the
Chinese President arrives to Washington, DC. Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Kadeer follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF MS. REBIYA KADEER, HUMAN RIGHTS ADVOCATE, FORMER
POLITICAL PRISONER

Honorable Chairmen HENRY J. HYDE and Christopher H. Smith, ladies and gen-
tlemen,

I would like to express my deepest gratitude for this opportunity to testify here
today. I have testified and delivered statements to various Congressional bodies in
the 13 months since my release from 6 years in a Chinese prison, and I am truly
moved by the American government’s continuing concern for the suffering of the
Uyghur people.

As someone who grew up and lived under Chinese rule, the fact I can sit here
today and tell America’s leaders what is happening to my people, is the cause of
deep amazement for me. And be assured also, it is the cause of deep pride for any-
one—anywhere in the world—who loves democracy and human rights.

And needless to say—I'm sure you saw the reports the day after I last spoke
here—the Chinese government hates me coming here!

If T may, I would like to briefly describe my own family’s situation in East
Tﬁlrkistan before moving on to give an outline of the overall human rights situation
there.

As most of you may be aware, my family continues to be harassed by the Chinese
police—in particular my son. I am convinced that the Chinese authorities are pun-
ishing me by punishing him, trying to stop me from participating in activities such
as this hearing here today.

Most worryingly of all, they have advised him to get a lawyer. This means, the
Chinese authorities are going to formally charge my son with a crime—probably
based on false allegations of financial irregularities surrounding my businesses in
East Turkistan.

This is extremely bad news: Chinese courts have a conviction rate of over 99%!
The less-than-1% chance his case will be dismissed is not helped the fact that I,
Rebiya Kadeer, am his mother.

These are the tactics used by the Chinese government. I have a long, long list
of examples of my son, my friends and other members of my family being harassed
by the Chinese authorities in the short 13 months since my release, punishing them
for what I say here in America.

The tactics I use, are to make the most of living in a free democracy—coming here
to speak to you today, for example—and simply telling the truth about what is hap-
pening to my family and my people. And I have faith in the power of democracy
and truth.

And so on to the general human rights situation in East Turkistan.

I do not want to take up your valuable time, honorable members, by repeating
testimony and statements that I and others have already given to you and to other
Congressional bodies on the human rights situation in East Turkistan. You have all
proven that you have a mastery of the human rights situation in all of the PRC,
as well as in East Turkistan.

All of my previous statements and testimonies outlining the Chinese government’s
efforts to first undermine and denigrate the Uyghur’s ancient culture, to
marginalize the Uyghurs in the own land, and to brutally suppress all forms of op-
position or protest, are all available on the record.

I am sorry to say—and I'm sure you will be sorry to hear—that the human rights
situation facing Uyghurs has not improved in any way since those statements were
made, and in many respects, the situation continues to deteriorate.

And so rather than repeat what has been stated before, if I may, today I would
like to take this opportunity to present updated information, supporting previous
statements on the state of Uyghurs’ human rights.

However, much of this information was presented in similar form yesterday to the
Caucus, and so inevitably, t