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RELIGIOUS DISCRIMINATION IN WESTERN
EUROPE

WEDNESDAY, JULY 11, 2001

HoOUSE oF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL
OPERATIONS AND HUMAN RIGHTS,
COMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS,
Washington, DC.

The Committee met, pursuant to call, at 1:04 p.m. in Room 2154,
Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. lleana Ros-Lehtinen (Chair-
person of the Committee) presiding.

Ms. Ros-LEHTINEN. The hearing will come to order.

Some have asked why the Subcommittee is holding this hearing.
Why, when there are so many egregious cases of religious persecu-
tion and oppression, are we dedicating a session to this issue. The
answer is relatively simple.

When we receive reports of more than 1,000 hate crimes against
Muslims documented over a 2-year period in German. When we ob-
tain substantiated evidence of continued government surveillance
and harassment of Scientologists also in Germany.

When we see countries such as Belgium classifying Southern
Baptists, Quakers, Hasidic Jews communities and Quakers as
“sects” in an attempt to justify or legitimize violations of the funda-
mental rights of these groups and their follows.

When countries, such as France, pass legislation such as the
About-Picard bill, it is imperative for this Subcommittee to act—to
address the root causes of the problem; to investigate abuses; and,
most importantly, to dissect the policies and laws, in order to as-
sess the impact that these may have on the actions of other govern-
ments.

Upon passage of the French legislation on May 30, Ms. Picard,
one of its authors, told the media that France was the “leader” in
this field, and that “Foreign parliaments are closely observing our
actions, such as Germany, Belgium, Italy, Spain, Portugal and
former Eastern bloc countries.” State Department officials have
confirmed that many of these European countries are considering
similar legislation.

It has been widely reported that China’'s Communist leaders are
studying the French precedent for possible use against the Falun
Gong movement.

And just yesterday, Joseph Bosco who teaches at Georgetown
University’s School of Foreign Service, wrote in an article in The
Washington Post that “Chinese officials now triumphantly canvass
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American academics, touting the French law as partial vindication
for China’s much-criticized human rights practice.”

Why the fear about the French law will become the norm, rather
than the exception? To reiterate, it creates new arenas for religious
discrimination and violations of fundamental liberties.

Under the law’'s vague provisions concerning the dissolution of
religious and spiritual groups, a new criminal offense of psycho-
logical or physical subjection is created which could be applied to
virtually any organization involved in any matters of belief.

Innocent members of a group will be denied the ability to wor-
ship simply because a leading member of the group did something
wrong. Among the offenses which would allow French authorities
to dissolve a religious group are: causing a traffic accident resulting
in bodily injury; failing to provide immunization or blood trans-
fusions; or recommending vitamin therapy, if these were construed
as illegal practices of medicine.

The other provisions of the new French law are the “mental ma-
nipulation” clauses. Jehovah's Witnesses who would reject blood
transfusions and Christian Scientists, who teach reliance on faith
healing, could easily fall under this new law.

Under the law, the Catholic Church could face prosecution for
the strict conditions under which certain nuns, for example, live.
Other, such as Father Francois, who has been a priest of a parish
for over 35 years and who believes in healing through prayer,
would also be affected. In testimony he provided to the Investiga-
tory Commission for Violations of Human Rights in Paris in April
of last year, Father Francois outlined the systematic harassment
by French authorities because of what they called his “illegal prac-
tice of prayer.”

The French Protestant Federation, which includes, Reformed,
Lutheran and Pentecostal churches, as well as the Federation of
the Evangelical Baptist Churches of France, are considering remov-
ing the word “evangelical” from their names. Even before passage
of the law, the inclusion of the word evangelical in the name of a
church, or its inclusion in a church mission statement, had resulted
in various forms of discrimination against religious leaders and be-
lievers.

But what could have driven France and other Western European
countries—bastions of democracy—to establish offices and commis-
sions; to implement policies to deprive their citizens of the most
basic human rights?

Some would argue that the Solar Temple suicides in Canada,
France and Switzerland fueled the anti-sect movements.

Others will point to the language used by the anti-cult cam-
paigners in the French parliament and the media who have pro-
moted the notion that groups appearing on the sect list are a dan-
gerous American import. Some newspapers in Europe have referred
to these so-called sects as “American Trojan horses.” During the de-
bate in the French legislation on this bill, the French lawmakers
spoke frequently about the perceived problems relating to U.S.
churches and “evangelicals from America.”

To reiterate, in order to effectively address the issue of religious
discrimination in Western Europe, we must look at the causes or
the variables fuelling the intolerance.
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However, there is no—nor can there ever be—an excuse for viola-
tion or depriving human beings of the right to freedom of thought,
of conscience, of religion, including the freedom to manifest their
religion or belief in the teaching practice, worship and observance.
These rights are enshrined in Article 18 of the Universal Declara-
tion of Human Rights and cannot—indeed must not—be ignored.

