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Z~Fndochina Refugee Assistance Prograigj

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee:
vie are pleaced to appear before you todeay to discuss the

results of our most recent review of the Indochinese Refugee

. assistance Programs. Our report to the Congress On that reviev,

"rhe Indochinese Exodus: A Humanitarian Cilemma,” was issued
on April 24, 1979. With me todey are Dominick Binetti, Ascistan’
Director of our Development Assistence Group, and review team
menbers Virginia Sammon and Ann Lec.

MAfter the fall of Vietnam, Cambodia, and Laos in the spring
of 1975, we reported.on the evacuation of refugees from Indo-

china and on the U.S. programs for their temporary care and

resettlement. However, the continuing and escalating flow of
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refugees into Thailand and other -Asian countries of first
asylum gave rise to important questions concefning the U.S.
comnitment and involvement in the resulting resettlement
requirements. For this reason, and because of the intense
interest of your subcommittee and other committees of the
Congress in these questions, we undertook another review of
the assistance provided to refugees by the United States, the
United Rations, and the countries of first asylum.

The Mature and Growth of the Refugee Problen

Changes of political regimes in Vietnam, Canmbodia, and
Laos in the spring of‘1975 set off massive refugee migrations
throughout Southeast Asia, which continue today as a problen
of both humanitarian and political concern to the United
States. Refugee migrations also continue to pose potentially
disruptive political problens for Southeast Asian countries
of first asylum~-Thailand, Malaysia, Indonesia, Singaporé, the
Philippines, and Hong Kong--and challenge the ability of the
United t'ations High Commissioner for Refugees EB dezl effec-
tively with this problemn. Worldwide attenticon was drawn to
the Indochina refugees, particular this past fall and winter,
by the plight of thousands df boat refugees turned back to
sea by asylum countries. Only a very few countries, however--
the United States, France, Australia, and Canada--have
appreciably helped relieve the burden on these countries

by abcepting refugees for resettlement.




At the end of Fepbruary 1979 there were about 143,000
land refugees in 13 camps in Thailand and over 75,000 boat
refugees. One small Malaysian island camp held 29,000
refugees and had virtually no health or sanitary facilities.
Because refugee arrivals into the camps has far surpassed
refugee resettlement offers from other countries, and
because further waves of refugees are likely to continue
to seek escape from repressive governments, the asylum coun-
tries feel they are being expected to bear an unfair burden
of what should be a worldwide humanitarian relief effort.

Individual political factors also explain the reluctance
of these countries to accept more refugees

~--Thailand views these refugees as a possible

irritant to its people and to stable relations
with its neighbors--vietnam, Cambodia, and
Laos.

--Malaysia sees a large influx of boat refugees
(many of which are ethnic Chinese) as poten-
tially disrupting its delicate Malay-Chinese
racial balance and its future relations with
Vietnam.

--Singapore sees any relaxation of its basic

no-refugees policy as potentially leading to

large-scale refugee migration onto its

already crowded island.
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--Hong Kong views the refugee flow as compound-
ing its problem of coping‘with the concurrent
influx of people from the Feople's Fepublic
of China.
--Indonesia also perceives potential tensions
resulting from any large influx of ethnic
Chinese.
Each of these countries has served as a place of temporary
asylun for Indochinese refugees. 1In all these countries,
there ic deep-seated hostility to Vietnernese settlenent--
in any nurbers. Except for 1,500 Mosleme resettled in
Malaysia, no country has yet indicated any willingness to

accept Vietnanese refugees for permanent resettlement.

The Role of the U.N. Hich Comrissioner
for Rcfugees ‘

The United lations High Comnissicner for Refugees con-

siders his most impertani responesibility to be the protection

of the refugees. He also seeks permanent solutions to
refuvgee crises, and he attemnpts to insure that ;;fugees
ere provided vith acceptable temporary care in the countries
of asylun.

Concerning the High Comﬁissioner's responsibilities for
protecting the refuygees, our review has shown that there have
been brief periods when Thailand allegedly forced repatriation

of some refugees; and Malaysie recently threatened to discon-

tinue' accepting refugees. Singapore @llows no boat refugees




to enter its waters and it places strict requirements to
insure quick departure of those feécued on the higﬁ seac by
ships and brought to Singapore. Indonesian policy has been
to allow as few refugees as possible to land, and there were
times in the past when its Navy allegedly diverted as many
seaworthy refugee boats as possible from their intended
landings in Indonesia. Also, Malaysia, Indonesia, Singapore,
and the Philippines have all publicly denied landing permis-
sion for large ships carrying refugees from Vietnam.

