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corpses. After a vyear there was still no
news, no evidence of his fate, and now
strangers had begun stalking her. So she
fled to Mexico City. A few months passed
before she was detained and interrogated
by men who seemed to be Mexican immi-
gration agents; they held her without
charge in a private house, tied her to a
chair, untied her onty when they wanted to
rape her. Finally she was deported by bus
back to Guatemala. Not daring to go to her
home, she returned to Mexico City. This
time she was lucky enough to make con-
tact with Jim Corbett, who escorted her by
plane and then automobile up to Nogales,
Mexico. From there they would continue
by foot.

On the day of the crossing, they were
driven out of Nogales on a road that runs
parallel to the border. The car stopped
briefly in a remote spot while Corbett and
the woman climbed out. Very quickly they
were off the pavement and down a steep
bank into the dry wash below. Mesquite
and creosote bush gave them a little cover,
but for the first half hour they could still be
seen from the road. It was the day’s long-
est and most delicate half hour. They
picked their way downward along the bed
of the wash, over rock ledges and sand,
through the thickest vegetation-—a path

some chance of concealment. When a
truck rumbled into earshot on the road
above, they skittered out of sight in the
brush. Then they continued to walk. After
only an hour they came to the border
fence. Nothing elaborate here, not the ten-
foot-high chain link barricade that divides
the town of Nogales—just five strands of
tightly strung barbed wire. They climbed
it. As the woman stepped down onto U.S.
soil, according to Carmen Duarte, Corbett
greeted her with a hug.

The crossing had been made, but the
hike had only begun. Mosqguitoes and
gnats harried them as they went, and the
air was full of flying ants. The sky was
overcast, a blessing because it held the
temperature down, even more so because
it made aerial surveillance amid. the
steep mountain canyons less likely. Four
miles of hard walking brought them to a
remote shelter, far enough for one day.
The woman’s feet were blistered. Raisins
for dinner and only a tarpaulin for a
blanket. They spent a chilly night. The
Sonoran Desert, so rocky and bare, gives
heat back to the atmosphere quickly; it can
be a cold place after dark.

The next day was clear and beautiful,
destined to be fiercely hot. After a break-
fast of tuna, cold coffee, and crackers, they
started walking again, passing down the
canyon amid yucca and manzanita. The last
mile was a hard climb uphill, then along
another dry wash, to the point where by
prearrangement they would rendezvous
with a vehicle.

The vehicle was where Corbett ex-

that made progress slow but left at least”

pected it. An innocent-looking picnic was
in progress. Jim Corbett introduced the
Guatemalan woman to his friends, who
offered her a ham-and-cheese sandwich
and an orange drink; for the ride up to Tuc-
son she would hide on the floor of their rig.
She had entered the American sanctuary
network.

That was last July. But with three years
of this sort of thing behind him, Corbett
has lately been forced to shift his focus. He
can no longer accompany anyone through
the ports of entry, and even his presence
among a group of borderland picnickers
can be a giveaway. “My notoriety is now a
problem. Every border-patrol agent knows
my face,” he says. A mild, bashful smile
flickers across his face. He gestures gently
with his arthritic hands, which look as
though they were run over by a backhoe.
“T've used up my ability not to be noticed.”

ister Darlene

hadbeenasked

toGuatemalato
set up a child-care
program. “But|
wasonly there six
months whenour
pastor was shot
and killed,” she
says. “And people
from the village
came and told us
we would be next
if we didn’tleave.
Wedidnotwait.”

For Sister Darlene it began in a different
way, in a different place, at almost pre-
cisely the same time. She went to
uatemala in 1981 to work at a village par-
ish near the Honduran border. Guatemala
at that time (as now) was in effect ruled by
its army; there was a fierce campaign of
suppression conducted both by the army
and by plainclothes death squads against
anyone considered subversive; and teach-
Eing the gospel, like union involvement,
was often judged an act of subversion.
When Sister Darlene arrived, she knew
barely any Spanish; she had been asked to
. Guatemala to set up a child-care program
for small children. “But I was only there six
s months when our pastor was shot and
'killed,” she says. “And people from the
;village came and told us that we would be
tnext If we didn't leave. We did not wait
around.” Though this was supposed to be
the less violent region of the country, she

and her fellow nuns had already discussed

what they would do if conditions got real-
ly perilous. “We had all decided we
would stay till the #itimo momento—the
last minute. But that comes very quick-

ly.” She moved down into Guatemala | --

City for a while, then back up into Mexico,
and eventually found her way to the
string of refugee camps in Chiapas, Mex-

ico’s southernmost state, just over |

the Guatemalan border. Those camps
were filled with thousands of fugitives

from Guatemala. She stayed in Chiapas |

for ten months, Her Spanish improved,
and finally, she says, the people began
to trust her.

They began to tell her their stories; they

wanted her to understand why they had |

left their villages for such a woebegone
place as this. She made some tape record-

ings, and, she said, their “stories kind of |
melted into one: ‘The army came and |

killed. The army came and burned our
crops, our animals, our people.’”