Our distinguished panelists today will address the problems by
country. They will provide personal and expert testimony on the
forms of discrimination used and the patterns which are devel-
oping.

Lastly, I have asked them to offer recommendations on possible
legislative actions—addressing tools currently available to the Con-
gress through the International Religious Freedom Act, as well as
new initiatives to bring about an end to religious discrimination
and intolerance.

In conclusion, | would like to return to the question of why we
are holding this hearing.

Just last week, we celebrated our country’'s independence and the
principles upon which it was founded. In doing so, we honored
those very first immigrants to America who came to these shores
from Europe searching for the freedom to practice their faith.

With this history as our guiding principle, how could we sit idly
by and do nothing? How could we not have a hearing to address
these issues.

And now | would like to turn to the Ranking Member, my good
friend, Congresswoman Cynthia McKinney, from Georgia, for her
opening statement. Cynthia.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Ros-Lehtinen follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE ILEANA ROS-LEHTINEN, A REPRESENTA-
TIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF FLORIDA, AND CHAIRWOMAN, SuUB-
COMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL OPERATIONS AND HUMAN RIGHTS

Some have asked why the Subcommittee is holding this hearing. Why, when there
are so many egregious cases of religious persecution and oppression, are we dedi-
cating a session to this issue. The answer is relatively simple.

When we receive reports of more than 1,000 hate crimes against Muslims docu-
mented over a 2-year period in Germany. When we obtain substantiated evidence
of continued government surveillance and harassment of Scientologists also in Ger-
many.

When we see countries such as Belgium classifying Southern Baptists, Quakers,
Hasidic Jewish communities and Quakers as “sects” In an attempt to justify or le-
gitimize violations of the fundamental rights of these groups and their followers.

When countries, such as France, pass legislation such as the About-Picard bill,
it is imperative for this Subcommittee to act—to address the root causes of the prob-
lem; to investigate abuses; and, most importantly, to dissect the policies and laws,
in order to assess the impact these may have on the actions of other governments.

Upon passage of the French legislation on May 30th, Ms. Picard, one of its au-
thors, told the media that France was the “leader” in this field and that “Foreign
parliaments are closely observing our actions, such as Germany, Belgium, Italy,
Spain, Portugal and former eastern bloc countries.” State Department officials have
confirmed that many of these European countries are considering similar legislation.

Further, it has been widely reported that China’s Communist leaders are studying
the French precedent for possible use against the Falun Gong movement.

Just yesterday, Joseph Bosco who teaches at Georgetown University's School of
Foreign Service, wrote in an article in The Washington Post, that “Chinese officials
now triumphantly canvass American academics, touting the French law as partial
vindication for China’s much-criticized human rights posture.”

Why the fear that the About-Picard law will become the norm, rather than the
exception? To reiterate, it creates new arenas for religious discrimination and viola-
tions of fundamental liberties.
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Under the law’s vague provision concerning the dissolution of religious and spir-
itual groups, a new criminal offense of psychological or physical subjection is created
which could be applied to virtually any organization involved in matters of belief.

Innocent members of a group will be denied the ability to worship simply because
a leading member of the group did something wrong. Among the offenses which
would allow French authorities to dissolve a religious group are: causing a traffic
accident resulting in bodily injury; failing to provide immunizations or blood trans-
fusions; or recommending vitamin therapy, if this were construed as illegal practice
of medicine.

The other pernicious provisions of the new French law are the “mental manipula-
tion” clauses. Jehovah's witnesses who would reject blood transfusions and Chris-
tian Scientists, who teach reliance on faith healing, could easily fall under this law.

Under the new law, the Catholic Church could face prosecution for the strict con-
ditions under which Carmelite nuns, for example, live. Others, such as Father Fran-
cois, who has been a priest of a parish for over 35 years and who believes in healing
through prayer would also be affected. In testimony he provided to the Investigatory
Commission for Violations of Human Rights in Paris in April of last year, Father
Francois outlined the systematic harassment by French authorities because of what
they called his “illegal practice of prayer.”

The French Protestant Federation , which includes Reformed, Lutheran and Pen-
tecostal churches, as well as the Federation of Evangelical Baptist Churches of
France are considering removing the word “evangelical” from their names. Even be-
fore the passage of the About-Picard law, the inclusion of the word evangelical in
the name of a church, or its inclusion in a church mission statement, had resulted
in various forms of discrimination against religious leaders and believers.

But what could have driven France and other Western European countries—bas-
tions of democracy—to establish offices and commissions; to implement policies,
which deprive their citizens of their most basic human rights?

Some would argue that the Solar Temple suicides in Canada, France, and Swit-
zerland, fueled the anti-sect movements.

Others will point to the language used by anti-cult campaigners in the French
parliament and media who have promoted the notion that groups appearing on sect
lists are a dangerous American import. Some newspapers in Europe have referred
to these so-called sects as an “American Trojan horse.” During the debate in the
French legislature on the About-Picard bill, French lawmakers spoke frequently
about the perceived problems relating to U.S. churches and “evangelicals from
America.”