In seeking more durable solutions to the problem, the
High Cormissioner haes sought to broaden worldwide partici-
pation in alleviating the refugee crisis in Indochina through
changes in his funding programs and through internationeal
conferences to obtain increased resettlement offers. From
August 1975 to January 31, 197¢, the‘United States has pro-

vided about 52 percent (almost $58 million) of total contri-

" butions to the U.N.‘s'program for Indochina. A change made

last fall, switching the program for 1%79 from < Special to
a General Program could conceivably result both in increased
funds and wider perticipation (from 19 to about €4 member
government contributors). The most recent attempt by the
Bigh Commissioner to increasé resettlement offers at a
Decenber 1978 conference, however, resulted in resettlement
pledges for only 11,000 additional refugees--a number which
would take care of only about half of the November arrivels

in Malaysia alone.




The High Commissioner finances the temporery care of
refugees. His organizagion functions mostly as a conduit
of funds rather than as an operational agency, and the
refugee camps in Southeast Asia are administered by the
asylum-country governments and voluntary agencies, with only
limited monitoring by the Bigh Commissioner's organization.
Thus, in implementing cere prograhs for Indochinese refugees,
the High Comﬁissioﬁer‘s field representatives are constrained
in their ability to influence asylum—gbvernment treatment of
the refugees or to closely control the use of U.N. funds.

In most of the camps we visited, we found deficiencies
in the quality of care sought by the High Commissioner.

In Malaysia, particularly, the High Commissioner, the
Government of Malaysia, and the Red Crescent Socciety had

not made adequate preparations for the establishment and use
of a Malaysian island as a refugee camp. Coupled with the
extraordinarily large influx of refugees in the late fall

of 1978, at a rate which exceeded 20,000 in 1 month, this
resulted in an inability to provide many of the nost basic
_needs to the refugees on that island.

With little immediate prQspeqt of any end to refugee
departures from Indochina or of increased resettlement
offers, it is imperative that these people be provided
appropriate first asylum and that necessary temporary care

facilities be provided and effectively managed. These
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temporary facilities should be s;tpated in surroundings that
are as free as possible of restraints created by internel
political and internationel relations problems of first-
asylum countries. Ve believe the camps should be situated
in areas that minirnize the visability of the refugee popuvla-
tions. Ve, therefore, have recommendcé that the Secrctary of
State, through the U.S. Mission to the Urited lations in
Ceneva:
‘L:—press for the establishment of additional

temporary care holding camps, located on

islands in the ESouth China Sez or at other

locations in the Far Fast, to reduce the

visibility of the refugee populations to

‘the local population, and relieve the pres-—

surcs of the large refugee pdpulétions nov

-~

~ }
! The canps should

in first-asylun countries.

be edniinistered by the United Fations and
operationally managed by voluntary agencies

end internetional orgenizations.
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\_—-inform the Eigh Comniscioner of the need to
have more aggressive field monitoring and
of the need to act to ensure that refugees

are provided asylum and that they receive

N
suitable levels and types of care.7




The U.S. Response to the Indochinese
Refugee Problen .

More than a billion dollars have been made available

(or are pending approvel) by the Congress to help the Indo-

. .
chinese ref
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nning with the
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igees from the period
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evacuation from Vietnam in April 1975 through fiscal year
1979. These funds have been and are being used for the
temporary care of the refugees in first~asylum countries
(including Cepartment of Defense camps in the United

States operated for this purpose in 1975); for transporta-
tion to resettlement countries; and for their resettlement
in the United States thrbugh tﬁe effortes of U.S. voluntary
agencies and State and local governments.

In response to thé Indochine refugee crisis, the United
States has admitted more than 187,000 refugees for permanent
recsettlement from the spring of 1975 to March 22, 1979.
about 130,000 of these are the people evacuated from Vietnam

anc
in the spring of 1975. The other 57,000 ééée either land

refugeces that had first sought asyihm in Thailand or ﬁ%ﬁé
"boat cases" that had gone to Thailand or the other Asien
‘countries of first asylum.

In 1978 alone, the United States authorized the admission
by parole of 7,000 Indochinese refugees in January; 25,000

in June; and an additional 21,875 refugees in December. The

adninistration has recently stated that it is planning to admi t
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7,000 each month over the next feﬁ‘years. The firest action
on this plan was initiated on April 13, 1979, when a newv
parole for an additional 40,000 Indochinese refugees was
announced.