Sister Darlene went back to Phoenix for '

a short visit with her parents, which in-
stead turned into a month in the hospital.
During that time she started hearing about
Guatemalan refugees right there in the

-Phoenix area—hundreds of them, hiding
from Immigration in overcrowded motel |

rooms, living out under the trees in the
citrus groves south of the city. Like those
in the Chiapas camps, they needed food,
housing, clothes, medical care; most of all,
they needed to avoid deportation. “That’s
when I learned about sanctuary, ” says Sis-
ter Darlene. “I didn't know before that

it was considered illegal to help these |

people.”

She became a collaborator with Jim
Corbett and many others. She began sup-
plying shelter and other material aid
to refugees brought in by Corbett. Most
importantly, she made Phoenix a way sta-
tion and herself a dispatcher for the
underground railroad that moves Central
Americans to havens among church
communities across the U.S. She also
began talking—patiently, and with a dis-
taste that is evident but politely controlled—
to journalists. Like Corbett, she feels
compelled not only to help the refugees
but to make America hear why that help
is necessary. '

In a Phoenix kitchen, over a bowl of

chocolate-chip cookies, she says, “A lot of

those people are never going to be able to
get out. So what’s needed is somebody to
speak the truth. That's obviously why
we're a threat.”

Who are these people that the sanctuary
activists call refugees and the State De-
partment calls economic migrants?

Francisco R. is representative. The
name has been changed for his own protec-
tion, but he is a real person. Francisco fled
north from Guatemala because some of his
relatives were active in the labor unions
and—as with the woman helped by Cor-
bett last July—that involvement put the

~——
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National Catholic Reporter
January . 86

Sanctuary churches sue U.S.|
in religious freedom test caseH

Federal probe causes

distrust in churches

By LYDIA BREEN
Special to the National Catholic Reporter
Tucson, Ariz,

- FOUR ARIZONA churches and two national -

Protestant denominations have lodged a civil
suit charging the U.S. government with violat-
ing their free exercise of religion. The suit, filed
in Phoenix Jan. 13, contends an 11-month Im-
migration and Naturalization Service (INS)in-
vestigation of the church-based sanctuary
movement employed unduly invasive intimida-
tion tactics, resulting in an atmosphere of fear
and mistrust among church members.

The suit contends the federal government
used agents or paid informants to infiltrate
church services, Bible study classes, prayer
and other meetings without court-ordered ap-
proval or search warrants. Peter Baird, attor-
ney for the churches, contends this violated
the First, Fourth and Fifth amendments to the
Constitution. X

The religious coalition acknowledges that
church activities are not above the law. But
the plaintiffs contend that the first amendment -
right to free exercise of religion can only be
overridden when there is a compelling state
interest, which the courts must determine.
They charge the INS infiltration breached this
separation of church and state when govern-
ment informants, not the courts, were allowed




ministers, either in their offices or on
the telephone.

A volunteer worker at Tucson’s
Southside Presbyterian Church told

‘NCR that people joke about the govern- -

ment listening in on telephone calls. -

“Still,” she said, “I don’t use my name
when I answer the phone. I'm on a gov-
ernment pension, and I worry the
.might make trouble for me.” )

No evidence exists that church tele-
phones are tapped, but people have
been photographed entering Sunday
services and their car license plates re-
corded while they worshiped inside.
Many sanctuary workers contend the
investigation has been more extensive
than evidence suggests. And they say
the government continues to keep an
eye on church activities.

Southside Presbyterian Church is a
plaintiff in the suit. Others are three
Phoenix-area churches — Alzona
Evangelical Lutheran Church, Camel-
back United Presbyterian Church, Sun-
rise United Presbyterian Church —and
the American Lutheran and Presbyte-
rian churches USA,

The suit names as defendants the
U.S. government, the INS, four INS
agents and two INS informants.

A Tucson newspaper said INS
Washington, D.C., spokesman Duke
Austin accused the churches of using
the suit as a smoke screen to “divert
attention from the real issue that those
_ people (sanctuary workers) smuggled
aliens into the United States, and to
create the false impression that the
issue is one of church against state.”

However, church officials appear
anxious not to draw the connection be-
tween this civil suit and the criminal
trial of 11 sanctuary workers under way
in Tucson (see accompanying story).

Baird said he does not expect the suit !

to have any bearing on the trial.

Asserting “this is not a sanctuary
movement case,”. Baird noted the suit
is supported by some clergy who oppose
sanctuary but also deplore the govern-
. ment’s tactics in this case.

The plaintiffs have requested the
court to establish guidelines for future
investigations and seek an injunction
from any possible continuing “unwar-
ranted governmental intrusion.” Attor-
neys say their research indicates this
is a precedent-setting case that could
have a historic effect on church-state
relations and potentially go to the Su-
preme Court, I
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The Silent Jewish Majority

of Jewish victims of the AIDS epi-
demic. Her war is one of small skir-
mishes, not large-scale campaigns. The
battle is directed not against the disease but
against the reluctance of congregational rab-
bis to succor the suffering. What brought her
to the front lines, she says, was witnessing
the anguish of a Jewish family whose son was
dying of AIDS a year and

a half ago.

“They were from out
of town and had to con-
front the fact that their
son was gay and was
dying,” recalls Harlow,
who is director of patient
representatives at Beth
Israel Hospital in New
York. “They were deeply
involved with their syn-
agogue at home and were
in need of spiritual guid-

ance here 1n New York.” But Harlow could
not find a rabbi willing to help.