To reiterate, in order to effectively address the issue of religious discrimination
in Western Europe, we must look at the causes or variables fueling the intolerance.

However, there is no—nor can there ever be—an excuse for violating or depriving
human beings of the right to freedom of thought, conscience and religion, including
the freedom to manifest their religion or belief in teaching practice, worship and ob-
servance. These rights are enshrined in Article 18 of the Universal Declaration of
Human Rights and cannot—must not—be ignored.

Our distinguished panelists today will address the problems by country. They will
provide personal and expert testimony on the forms of discrimination used and pat-
terns which are developing.

Lastly, I have asked them to offer recommendations on possible legislative ac-
tion—addressing tools currently available to the Congress through the International
Religious Freedom Act, for example, as well as new initiatives to bring about an end
to religious discrimination and intolerance.

In conclusion, | would like to return to the question of why we are holding this
hearing.

Just last week, we celebrated our country’s independence and the principles it
was founded on. In doing so, we honored those very first immigrants to America
who came to these shores from Europe searching for the freedom to practice their
faith.

With this history as our guiding principle, how could we sit idly by and do noth-
ing? How could we not have a hearing to address these issues?

Ms. McKINNEY. Thank you, Madam Chair. | would like to thank
you for holding this hearing on the subject of religious freedom, a
fundamental human right that has been upheld throughout the
world. Worship is an intensely private and personal commitment,
and we must be vigilant in defending the right of all people to de-
cide how to worship their God, or whether to worship at all.
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Today our focus is on Western Europe, and, unfortunately, the
evidence suggests that religious discrimination remains a threat
even in this democratic and pluralistic region.

One trend that has recently appeared in Europe is the prolifera-
tion of so-called “anti-sect laws,” which are aimed at protecting the
public from what are believed to be dangerous cults that attempt
to engage in mind control or brainwashing. Countries that have
adopted such laws include Austria, Belgium, Germany, and France.

These measure appear well-intentioned, but who has the right to
determine for other what is a “cult” and what is an “acceptable” re-
ligion? When the government presumes to do so, it seems that a
Pandora’'s Box of state interference in religious life has been
opened.

And furthermore, when the government becomes the arbiter of
religious authenticity, which religions are likely to be targeted?

Certainly not the established religions that enjoy the support of
the majority in a population.

Instead, the victims are going to be minority religions, the least
well known and most misunderstood faiths; in short, the very
groups that agreements like the Helsinki Accord were designed to
protect.

Today, we are going to hear about the unfortunate position of
Scientologists in German, where job applicants can be disqualified
if they refuse to sign a declaration stating that they are not mem-
ber of the Church of Scientology.

I look forward to hearing more about this state of affairs from
our panel, because the situation in Germany sounds like an exam-
ple of religious discrimination at its most blatant.

At the same time, | want to mention some other forms of reli-
gious discrimination in this region, the religious aspects of which
we might forget because they are seen as parts of larger conflicts.

Sadly, the plight of Catholics in Northern Ireland remains a
prime example. Although the Royal Ulster Constabulary adopted
new measures to encourage the recruitment of Catholics and
women, Amnesty International reports that the act failed to high-
light the centrality of human rights protection and to include all
the measures for increased policy accountability recommended by
the Independent Commission on Policing for Northern Ireland Oc-
tober 1999.

Meanwhile, Catholics in the area are reportedly continue to be
victims of violent attacks as The Washington Post reported last
month.

In fact, as Europe becomes increasingly unified, it appears that
the reactions of some to the cultural and economic upheaval that
comes with this process has led to an overall increase in intoler-
ance.

As Dr. Shimon Samuels of the Simon Wiesenthal Institute wrote,

“The expanding European Union has witnessed the replace-
ment of customs and border control officers by skinhead gangs
and hate mongers who use defectors of music and sport, racist
rock groups and violence on the soccer fields, to recruit a frus-
trated generation of unemployable youth.”
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Dr. Samuels reports a recent increase in Europe in the scape
goating of Jewish people for economic trouble, as well as an in-
crease in the instances of holocaust denial and the desecration of
Jewish cemeteries and memorials.

Muslims have also been targets. In France, anti-Muslin senti-
ment is closely tied to racism, and lingering resentments from the
Algerian war for independence that ranged from 1954 to 1962.

Many Muslims of North African descent living in housing
projects that are disproportionately non-white, although the gov-
ernment of France offers no affirmative action programs to combat
this inequality.

As Dr. Laila al-Marayati, the president of the Muslim Women’s
League wrote,

the “human rights violations suffered by Muslims in Europe
range from policy brutality and right-wing extremist attacks
that often result in murder to confinement to the role of sec-
ond-class citizen. When expedient, the card of fares of ‘Islamic
fundamentalism’ is used to justify persecution and discrimina-
tion as Europe and her allies do not question such a character-
ization.”

