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Dear Editor,

Since I have worked closely over the

years with your colleagues at the UN Com-

mission on Human Rights in Geneva, I’m

familiar with all of your publications, both

the journal and your useful special reports,

and I appreciate the improved quality of the

most recent issues. As I have a poetry sec-

tion in Transnational Perspectives, I was

pleased to see the poems and the analysis

of cultural trends in the “Call of the Muse”

section of your latest issue. I hope that you

will keep this up, both for the pleasure of

beauty and because art is often an indica-

tion of trends in the wider society.

It is not easy to find the balance

between an action-protest newsletter and a

scholarly journal looking at longer-range

trends. Your journal began in the “back-

ground-for-protest” style, and there must be

readers who still read primarily for informa-

tion on human rights violations. However,

the evolution of Chinese society is more

than a collection of violations, and so mer-

its longer-range analysis. All the same, I

would have the “Action Page” stand out

somewhat more for those who are directly

involved in protest letters to the Chinese

government or other forms of protest

action.

I would like to use my personal experi-

ence at the UN Commission on Human

Rights and its Sub-Commissions to indicate

how background analysis and protest go

hand in hand. In this context I read Mr. Hu

Ping’s “The Falungong Phenomenon” with

real interest, as I had been the first to raise

the issue of the banning and subsequent

arrests of Falungong practitioners in the

Sub-Commission on the Promotion and Pro-

tection of Human Rights in early August

1999.

I was also the first to raise the issue of

the religious liberty of Tibetans in the Com-

mission in 1985. But before I did, I spent a

year reading about Tibetan Buddhism,

attending teaching sessions by Tibetan

Lamas, talking with Chinese diplomats at

the UN Mission and corresponding with the

U.S. Ambassador to China. Although not a

specialist on Tibet, I gained a fairly good

understanding of what it was I was defend-

ing, which was useful in countering the first

line of defense of Chinese diplomats, which

was, “Mr. Wadlow does not know what the

facts are.”

With the Falungong ban, on the other

hand, everything had to be done quickly.

The movement was banned on July 22,

1999 and the Sub-Commission, which pro-

vided the first opportunity to raise the issue

at the UN, started ten days later in the first

week of August. I had no idea what Falun-

gong was, nor did I have any relevant con-

tacts. Human Rights in China referred me

to a Chinese practitioner in Geneva, but

she was wary of me as a stranger and

because journalists were starting to write

simplistic accounts of the movement. For-

tunately, the Geneva practitioners included

a Thai Chinese who worked at the UN and

knew of my Tibetan efforts, so I was able to

establish mutual trust, and I eventually

wrote a presentation for the Sub-Commis-

sion.

Mr. Hu’s article is a good
example of the sort of
background information
that is needed for human
rights action.

After the Sub-Commission presentation

in 1999, I worked with Falungong practition-

ers in New York and Geneva to help them

develop a structured and appropriate input

of information to the UN, as I had previ-

ously done for the Tibetans. I also contin-

ued to read Falungong literature, as well as

anti-Falungong articles in China Daily, and

engaged in a dialogue with a group of “anti-

sect” Chinese accompanying a govern-

ment-organized anti-Falungong petition in

front of the UN building.

Once the Chinese diplomats under-

stood that I would not back away from the

Tibet issue, we were able to have long and

meaningful discussions. In the case of

Falungong, I have twice given the Chinese

Ambassador to the UN in Geneva a fairly

full text of my understanding of the Falun-

gong and my interpretation of the govern-

ment’s fears of the movement, along the

lines of, “I understand your fears, but

repression is not the way to deal with prob-

lems.” My own experience is that it is more

difficult to discuss the Falungong issue with

Chinese diplomats than Tibet. Possibly this

is because the Tibet issue is more geo-

graphically limited, or because there is a

tradition of Chinese scholarship on Tibetan

Buddhist texts that can be studied inde-

pendently from a Lama’s commentaries.

Falungong literature, on the other hand,

seems to be written transcripts of talks in

an informal style. 

For this reason, Mr. Hu’s article, coming

from a politically aware Chinese, is of real

interest. It is a good example of the sort of

background information that is needed for

human rights action, especially when the

Chinese government’s public analysis is so

simplistic that it is difficult “to read

between the lines”.

With all best wishes for your editing

efforts,

Rene Wadlow

Rene Wadlow, based in France, is editor of

the world politics online journal, www.

transnational-perspectives.org.

Editor’s note: We direct readers to our newly

designed Action Page. Let us know if we can

further improve it or other features.

Open Forum

CRF is pleased to initiate this new section to encourage dialogue between our writers, readers and editorial staff. CRF welcomes all contribu-

tions to Open Forum, which may be edited for length or clarity. Letters or e-mail should include the writer’s name and contact information,

although anonymity may be preserved when appropriate.

 