Angry and frustrated, she wrote to the
Committ-~ on Medical Ethi¢s of the New
York Fed...tion of Jewish Philanthropies, a
supporter of Beth Israel. She urged them to
sponsor a forum for rabbis explaining why
~2d how they should counsel Jewish AIDS

atients.

N avah Harlow is waging a war on behalf

BY ANDREA JOLLES

“Judaism teaches compassion and car-
ing,” she points out. “We all know the Biblical
prohibition against homosexuality, but we
have to respond in a human way. And we have
to overcome the judgmental attitudes, the
wrath of God syndrome [that homosexuals
have been struck with AIDS as punishment
for their lifestyle].”

According to Harlow, gay Jewish AIDS
patients often hesitate to ask for rabbinic
guidance. “They want spiritual support as
they are dying,” she says, “without having to
Jjustify their lifestyle.”

Their hesitation is understandable. Even
the most sympathetic rabbis interviewed for
this article made statements implying that
people contract AIDS because they are gay. In
fact, AIDS is caused by a virus, not by an
individual’s sexual proclivity.

The patients need help but remain silent.
Rabbis do not seek them out. Harlow notes
that the Protestant clergy is far more respon-
sive to the AIDS crisis.

Why has the Jewish community, which
prides itself on humane concern and under-
standing, come to such an impasse? In large
part, the frightening nature of the disease is
to blame. AIDS (Acquired Immune Defi-
ciency Syndrome) attacks the immune sys-
tem and renders victims defenseless to a host
of ravaging illnesses. It is transmitted
+L----~h gexual contact and intravenous















that they don’t qualify for asylum
because they have come for eco-
nomic reasons. “El Salvador has a
long history of cases of immigra-
tion to the United States for eco-
nomic reasons,” said Elliot
Abrams, assistant secretary of
state for inter-American affairs,
who considers the sanctuary move-
ment “a willful and casual viola-
tion of American law.”

But the difference between
political and economic refuge in a
war-wracked country like El Sal-
vador is, according to Elie Wiesel,
hard to discern. “Those men and
women who leave a country
because they are hungry, because
they cannot see their children die,
or because they cannot see their

parents die of hunger, deserve our.

-respect; they deserve our friend-
ship and they deserve our support,
just as do those who flee the very
same country or others for ‘politi-
cal’ reasons.”

Sanctuary workers assert that
their actions in behalf of the Cen-
tral Americans are legal. The gov-
ernment, they say, is violating the
law by refusing to fulfill obliga-
tions under existing U.S. and
international refugee laws that
guarantee safe haven to those flee-
ing war and oppression in their
homelands.

The U.S. government has
spent an estimated $2 million to
investigate and prosecute sanctu-
ary activists and has even sent
infiltrators with hidden tape
recorders into church services and
Bible study meetings. In a federal
trial concluded last May in Tucson,
eight sanctuary activists, includ-
ing a priest, two ministers and a
nun, were given suspended sen-
tences for “harboring” and “trans-
porting illegal aliens.”

THE JEWISH RESPONSE

In the Jewish community, asin
the larger American community,
there is continuing debate over
sanctuary.

The Orthodox community and
several major Jewish organiza-
tions have been reluctant to take a
stand. The issues are the legality of
the sanctuary movement and the

controversy over the reasons that
" Central Americans seek to enter
the United States.

The National Jewish Com-
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anctuary supporters

question importance
of El Salvador report

Reporter Staff Special

A report showing the apparent safety
of refugees sent back to El Salvador by
U.S. immigration officials got mixed re-
sponse last week from leaders related to
the sanctuary movement.

“I'm delighted to hear about the pro-
gram” to meet and help deportees at the
San Salvador airport, said Linda
Schultze of the United Methodist General
Board of Global Ministries in New York.

The safety of deportees ‘‘certainly is
pertinent’ to whether the sanctuary
movement is needed, said Ms. Schultze.
who has been the board's chief staff link
with the sanctuary movement.

“I've seen reports of other studies say-
ing very different things from this, but
they were from earlier periods,” she
said. "We definitely need to act on up-to-
date information and see how these re-
ports fit with each other.”

‘Deportee fate not main issue’

The Rev. Guillermo Chavez of the
General Board of Church and Society
staff said he feels the actual fate of de-
portees is not the most important deter-
minant for whether the sanctuary
movement is needed.

If all Satvadorans deported from the
United States were able to resettle safe-
1y in their homeland. that didn’t prove
the deportation was just, he said.

““The only valid consideration is
whether there are conditions in E} Salva-
dor that could create fear to cause a per-
son to flee,” he said. "And there are.
There's a civil war there."”

So. he said, those refugees should be
allowed to stay in the United States until
the conditions change.

1I'm sure some of the Salvadorans are
economic refugees. but I don't think we
in this country have the right or abhility
to determine who is and isn't." he said.

"~ Mighael McConnell of the Chicago Re-
igious Task Force for Central America
pointed to political concerns of the sanc-
tuary movement His organization is the
central coordinating group for the move-
ment.