However, Madam Chair, before we go any further in condemning
our Western European allies for the discrimination that may be
going on within their border, we as Americans need to question
whether our own house is in order.

As the citizens of a nation that is founded upon the idea of reli-
gious freedom, we have set the standard for ensuring that all indi-
viduals have the right to worship as they please. If we are to take
credit for being leaders on the religious freedom issue, then we
need to recognize that with this leadership role comes responsi-
bility.

This includes the responsibility of addressing our own failures to
live up to the standards that we have set.

I am sorry to say that, as we speak, a serious religious discrimi-
nation issue in the United States remains unresolved.

I am talking about the secret evidence laws and the unfair im-
prisonment of Muslim individuals that these laws have led to. In
1996, in an effort to combat terrorism, Congress established the
Anti-Terrorism Removal Procedures and the Alien Terrorist Re-
moval Court. Under this system, the INS may detain suspected for-
eign terrorists on classified evidence, without ever showing that
evidence to the suspects or their lawyers.

As Niels Frenzen, an attorney who has represented clients in se-
cret evidence proceedings, wrote in the Los Angeles Times,

“The targets of secret evidence almost always are Arabs and
Muslims.”

Mr. Frenzen goes to on say that,

“When secret evidence is used, the INS has an almost perfect
track record in convincing the judges who hear immigration
cases that the targeted individual is a terrorist or poses some
risk to national security.

“Yet all of the secret evidence cases tracked by advocacy
groups in the past several years have unraveled the moment
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the targeted individual gets a glimpse of the government’s evi-
dence or is granted a retrial in which the government cannot
rely on secret witnesses or documents.”

To take away the right of a defendant to confront his or her ac-
cuser is a travesty of American justice in and of itself, but the
added fact that these laws have been targeted at Muslims makes
this a religious discrimination issue as well.

On December, 15,2000, former Attorney General Janet Reno re-
leased on bond Mazen al-Najjar, a Palestinian who was held in a
Florida detention center for more than 3 years without being
charged with any crime. While this action came much too late, |
hope that it is a sign that the days of the secret evidence laws are
numbered. By rectifying this injustice, we in the United States
have an opportunity to strengthen our position as advocates of reli-
gious tolerance and freedom, and to prove that through our ability
to deal with problems at home we can more effectively combat reli-
gious discrimination in Western Europe or in any other part of the
world.

Madam Chair, | look forward to hearing from our witnesses.

[The prepared statement of Ms. McKinney follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE CYNTHIA A. MCKINNEY, A
REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF GEORGIA

Madame Chair, | would like to thank you for holding this hearing on the subject
of religious freedom, a fundamental human right that must be upheld throughout
the world. Worship is an intensely private and personal commitment, and we must
be vigilant in defending the right of all people to decide how to worship their God,
or whether to worship at all. Today our focus is on Western Europe, and, unfortu-
nately, the evidence suggests that religious discrimination remains a threat even in
this democratic and pluralistic region. One trend that has recently appeared in Eu-
rope is the proliferation of so-called “anti-sect laws,” which are aimed at protecting
the public from what are believed to be dangerous cults that attempt to engage in
mind control or brainwashing. Countries that have adopted such laws include Aus-
tria, Belgium, Germany, and France.

These measures appear well intentioned, but who has the right to determine for
others what is a “cult,” and what is an “acceptable” religion? When the government
presumes to do so, it seems that a Pandora’s Box of state interference in religious
life has been opened.

And furthermore, when the government becomes the arbiter of religious authen-
ticity , which religions are likely to be targeted?

Certainly not the established religions that enjoy the support of the majority in
a population.

Instead, the victims are going to be minority religions, the least well known and
most misunderstood faiths, in short, the very groups that agreements like the Hel-
sinki Accords were designed to protect.

Today, we are going to hear about the unfortunate position of Scientologists in
Germany, where job applicants can be disqualified if they refuse to sign a declara-
tion stating that they are not members of the Church of Scientology.

I look forward to hearing more about this state of affairs from our panel, because
the situation in Germany sounds like an example of religious discrimination at its
most blatant.

At the same time, | want to mention some other forms of religious discrimination
in this region, the religious aspects of which we might forget because they are seen
as parts of larger conflicts.

Sadly, the plight of Catholics in Northern Ireland remains a prime example. Al-
though the Royal Ulster Constabulary adopted new measures to encourage the re-
cruitment of Catholics and women, Amnesty International reports that “the act
failed to highlight the centrality of human rights protection and to include all the
measures for increased policy accountability recommended by the Independent Com-
mission on Policing for Northern Ireland in October 1999.”

Meanwhile, Catholics in the area reportedly continue to be the victims of violent
attacks, as the Washington Post reported last month.
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In fact, as Europe becomes increasingly unified, it appears that the reactions of
some to the cultural and economic upheaval that comes with this process has led
to an overall increase in intolerance. As Dr. Shimon Samuels of the Simon
Wiesenthal Institute wrote, “the expanding European Union has witnessed the re-
placement of customs and border control officers by skinhead gangs and
hatemongers who use the vectors of music and sport (racist rock groups and violence
on the soccer fields) to recruit a frustrated generation of unemployable youth.”