The two provisions of the Immigraticn and lationality
Act currently used for the admission of refugees to the
United States are the conditionel-entry provision and the
parcle provision. The conditional~-entry provision authorizes
the annual adnission of 17,400 refugees wvho have fled {ron
Comnunist countries or the Middle Fast because of persecution,
or who are the victime of natural disasters. PRefucees under
thic provision are counted against the annual immigration
ceilihg of 290,000 persones.

The parolc provision authorizes_thé httorney General, at
his discretion, to temporarily parole any &lien into the
United Stafes, under conditions prescribed by him, in emer-
gencies or for reasonc in the public interest...When the
parole provision was enscted, legislative history suggests
that the Conaress intended it to be used by the Attorney
Ceneral only on an individual besis. Recause of its flexi-
bility, hovever, the parole provision had been used on several
occasions to accommodate groups of refugees not eligible for
admission because of the definitional and numerical limitationt

of the conditional-entry provision.




Thus, existing immigration law provides only for the
annual admission of 17,400 refugees. Because of the
ideological, geographic, and numerical limitations of this
law, refugec admissions have had to be made on an ad hoc
basis, principally throvgh the use of the Attorney General's
discretionary parole authority, and--to only a limited
extent--through the conditional-entry prcvision of existing
immigration law.

The absence in the law of a clear expression of U.S.
intentions &and commitments to participate in the refugee
resettlement has alsc made any sort of plenning very
difficult, both for U.S. officials overseas processing
refugees for U.S. admission and for U.S. domestic offi-
cials.ahd voluntary agencies involved in refugee resettle-
ment. We believe that such commitments‘need to be more
formally embodied in law to serve as a clear expression of

"the will of the Congress. The firm commitment by the

United States to finite numbers of refugees it Tan and will

accept can serve to impact on refugee numbers and to serve
notice to other nationsc of the degree they must share in
humanitarian refugee relief efforts.

U.S. Processes for Selecting and Admitting Refugees

«

Land refugees in Thailand are selected for admission

by U.S. officials overseas based on four criteria: (1) close

fanily ties in the United States, (2) previous employment
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by the U.S. governennt, (3) close association with the U.S.
Government, and (4) humanitarian reasons. A fifth criteria
was recently added to implement a separate gquota for Cambodian
refugees. For boat refugees, present U.S. pclicy is that all
those not receiving resettlement offers from other countries
are eligible to be admitted to the United States, using the
four critéria only to determine tﬁe order in vwhich they are

to be adnitted. All of the land refugees spend at least a
year, and sone spend cver 3 yeers, in Eamps in Thailand before
coming to the United States. By contrast, boat refugees in
the other asylum countries have sonetimes had to be moved out
of those countries within several months to encourage the gov-
ernents of those countriec to continue to accept refugees, or
becavse of asylum-goverrment refusals to accept boat refugees
for longer periods.

From June througb December 1978, the United States has
avthorized the parole of 30,000 boat refugees and 16,875 land
refugees, although there are over twice as many land refugees
as boat refugees. This disproportionzte number cof admiesions
authorized for boat refugees, apparently justified because of
the uvnwillingness of asylum governments to accept them,
results in the admission of boat refugees before higher
priority land refugeeé.

We believe that the effective implementation of our rec-

ommendation calling for the establishment of United Bations
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camps, that are free of the internal political pressures now
felt by the governments of first-asylum countries, will permit
more uniform and equitable treatment of land and boat refugees
who are potential selectees for admission to the United
States. Without the pressures that ultimately lead to the
need to expedite processing and resettlement of boat refugees
faster than land refugees, selectiorn and processing procedures
and directives could be effectively formulated by, and pronul-
gated from, a single centralized organization which would
--clearly comnunicate the documentation reguired to sub-
stantiate representations of réfugees gualifications
for admission to the United States,
~--recuire uniform and consistent application of admis-
sions guidelines at all locations, when possible.

Prograns for Resettlement of Refucees in the U.S.

The use of sporadic, ad hoc parole actions for refugee
adnissione to the United States has also resulted in important
uncertainties for the voluntary agencies and U.8. officials
participating in the resettlement effort in the United Ctates.
The current lack of & consistent and predictable refugce admis-
sions and resettlement policy has made it difficult for those
involved in resettlement to plan for finding refugee sponsors,
for funding and staffing resettlement programs with qualified
and experienced persons, and for setting up English and job

training programs necessary to help refugecs become integrated
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and self-sufficient in U.S. society. 1In particular, with
regard to HEW's role in resettlement, GAO found & managerent
system lacking detailed program guidelines and an inabiiity

to effectively monitor the use of Federal refugee program
funds. The dedication of many hard-working individuals around
the country, rather than an effective management system, is
largely what is being relied on to help integrate America's
most recent community of newcomers.