He said that putting attention on
whether deportees are safe when they

| return to E! Salvador takes the focus off
the “bankrupt Central American policy
of the inited States and the causes of the
violence that drove refugees here ™
®CTkshuDs on the foreign policy ques-
tioas are 0 be part of a'national “'Sanc-
tuary Celebration” Sept. 26-28 in
Washington Sponsors bill the event as an
effori to sirengthen the movement and

send “a-message” to the Reagan admin-
istration.

Critics say no need for sanctuoary

A spokesman for an organization that
has led cniticism of the sanctuary move-
ment during the past year said he was in-
censed that some sanctuary leaders—
particularly some connected with
churches—pian to continue asking peo-
ple to break the law by harboring refu-
gees when there is no need for it.

“1 was brought up in the church and
taught the church has a higher commit-
ment to truth,” said Patrick Burns, who
said he and his wife are members of
Wesley United Methodist Church in Ar-
lington, Va. He is with the Federation for
American Immigration Reform in Wash-
ington.

“Sanctuary leaders are taking a lot of
money on the idea that they are protect-
ing refugees from harm,” he said.

“I will absolutely concede that the ille-
gal immigrants being sheltered in the
sanctuary churches probably deserve
asylum. But you don't have to break the
law. Help them through the legal system.

“Obviously, the legal system is work-
ing if the people it orders deported reset-
tle in their homeland without harm ” (see
story above).

Most people fleeing El Salvador are
leaving economic problems brought on
by the civil war and severe overpopula-
tion, a more dense population than In-
dia's, Mr. Burns said.

Duke Austin, spokesman for the U.S.
Immigration and Naturalization Service,
cautioned that the good report on the
treatment of Salvadoran deportees does
not prove that U.S. foreign policy in Cen-
tral America is correct or that no civil-
ians are 1n danger in El Salvador.

What it does seem to prove, he said, is
that people can trust the LS. legal sys-
tem to protect those who need to be pro-
tected.

“My wife comes from a family of
Methodist ministers, and we've often ag-
onized over how the {'nited Methodist
Church has gotten caught up in this sanc-
tuary movement,” Mr. Austin said.

On the other hand, he sa:d. when Chris-
tians have worked through iegal chan-
nels on behalf of Salvacoran refugess,
they have affected {ar greater numbers
than have sanctuary efforts

0Of the 49.00¢ Salvadorans arres.ed in
this country during 1382-1384, 71 percent
are still 1n this country because of legai
efiorts. he said

—HOY HOWARLD UK
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diocese of Brownsville - which gives hospitality to Central American
refugees fleeing for their lives. Stacey, the only Sanctuary worker
in the car, has now been charged with transporting illegal aliens.

Who were these three dangerous aliens this religious worker
was "illegally'" transporting?

Mauricio Valle, 23, and Brenda Sanchez-Galan, 19, fled El
Salvador in fear for their lives. They swam across the Rio Grande
with Bessie, Brenda's 18-month-old daughter, to enter this country.
With the church's assistance, they were bound for San Antonio, Texas,
to receive legal counseling. Both had worked for Green Cross, a non -
partisan organization like the American Red Cross which gives medical
care to refugees. The organization was a target of a campaign of
terror and violence by the Salvadoran military. Brenda had watched
as a co-worker was brutally killed in a public courtyard and the
fetus in her womb mutilated. Lutheran churchworkers advised her

that she too would probably be killed and helped her out of the
country.

Mauricio's father, who worked with the Lutheran church in El
Salvador, had nursed a wounded man in 1979 whom the military de-
clared to be a subversive As a result, the military issued death
threats against him, his daughter and his son. The father and
daughter committed suicide. Mauricio escaped after being kidnapped \
by the Death Squads and threatened with death.

the flow of refugees into this countxy. He has continue support
the repressive governments of El Salvador and Guatemala without
regard to human rights violations. He is advocating a military
solution to the region's problems, pouring out millions of dollars

} in military aid to governments for use against their own people.

(?éf ///// President Reagan's Central American policies are the cause of

. Salvadoran refugees who flee to the United States have become
an acute political embarrassment as they tell of murders committed
by military units armed and trained by the U.S. government. It's
not surprising that -- contrary to the clear intent of Congress —-
the Reagan Administration has classified Salvadorans as economic
rather than political refugees. As such, they are not eligible for
asylum and are deported back to their country, where their lives are
in great danger.

i

{

But most Americans do not think in terms of warlike solutions.
They do not support governments built on Death Squads that murder
their own people by the thousands.

"Nor will most Americans turn away families fleeing for their

lives and send them back to certain death - death even for 18-month-
old Bessie.

It is in response to this situation that American churches of
all denominations -- and over 35,000 individual Americans who
! follow their own conscience -- have come together to form the
l nationwide Sanctuary Movement.
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Though based on religious principles of sanctuary, the
Movement is not the property of any one religious denomination.
On the contrary, like the Underground Railroad before the Civil
War, the Sanctuary Movement brings together individuals of all
religions, as well as many whose support is based simply on

American principles of justice and concern for human life and
liberty. '

Because we feel this may be of concern to you too, we
wanted to tell you that the Christic Institute has established
the Sanctuary Defense Fund to defend in the courts those Ameri-
can citizens charged with "illegally" helping these political
refugees ~ and to keep these helpless victims from being sent
to be murdered in cold blood.