Dr. Samuels reports a recent increase in Europe in the scapegoating of Jewish
people for economic trouble, as well as an increase in the instances of Holocaust de-
nial and the desecration of Jewish cemeteries and memorials.

Muslims have also been targets. In France, anti-Muslim sentiment is closely tied
to racism and lingering resentments from the Algerian war for independence that
raged from 1954 to 1962. Many Muslims of North African descent live in housing
projects that are disproportionately nonwhite, although the government of France
offers no affirmative action programs to combat this inequality. As Dr. Laila al-
Marayati, the president of the Muslim Women'’s League wrote, the “human rights
violations suffered by Muslims in Europe range from police brutality and right-wing
extremist attacks that often result in murder to confinement to the role of second-
class citizen. When expedient, the card of fears of ‘Islamic fundamentalism’ is used
to justify persecution and discrimination as Europe and her allies do not question
such a characterization.”

However, Madame Chair, before we go any further in condemning our Western
European allies for the discrimination that may be going on within their borders,
we as Americans need to question whether our own house is in order.

As the citizens of a nation that is founded upon the idea of religious freedom, we
have set the standard for ensuring that all individuals have the right to worship
as they please. If we are to take credit for being leaders on the religious freedom
issue, then we need to recognize that with this leadership role comes responsibility.

This includes the responsibility of addressing our own failures to live up to the
standard that we have set.

I'm sorry to say that, as we speak, a serious religious discrimination issue in the
United States remains unresolved.

I am talking about the secret evidence laws and the unfair imprisonment of Mus-
lim individuals that these laws have led to. In 1996, in an effort to combat ter-
rorism, Congress established the Anti-Terrorism Removal Procedures and the Alien
Terrorist Removal Court. Under this system, the INS may detain suspected foreign
terrorists on classified evidence, without even showing that evidence to the suspect
or his lawyers.

As Niels W. Frenzen, an attorney who has represented clients in secret evidence
proceedings, wrote in the Los Angeles Times, “the targets of secret evidence almost
always are Arabs and Muslims.”

Mr. Frenzen goes on to say that “when secret evidence is used, the INS has an
almost perfect track record in convincing the judges who hear immigration cases
that the targeted individual is a terrorist or poses some risk to the national security.

Yet all of the secret evidence cases tracked by advocacy groups in the past several
years have unraveled the moment the targeted individual gets a glimpse of the gov-
ernment’s evidence or is granted a retrial in which the government cannot rely on
secret witnesses or documents.”

Madame Chair, to take away the right of a defendant to confront his or her ac-
cuser is a travesty of American justice in and of itself, but the added fact that these
laws have been targeted at Muslims makes this a religious discrimination issue as
well. |

On December 15,2000, former Attorney General Reno released on bond Mazen al-
Najjar, a Palestinian who was held in a Florida detention center for more than three
years without being charged with any crime. While this action came much too late,
I hope that it is a sign that the days of the secret evidence laws are numbered. By
rectifying this injustice, we in the United States have an opportunity to strengthen
our position as advocates of religious tolerance and freedom, and to prove through
our ability to deal with problems at home that we can more effectively combat reli-
gious discrimination in Western Europe or any other part of the world.

I look forward to hearing from the witnesses.

Ms. Ros-LEHTINEN. Thank you, Cynthia. Thank you.

Now | am proud to recognize the Chairman of the Middle East
Subcommittee and the former Chairman of the International Rela-
tions Committee, Chairman Gilman.
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Mr. GILMAN. | thank the gentlelady for yielding, and | am
pleased to yield to one of our Subcommittee Chairman who has to
attend another meeting along with me at a later time. |1 would be
pleased to yield to the Subcommittee Chairman from New Jersey,
Mr. Smith.

Ms. Ros-LEHTINEN. Thank you, Mr. Gilman, and we will recog-
nize you afterward, and Mr. Smith——

Mr. SMITH. Thank you, Chairman Gilman.

Ms. Ros-LEHTINEN [continuing]. Returned from a very successful
mission abroad, along with our colleague, Mr. Tancredo, where
they let him have it. Good for you, Chris.

Mr. SMITH. Thank you, Madam Chairwoman, for scheduling this
very, very important hearing today on religious discrimination in
Western Europe.

As you have noted, last evening Mr. Tancredo and I—and a dele-
gation of Democrats and Republicans who make up the U.S. Dele-
gation to the Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe
Parliamentary Assembly—returned from Paris. | was co-Chairman
of that delegation. We had a number of robust and vigorous de-
bates on issues from trafficking in human persons to the issue of
police detention, torture, torture victims relief, Chechnya, and a
whole host of other important—Chechnya issues were discussed.
We also had a very focused discussion on the issue of freedom of
religion.