To improve HEW management and control over the use of
Federal funds expended in refugee resettlement, GAO has recom-
menQed that the Secretary of EEW require monitoring of
Iindochinese Refugee ‘Assistance Program grant funds be tight-
ened (1) through closer surveillance by responsible HEW
regional office personnel and State and local government agen-
cies and (2) by requiring audits of the use of BEW-adminis-
tered refugee program funds, including special projects,
social services, and cash and medical assistance.

Need for New Legislation

In order to give a greater degree of consistency, conti-
nuity, and predictability to U.S. refugee admissions and
resettlement policies, we believe current immigration laws
need to be revised to eliminate the existing impediments to
effective U.S. participation in the resettlement of Indo-
chinese refugees. Such revisions in the legislation should

clearly manifest the intent of the Congress as & basis for
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the formulation of national refugee admissions and resettle-
ment policy. PRevisions that would need to be addressed
includeii}) the redefinition of the term "refugee;" (2)
increasin§ of refugee admissions to a level more in line
with U.S. intentions to share in resettling the anticipated
continuing flow of refugeessfromﬁfndochina, the Soviet Union,
and Eastern FEurope, and other areas of thz world from which
refugees have been fleeing in recent years; (3) the inclusion
of provisions for dealing with large groups of refugees that
may result from unanticipated emergency situations; and (4)
the retention of parole authority for individual situations.jj

The Executive Branch has recently submitted a bill for
congrescional consideration, proposing revisions in current
laws regarding refugee admissione and resettlenent. We
believe this bill addresses the major,prbblem areas encoun-
tered in this review that stem from existing legislative
'provisions.- If enacted, we believe that it would manifest
the intent of the Congress, relative to the program. We also
believe that the formal embodinment in law of such an expres-
sion of the Will of the Congress might possibly motivate other
nations to participate or to .increase their participation in
humanitarain refugee relief efforts.

We also believe that the Congress, in ité deliberations

in authorizing or appropriating funds for temporary care and

U.S. resettlement programs for Indochinese refugees, should
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require that it be provided with long-range forward planning
data that encompasses:
[j;—numbers and anticipated rate of flow of refugees from
countries of origin to first-asylum areas;
~-the numbers and rate of flow of refugees to be reset-
tled in the United States;
-—-estimated costs related to all of the above elements
of the program;
~-the extent to which the U.S. Government is to provide
funds. )
~
Since data on each of these elements are interrelated,
although difficult to estimate or project, appropriate coor-
dination among the several U.S. and international agencies
that participate in their development is essential. A prin-
cipal function of the U.S. Coordinator for Retugee Affairs,
recently appointed by the President, should be the ccordina-
tion and annual presentation of such proposals to the
Congress.

Suggestions for the Subcommittee

Mr. Chairman, our review was designed to be a broad
assessment of the nature and extent of the Indochinese refugee
problem and of a wide spectrum of activities, both international
and domestic, for assisfing and resettling the refugees. As

such, time considerations did not permit indepth analyses or
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studies of a number of potential issues and problems noted
during the course of ouf work. Some of these, which may be
appropriate areas for examination by your subcomnittee, are:
~-the policies and processes used by the U.S.
Immigration and Naturalization Service in
allocating numbers authorizing admissions
to the United States, |
--the fustifiéation for continuing the involve-
ment of the Intergovernmental Conmittee for
Furopean Migration for providing transportation
and medicél examination services for the
refugees,
-~the impact that the so-called “"regularization
of the flow of refugees from Vietnam” would have
on existing assicstance and resettlement progranms,
--the costs and other problems associated with
the establishment and operation of new temporary
care facilities in remote, uninhabited locations,
such as the island offered by the Indonesian
Government ,
~--the costs and benefits of establishing a hold-
ing center in the Unifed étates for refugees
awaiting sponéorship assurances, as an
alternative to the retention of these

people in Asian camps, and
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--the need for and/or benefits that can be
expected fromn haQing all refugee prograns
centered in and managed by the Agency for
International Development rather than by
the State TIepartment's Office of Refugee

and Migration rffairs.
This concludes our statement, and we will be pleased to

consider any questions menbers of the subcommi ttee may have.
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