Stacey Merkt has already been charged by the
Justice Department,ytried and convicted. She
could be sentenced to up to 15 years in prison
and fined.

But the Christic Institute has already filed

an appeal to reverse this conviction. This is

a tremendously important case because it is the
first one the Govermment has brought against a
member of the Sanctuary Movement. This appeal )
will directly impact the fate of the more than

100 sanctuaries already in existence and the
thousands of dedicated volunteer workers —- as

well as the life or death of many hundreds of
refugees now being sheltered in these sanctuaries.

Your help is desperately needed if this appeal is to be
fought successfully. A victory in the higher courts would have
a tremendous impact in many directions --

(continued on back page)

THE UNDERGROUND RAILROAD -- AN AMERICAN TRADITION

This is not the first time there has been an Underground
Railroad in America to help those fleeing from injustice. 1In
the years before the Civil War, thousands.of free Americans,
black and white alike, organized to help runaway slaves
escape to freedom. The "conductors" led slaves along the
escape route where they found sanctuary in "“stations" --
homes, churches, farms -~ on their way to freedom in the
U.S. or Canada. The Underground Railroad and "conductors"
like Harriet Tubman and Frederick Douglass -- struck a tre-
mendous blow against slavery and for freedom. Then too, this
railroad was declared illegal by the Federal Executive Dept.
and those helping the slaves could be (and were) fined and
imprisoned under the Fugitive Slave Act. Stacey Merkt, Jack
Elder, Brother John and the many other Sanctuary workers are
following in this great tradition,

[N
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—-— Stacey Lynn Merkt would not go to jail - and

other participants in the Sanctuary Movement
will not be indicted , . .

-- Brenda Sanchez-Galan (and her baby) and
Mauricio Valle will be given sanctuary in
this country (along with many other refugees
from Salvadoran and Guatemalan terror).

-- The Sanctuary Movement will be strengthened
as a real expression of the deep concern
Americans have for the human victims of
oppression.

—— And the spotlight will be thrown on the respon-
sibility of the Reagan Administration's Cen-
tral American policies for the flow of refugees
from repressive governments supported by us
without regard for theilr violation of human
rights.

Since Stacey's arrest, three other Sanctuary workers have been
indicted for transporting Salvadoran refugees in separate in-
cidents. The Sanctuary Defense Fund is assisting all three,
either as chief counsel or by providing legal advice. As the
Reagan Administration'’s attack mounts, we are in increasingly f
desperate need of your help.

Your contribution to the Christic Institute will help to
pay for court costs, trial transcripts, legal research, typing,
travel, and all of the other costs related to a strong legal
defense. The Sanctuary Defense Fund will provide only subsis-
tence salaries to its attorneys.

Your gift will also help to ensure that the North American
public is made aware of the broad social issues involved in
these trials. Information will be disseminated to the U.S.
public through Central American coalition groups, through religious
constituencies, through major national media, and through the
alternative press.

Your contribution to the Christic Institute will be a tremen-
dous force to help win these goals. It is tax deductible, too,.
so please be as generous as possible.

AUHNMLINHS

And thank you again for all you have done in the past to
support the never-ending fight for justice for all humanity.

In love and peace,

( %f z ‘ CHRISTIC
. INSTITUTE

Daniel P. Sheehan 1324 N. Capitol St.
Attorney, Sanctuary Defense Fund i Washington, D.C. 20002
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Behind the

Sanctuary Movement

Max Green

Amidst extensive coverage in the Jew-
ish press, rabbis belonging to the Sanc-
tuary Movement have ‘been touring the
country’s synagogues. Already, members
of Reform Jewry’s Union of American
Hebrew Congregations and the Central
Conference of American Rabbis, as well
as the Conservative Rabbinical Assembly
of America, have passed resolutions in
support of the Movement. Now, the
rabbis are hoping to persuade the na-
tion’s synagogues to declare themselves
“sanctuaries” for illegal aliens from Cen-
tral America.

Leaders of the Sanctuary Movement,
both Jewish and non-Jewish, carry a
seemingly-powerful message. Their speeches
to synagogues and churches are replete
with references to the Holocaust, includ-
ing comparisons between Nazis and right-
wing death-squads, and between Jews
and Salvadoran refugees. Indeed, speak-
ers often define the Movement’s purpose
as saving Central American refugees
from the fate of the Six Million Jews.

But, away from the houses of worship,
these leaders reveal a more far-reaching
goal: the defeat of what they refer to as
the “fascist” or “imperialist” U.S. inter-
vention in Central America. By this they
mean American support for the region’s
democratically-elected governments, par-
ticularly that of El Salvador.

To the naifs attracted to the Move-
ment by its declared humanitarian goal,
the Chicago Religious Task Force, the
coordinating body for the Movement as
a whole, has this to say: “Some churches
have declared themselves sanctuaries and
have done almost nothing to oppose
U.S. military aid to Central America. We
wonder whether this is adequate.. What is
the value of a sanctuary church that con-
tinues its support (by silence, by vote or
whatever) for U.S. policies in Central
America.” (emphasis added)

The Movement’s radical objective ex-
plains its leaders’ blindness to both the
decline in human-rights abuses in the

Max Green is associate director of the
White House Office of Public Ligison.