Madam Chair, increasingly by the day there are negative trends.
The new French law, which was promulgated by President Chirac
on June 13, is the latest effort in Western Europe to restrict reli-
gious freedom. Without a doubt, the law can be used as a legal tool,
and | would suggest as a blunt instrument for state authorities to
dissolve certain religious groups found to be unacceptable by state
authorities.

The law vests the government with sweeping new powers for offi-
cials to fine and even liquidate, dissolve religious groups based on
the condition of an individual member adhering to the law.

Secretary Craner will testify in a moment, and looking at his tes-
timony, he provides some background regarding the differences be-
tween cultures, which should not become a pretext for allowing re-
ligious persecution. He points out that, on behalf of the Adminis-
tration, we view the new legislation in France as placing religious
freedom at risk. I think those words are very, very true.

Last Monday, Mr. Tancredo and | had the opportunity to meet
with fellow parliamentarian, Madame Catherine Picard, who was
one of the principal authors of the new French law. | can say with-
out any fear of contradiction, | think Tom had the same view, her
explanations as to why the law was necessary were deeply dis-
turbing.

The mantra seems to be that there is a need for the state to re-
spond to the mass suicides of the Solar Temple or even the Ghana
suicides more than 20 years ago. They keep bringing out those
events as if they justify this sweeping new crackdown on other reli-
gious groups and the free exercise of conscience.

Rather than allowing criminal provisions in the law to address
those practices whenever and wherever they occur, these events
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are being used to advance an insidious and an intolerant attack
against religious practice.

As matter of fact, during our conversation, she asked why we
were concerned about it. One of the most important aspects of the
Helsinki process is that there are generally recognized individual
rights that all OSCE participating states have agreed to. Most of
the countries of the world have agreed to the Universal Declaration
on Human Rights, but there are specific Helsinki principles about
freedom of conscience that France has agreed to as well. The new
law is indeed violative of those principles.

I think Tom and many of us would agree that the French law
has had and will have a chilling effect on religious believers in
France, because if they step across a very, very carefully cir-
cumscribed line, that they run the risk of harassment, perhaps im-
prisonment and fines.

Let me also point out to my colleagues that France is leading by
bad example. The People’s Republic of China is savoring what
France is doing. There are very persistent reports that they are ex-
amining the model being promulgated by France with envy.

As we all know, the PRC cracks down often with total impunity.
Yet, if they can overlay some sense of respectability since the
French are doing the same, it gives them standing in the world
community to argue they are following other Western democracies.

As a matter of fact, Joseph Boscow, in his Washington Post edi-
torial points out China’'s communist leaders have finally found a
Western human rights model they like, in France's new anti-cult
law making mental manipulation a crime.

And finally, Madam Chair, if you look at the details of the law
you become even more concerned. The idea of offending the public
order can become an actionable offense to dissolve a religious asso-
ciation. | asked Madame Picard three times about this and got a
very poor response. | asked what would happen if Martin Luther
King used nonviolent civil disobedience in France. His efforts in
trying to topple unjust U.S. laws and policies ultimately resulted
in new legislation, like the Civil Rights Act of 1964, and many
other good laws followed. However, he broke the law, was arrested
many times and spent time in prison to accomplish this goal. He
often used the pulpit to admonish believers to break the law.

Under the French legislation, if a Martin Luther King type in
France were to stand up and say “This French law is unjust, we
need to have nonviolent civil disobedience,” their religious associa-
tion could be dissolved, and criminal and civil penalties metted out
against those people.

This is a very dangerous law. After having read the law and ex-
planations of it several times, and after Tom Tancredo and | met
with Madame Picard, | am very, very concerned that the intent is
to dissolve religious organizations and associations with whom the
government may have a disagreement. So this is a dangerous law,
a horrible precedent. Hopefully this hearing and others like it, as
well as a backlash by people who believe in religious freedom, will
result in the short term non-implementation or weak implementa-
tion, and then total eradication of this law.

Thank you, Madam Chair.
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Ms. Ros-LEHTINEN. Thank you so much, Congressman Smith,
and thank you, Mr. Gilman for yielding your time, and | am proud
to recognize you now.

Mr. GiLMAN. Thank you, Madam Chairperson. | want to thank
Congressman Smith and Congressmen Tancredo for having at-
tended those recent sessions in France.

Chairperson Ros-Lehtinen, we very much appreciate your taking
the time to review this extremely important issue, religious dis-
crimination in Western Europe, and we welcome and appreciate
the time that the witnesses who will be testifying today have taken
to travel and come before us with their important testimony.

It is a particular pleasure to welcome our new Assistant Sec-
retary of State for Democracy, Human Right, and Labor, the Hon-
orable Lorne Craner, and we hope you will before us on many other
occasions——

Mr. CRANER. Thank you.

Mr. GiLMAN [continuing]. Along with Scott Thayer.

This is not the sort of issue that necessarily attracts, as we
know, a lot of favorable headlines for defending people who are not
necessarily popular in some of the states that are the topics of our
consideration.