Central American democracies, and the
increased brutality of Nicaragua’s San-
dinista government and the anti-gov-
ernment rebel group in El Salvador. It
also explains why it refuses to help refu-
gees from Nicaragua, or even those from
El Salvador, unless they first agree to
denounce U.S. policy in Central America.

The Sanctuary Movement arose at a
time when right-wing death-squads roamed
almost at will in El Salvador. But the
political landscape of the country has
changed since Jose Napoleon Duarte’s
election to the presidency. In 1981, there
were 9000 violent civilian deaths, many
attributable to far-right para-military
units. But in 1984, the vear of Duarte’s

The Movement's
radical goals
blind it to the
decline in human-

rights abuses in
El Salvador.

election, the number declined to 774, and
to half that in 1985.

Acknowledging the progress made by
the Salvadoran government in the area
of human rights would put the Sanctu-
ary Movement out of business. So, in-
stead, it continues to behave as if 1986
were 1980 and Napoleon Duarte were
Roberto D’Aubisson, the right-wing poli-
tician often closely linked to the death-

.squads.

The Movement also focuses increas-
ingly on the fate that awaits Salvadorans
who are deported from the United States,
Such deportations, one leader alleges, is
just like putting “Jews on boxcars bound
for Dachau.” Numerous studies, however,
indicate that such hyperbole is all but

baseless. The Intergovernmental Commis-
sion on Migration, which monitors such
matters, has not reported a single case of
a deportee coming to harm. Even in the
much-worse days of 1983, the American
Civil Liberties Union failed to identify
conclusively a single deportee who had
suffered a human-rights violation.

The Movement also charges the United
States government with mercilessly vio-
lating the rights of Salvadoran illegals.
The facts belie this allegation as well.
There are a total of 500,000 Salvadoran
illegals in the United States of whom
fewer than 3,000 will be returned to their
home country this year. Of the relatively
few that immigration authorities catch
up with, many request political asylum,
which is granted if they can demonstrate
a “well-founded fear of persecution if
forced to return home.” But, as Assistant
Secretary of State, Elliott Abrams, has
explained, “under our laws, generalized
conditions of poverty and civil unrest do
not entitle people to leave their home-
land and settle here. If this were our test,
one half of the one hundred million peo-
ple living between the Rio Grand and the
Panama Canal would meet it...” As it is,
the United States takes in more legal
immigrants and refugees (of whom the
fourth-largest group is Salvadoran) than
the rest of the world combined.

As the threat of persecution in El Sal-
vador recedes, fewer Salvadorans are
meeting the political-asylum test. As a
result, fully 70 percent of Salvadorans
caught by the INS return voluntarily,
rather than under “deportation orders,”
while the majority of the remaining 30
percent do not list fear of political perse-
cution as a reason for being allowed to
stay, Moreover, those who are deported
have had every opportunity to appeal to
administrative panels and the federal
courts, guaranteeing due process of law,

The facts relating to the situation in El
Salvador and to illegal Salvadoran immi-
grants to the United States appear to
have passed the Sanctuary Movement
by. Nevertheless, the Movement’s leaders
continue to raise the specter of the Holo-
caust as they speak of “horrors™ being
committed with U.S. acquiescence.

. This parallel between the Holocaust
and the rapidly-improving human-rights
situation in E} Salvador does more than
merely insult the memory of the six mil-
lion Jews who perished under Hitler’s
tyranny. It reveals a lack of concern for
the truth, both past and present, that
deserves our strongest rebuke.
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Why Sanctuary?

EADERS of the sanctuary movement are
L embarked on a heavily political mission. They

seek to do more than shelter and feed Salva-
doran refugees, which would not violate any Amer-
ican law. Instead, by organizing thousand-mile car
caravans and calling press conferences, they publi-
cize the fact that they are transporting undocu-
mented aliens in furtherance of their evasion of the
immigration laws, and that is a violation. The
movement wants to accomplish two objectives: a
change in the immigration laws that will allow un-
documented Central Americans to remain here in-
definitely and an end to U.S. intervention in Cen-
tral America.

For two years the movement was all but ignored
by the Immigration and Naturalization Service.
There are millions of illegal aliens here, and immi-
gration officials in the Southwest estimate that 3 or
4 million more avoid apprehension at the border
each year. About half a million of these aliens are
Salvadorans, but the sanctuary movement has
aided only a few hundred. Recently, though, there
- have been some arrests. One movement worker
was convicted of transporting an illegal alien and
sentenced to two years’ probation; another was ac-
quitted of similar charges recently; 16 more, in-

cluding three Roman Catholic nuns, two priests and
a Presbyterian minister, have been indicted.

At his; trial in Corpus Christi, Tex., recently, Jack
Elder, a sanctuary worker, claimed that the First
Amendment barred his prosecution, since his ac-
tions had been based on his religious beliefs. This
argument—which might also be made by abortion
clinic bombers or polygamists, for example—is a
bad one, and it was rejected by the court. Never-
theless, Mr. Elder was acquitted by a jury—though
a co-worker was convicted some months ago—
which may demonstrate a growing sympathy for
the objectives of the movement.

In the months ahead, in public forums and at the
trials to come, public debate on this issue will in-
crease and important questions will be considered.
Are we treating all potential refugees equally, or do
we give preference to those—from Poland and Af-
ganistan, for instance—fleeing from regimes we dis-
like? How many of the millions of Central Americans
who want to come here can we take in? Are they, in
fact, political refugees? Or have they chosen to come

-for economic reasons, in which case they must wait

their turn and come as ordinary immigrants? The
sanctuary movement is forcing us to confront again
these difficult political questions.



FEB 281985

Tuesday, February 25, 1985 °

E@ THE ARIZONA REPUBLIC

?5.'_‘ } i b |
T“' 11| gt
.". ”"I‘ \?}‘\E\S‘”‘-%E;xg;;;.;- oS ‘\'\.'\
;,.‘ \\',»' l{/rﬁ‘“‘ . o~ ?\\x\\
_' \1!' M\" ¥ ;&ﬂ ‘N\K‘:L?\\\
—— ik ,,. \\l‘“‘ “"{“ F_ﬁ \“‘)\\\:\\ \\‘% 3“ \}




THE DETROIT NEWS

4/9/85

The Politics of ‘Sanctuary’

eyond the glare of national publicity a
church-based movement has been us-
ing generous American jmmigration
laws to oppose U.S. policy in Central America.
A growing number of rehgmun activists have
declared that their consciences require them
to offer .and provide “sanctuary” to illegal
immigrants from El Salvador and Guatemala.

Cutting across denominational lines, the
sanctuary movement numbers as many as 200
churches and synagogues nationwide, includ-
ing several in Michigan. Sanctuary workers
argue that their refugees would be murdered
by daath squads if they returmed home. )

That claim has a hollow ring, however. If
you can demonstrate to the Immigration and
Naturalization Service (or, barring success, to
an appeliate court) that repatriation entails a
risk of racial, religious, or political .persecu-
tion, you will be granted status as a political
refugee. Tais allows you to bypm normal
immigration procedures and jump ahead of
the other applicants whose only motivation is
a desire to be Americans. Of 470,000 immi-
grants to our shores in 1984, 72,000 were
political refugees. Several hundred Salvador-
ans were among that group and received
asylum — the first step toward legal immigra-
tion as refugees — while the claims of several
thousand were rejected. No other nation can
boast such generous numbers.

The trouble starts if you claim refugee
status on the hasis of a lie, If the authorities
find out, you can be sent home. That is why
mdmg illegal immigration” is considered a
serious offense; as sanctuary workers in Texas
recently found out. Leaders of the movement
in Texas recently were convicted of harboring
fugitives and could have received long prison
sentences. Cases against a dozen or so others
acroes the land are in progress.

The State Department, which advises the

Immigration and Naturalization Service on-

the granting of political mfugee status, main-

tains that a great many immigrants from
Central America, and in particular El Salva-
dor, have been misrepresenting themselves as
political refugees. When Assistant Secretary
of State for Human Rights Elliott Abrams and
other officials refer to these as “economic
migrants”, it is not, as the sanctuary move-
ment alleges, that they see anything wrong
with coming here for economic reasons. Most
immigrants come here for economic reasons.
They're just saying thdse migrants are no
different from others — and therefore must
play by the same rules as everyone else.

Nonetheless administration officials have
taken seriously some Salvadorans’ claims that
they would be murdered by goons in the pay of
Miami:based emigre oligarchs. In recent years
the State Department has asked American
diplomatic personnel in El Salvador to moni-
tor refugees tinobtrusively. So far, they have
found no evidence that returnees have been
subjected to violence from either the right or
the left, Significantly, this finding is entirely
consistent with the research of the Geneva-
‘based Inter-Government Committee for Mi-
gration, which provides resettlement services
for every returnee to El Salvador. Salvadoran
human rights organizations, including the one

hich the American left prefers, Tutela Legal,
reported the deaths of two returnees in 1981

d none since then. And when the sanctuary
‘movement claimed that Amnesty Internation-
al had evidence that a third of the returnees to
El Salvador were being killed or tortured, it
was met by a flat denial by the organization’s
Latin American coordinator.

The fact is Salvadorans for decades have
entered the United States illegally. By one
count, there are half-a-million illegal Salva-
doran immigrants in the United States today.
Bemg sent home is no big deal: They will try
gﬂm next year. Repatriation thus does not

k —peoply for death, as the sanctuary
movement asserts. It's an everyday thing in El
Salvador. - _

Yet if the claim that the danger to returning
illegal immigrants is specious, why are reli-
gious organizations defying U.S. immigration
law? Their purpose is not a great mystery.
Their real aim is not the U.S. immigratio
laws that they are flouting, but U.S. policy in
Central America and beyond that, as one
movement leader put it, the “fundamental
economic priorities of the American system.”

Sanctuary workers are convinced that U.S.
policy in Central America, which is to prevent
a Marxist-Leninist takeover, is responsible for
the influx of Salvadorans, even though El
Salvador, which is the most densely populated
country in the hemisphere, was sending us
migrants legal and illegal long before most
people knew where it was on the map.