But liberty is indivisible. The liberty interests of individuals in
France are really of a piece with our own liberties. The French dis-
criminatory example is spreading. Under the May 30th French
anti-sect legislation, we recognize, of course, that no one is in dan-
ger of being tortured in France for their religious beliefs. However,
the coercive power of the state does appear to be ready to impact
minorities merely because they happen to be unpopular and dis-
agree with many people in their nation.

It is regrettable that in places like China and the states of the
former Soviet Union, where running afoul of the authorities can
have far worse consequences, the discriminatory example of France
and other Western European countries is now being cited and held
up to be a model.

The religious discriminatory problem was reviewed by our Full
Committee last year as part of the Full Committee’s jurisdiction
over Western Europe.

But Madam Chairman, your Subcommittee is even a more appro-
priate Committee to fully review this matter, and we look forward
to today'’s testimony by our witnesses.

And Madam Chairman, you will forgive both Mr. Smith and 1 if
we have to try to shuttle between the other Subcommittee on Eu-
rope and this Committee, but we will be returning if we have to
leave a little early.

Thank you, Madam Chairman, again for pursuing this extremely
important issue.

Ms. Ros-LEHTINEN. Thank you, Mr. Gilman, you have been a
leader on this issue for many years, and we thank you for that.

And Mr. Tancredo, who travelled with Congressman Smith, will
give us his personal experience about the hearings. Thank you.

Mr. TANCREDO. Thank you, Madam Chairman.

I must admit that it is incredibly fortuitous that we are holding
this hearing, and it is one that | had not actually anticipated, and
it is entirely my fault for not paying enough attention to my sched-
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ule, but I did not know until today that the hearing was going to
be held, and focusing on this particular topic. And | could hardly
believe it because, of course, as Congressman Smith just told you,
we just returned and had a very lengthy and very lively discussion
with members of the French parliament, and in particular, with
Madame Picard about this particular piece of legislation.

It is amazing in a way, and it is—that amazement we tried to
share with our French colleagues, the incredible irony of having to
bring to their attention a law of this nature, the attention of the
French National Assembly, and the French government which
prides itself, and rightly so, on having a history, a very rich history
of a liberal attitude toward individual freedom, individual perspec-
tives, people sort of doing their own thing, it is amazing that there
we were in France having to bring to their attention the particular
concerns that the world community, much of the world community
share about a law that they have passed and that is, unfortunately,
becoming, as has been mentioned, not just a model for other na-
tions to follow, but an excuse for many nations to continue their
practice of harassment and persecution of religious minorities. That
alone should give the French cause to think again about their ac-
tions.

How this action taken by a government can affect individuals
and church groups inside a country was brought to our immediate
attention in a meeting and a subsequent dinner with a pastor of
a Christian church in Nimes, France. His name is Pastor Louis De
Meo.

Pastor De Meo has been there for 20 years. It is a conservative
Christian church, and yet they have faced difficulties since the
French parliamentary list of “sects” was published in 1996. The
church is not typical of many French churches but is typical of
many American evangelical churches. The pastor is actually an
American, so there is a degree of distrust.

He gave us a booklet that is 2 inches thick documenting all the
incidents and news articles about their congregation, because no-
body would really believe their story. You are talking about a
Christian church in France. How in the world can you really expect
anybody to believe that there is persecution going on, and that the
government approves of it?

But in fact there is a great deal of empirical evidence that he
provided for us to prove that fact. Just to relay an interesting little
aside, which goes to the heart of the matter, imagine this.

A dentist in Nimes who treats Pastor De Meo, his family, mem-
bers of his church, was asking after a period of time to actually go
to school and change his profession. But, he was not permitted to
sit for the national law exam, because of his affiliation with Pastor
De Meo and the school of the Grace Evangelical Church.

He was refused entrance to the exam, and the reason given him
is because he treated this group. If this is not an indication of the
way this law can play itself out, if the government sanctions this
kind of activity, it allows for bigots in any community, of course,
to bring their force to bear. They can do so with impunity because
they can feel as though the law is really on their side.

And this is the point we tried to make over and over again to
Madame Picard. | do not know to what extent we were successful
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in our communication, but I do know that it was a heated debate,
I can assure you of that. And there is a natural reluctance, as you
all know, I am not telling you anything you do not know, there is
sort of an anti-Western, specifically anti-U.S. bias that comes out
often in dealing with the French. That bias certainly was there
when we were bold enough, audacious enough to come to them and
suggest that they should rethink a law of this nature, and even
question them in terms of their human rights leadership.

Subsequent to this law being passed, Pastor De Meo has had a
number of other incidents, and again is naturally concerned about
how this will play out. | assure you that it is a church that many
witnessed—a type of church many of us have attended. It is a
Christian church, evangelical in nature, but can he be accused of
mind manipulation because, of course, there are a number of peo-
ple in France and all over the world who are anti-Christian in their
bias and could suggest that that kind of activity has some nefar-
ious purpose.

Well, of course, this could happen. Now, the French government
told the U.S. do not worry, it probably will not have that effect.
When the law was first proposed, it gave the bureaucracy a great
deal of latitude as to actually how to deal with religious groups. If
someone in the bureaucracy of the group were to have some inci-
dent, though, action could be taken to fine or in fact dissolve a
church.

Madame Picard suggested that her changing of the law had a
great advantage to it because the decision to dissolve a religious or-
ganization would go through a judicial process, and a judge would
have to make that determination. It is true that a judge would
have to determine whether the action taken by the organization’s
leader would rise to a certain level and allow the dissolution of the
church.

But, she never could respond to Congressman Smith’s example of
Martin Luther King which is a great example of the potential detri-
mental effect of the new law. It is a perfect example of a time in
the United States when the government, especially the local gov-
ernments in the South and in many areas were quite hostile to his
particular point of view, point of view that was being expressed in
the church, motivated by deeply religious men and women.

Why would we think for a moment that someone would not have
used this kind of law to stifle the ability of Martin Luther King and
others to bring their concerns forward by dissolving their church?
Not just arresting Martin Luther King and anybody else that actu-
ally broke a law, you know, sat in front of a counter or whatever
kind of transgression it might be, but actually dissolve the church
as a result of the infraction. This is just absolutely incredible to
me.

I want to assure you that I am looking forward with great relish
to the testimony here today, especially, of course, in light of the
fact that it is all still very fresh in my mind.

So | thank—thank you, Madam Chair.

Ms. Ros-LEHTINEN. Thank you for a very moving opening state-
ment, Tom. Thank you.

And we are very proud to have our first panel of witnesses. Our
hearing starts today with the debut appearance of the Honorable
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Lorne Craner, and | say this because he is a good friend before the
Subcommittee.

Recently, on June 4, Lorne Craner was sworn in as the Assistant
Secretary of State for Democracy, Human Right and Labor. Prior
to this appointment, Secretary Craner served as the president of
the International Republican Institute since 1995. There he worked
closely with the issue of human rights as he oversaw programs to
promote democracy free markets and the rule of law around the
world.

During the first Bush Administration, Secretary Craner served
as the Director of Asian Affairs at the National Security Council
and as Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for Legislative Affairs.
However, he got his start in the corridors of Congress as a foreign
policy advisor to Senator John McCain and Congressman Jim
Colby.

It's a pleasure to have you join us today, Lorne. Welcome.

Mr. CRANER. Thank you very much.

Ms. Ros-LEHTINEN. And we will put your entire statement into
the record, and | am pretty fierce with my gabel for the 5 minutes.
Cynthia can tell you. I will fling it at you. Thank you.

Mr. CRANER. | will be waiting to catch it.

STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE LORNE W. CRANER, ASSIST-
ANT SECRETARY, BUREAU OF DEMOCRACY, HUMAN RIGHTS,
AND LABOR, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF STATE

Mr. CrRANER. Well, Chairperson Ros-Lehtinen and Members of
the Subcommittee, let me thank you for the opportunity to appear
before you today to testify on religious freedom in Western Europe.
This is my first testimony as assistant secretary and | am very
proud that it comes before such great defenders of liberty.

We appreciate and share your commitment to religious freedom,
and to effort to promote it around the world. We are here because
we have some important differences with our friends and allies in
Western Europe. But | also begin by placing the differences in per-
spective. Religious minorities are treated better in West Europe
than in many other regions of the world, and civil liberties in gen-
eral are respected and nourished by those nations.

In addition, some of our disagreements are the products of diver-
gent historical experience. While America has long revered reli-
gious liberty and experienced religious diversity, most European
states have longstanding ties to an official religion, and yet we are
very concerned that in some European countries the process of reg-
ulating religion is being expanded.

In particular, new legislation in France, the About-Picard law,
places religious freedom at risk. While much will depend on how
the statute is implemented, we are concerned that it has estab-
lished a precedent, not only because of its potential impact in
France, but also because of its likely use as a model by undemo-
cratic countries. The legislation is overly broad and ambiguous. It
gives the government authority to fine and even dissolve any reli-
gious association based on two or more convictions of a prescribed
list of offenses.

Many in France have registered their objections to the About-Pic-
ard bill, including the French Council of Churches and Jewish,
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Muslim, Catholic and Protestant leaders. Indeed, the Council of
Europe issued a declaration on April 26, citing its view that the
legislation could be discriminatory and violate human right stand-
ards. We share that concern.

We are also very concerned that this model will be adopted and
them misused by countries that possess neither the French rule of
law nor France’s history of generally protecting human rights. We
have seen evidence that French officials are actually actively pro-
moting this model in some of these countries and that some, such
as Russia and other countries in Eastern Europe, are even consid-
ering its adaptation.

We are distressed at reports that the government Hong Kong,
under pressure from China, may adopt a law based on the About-
Picard in order to deal with the Falun Gong.

I also want to highlight an app