Rather than breaking laws, these activists
should try to change American policy through
the political process. Inventing new and ex-
tra-legal roles for U.S. churches and syna-
gogues will only make it more djfficult for
Americans to determine through sober and
democratic debate what our proper role in
Central America should be,
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Caravan refugees
are being manipulated A"

The *‘sanctuary movement’” for Central Ameri-
can refugees proves again that every rose has its
thorns. A spate of caravans carrying Guatemalans,
Salvadorans and others to sanctuaries sponsored by
150 churches across the United States — in open de-
finace of the law — has stirred our compassion for
suffering humanity. But the most recent caravan
from Tucson, Ariz., to the Pacific Northwest showed
us the thorns: It stuffed our welcoming arms with
political propaganda.

While the nation's heart went out to five Guate-
malan refugees, Interfaith Sanctuary Network spo-
kespeople snagged us with their message: The
Reagan administration’s **‘misguided foreign poli-
cy” is using our tax dollars to sponsor Central
American regimes *‘bent on genocide.”” They want
‘‘to start a river of Central American refugees into
the United States.’’ We should ignore the sheer ar-
rogance of these self-righteous church people in
manipulating innocent refugees to push their per-
sonal politics. Instead, we should ask, ‘**Who's mis-
guided?”

SANCTUARY MOVEMENT leaders carefully se-
lect refugees at the Mexican border for their publici-
ty value, usually choosing attractive young families
and students. Movement leaders do not seek out ref-
ugees from communist Nicaragua, where real gen-
ocide has been wrought upon the Miskito Indians.
Sanctuary leaders concentrate on refugees from El
Salvador and Guatemala, whose governments are
supported by the United States. Movement leaders
only work to discredit U.S. support of anti-commu-
nist freedom fighters in Central America and to
embarrass the Reagan administration, Their move-
ment is not humanitarian, it is political.

And their movement makes the perfect media cir-
cus. Flag-waving caravans, dedicated church activ-
ists defying law, appealing Hispanic and Indian
victims of repression: What liberal editor or report-
er could resist? Of course, movement leaders notify
the media in plenty of time and give them a good
show.

The movement’s party line goes thus: deliberate-
ly smuggling these unauthorized foreign nationals
into the United States is not illegal since the federal
Refugee Act of 1980 allows aliens to immigrate here
if they are fleeing their homeland because of reli-
gious, racial or political persecution. And the liberal
press helps the movement by portraying U.S. Im-
migration and Naturalization Service (INS) officials
as hard-nosed, insensitive brutes who won’'t let any
of these poor unfortunates into the land of the free.
Some liberal editors even claim it would be politic-

Journal-American
editorial page

Tuesday. July 10. 1984

Ron

Freelance Columnist

ally embarrassing for the United States to officially
acknowledge Central American political refugees
while we support the governments that supposedly
make them refugees. That's nonsense. Besides, I've
overheard one editor saying ‘'l want Reagan QUT!"’
They should at least try to oust him with facts.

It’s obvious that these editors never talked to any-
one at INS. I spoke with James Turnage, district
director of INS in Seattie, destination of the latest
sanctuary caravan. He answered questions on sev-
eral sanctuary issues. First, it appears that sanc-
tuary organizers are misleading their followers:
transporting illegal aliens is indeed a crime and
violators face arrest and conviction. A sanctuary
volunteer recently found himself arrested and his
automobile seized by INS as he brought two Salva-
doran refugees back from Canada, whose govern-
ment had turned them away.

SECOND, EVERY refugee gets a hearing, a
chance to stay in America. Since March 1984, five
Salvadorans have been granted permission to re-
main in Turnage’s jurisdiction alone. Nationwide,
Salvadorans win their cases in the same ratio as
Polish refugees, about one in 10, so chargesof a U.S.
conspiracy to discriminate against Central Ameri-
can refugees are hogwash. The vast majority of im-
migrants from most countries are economic refu-
gees, not legitimate claimants.

Third, INS won't arrest sanctuary caravans,
won't break down church doors and send congrega-
tions to the slammer as movement leaders dramati-
cally worry. INS won’t provide grist for the media
circus. The press should have told you that clearly
stated Reagan administration policy fas been to
leave illegal refugees alone until they get a job.
However, INS does arrest all illegals from jobs that
should go to those legally in America.

Despite press glorification of the sanctuary move-
ment, the vast majority of Americans thlpk it is
wrong. Informal radio polls, talk show call-ins, let-
ters to INS, ali show strong public re§entmer_1t
against churches that want to take the law into their
own hands. Americans see through the sanctuary
movement's hypocrisy toits true political motives.

Will the sanctuary churches abandon their unwor-
thy political ambitions and become the humamtan-
an movement they claim to be? Not likely. That
would require a commitment against .commumst
dictatorship and for bringing democratic freedoms
to all nations of Central America. That doesn’t seem
to interest them.

Arnold is a Bellevue writer and media consultant.
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Church mixing into politics

. FARGO,
N.D. — Trav-
el ing
around the
country re-
cently, talk-

. L ing to Amer-
Y AR icans, 1 was
GEORGIE amazed to
AKNE GEYER find  that

one issue

dominates moral concerns in many
places. This is the “sanctuary move-
ment” in the churches, which offers
(illegal) sanctuary to Salvadorans
ostensibly facing oppression in
their own country.

It is obvious to me, after many
conversations, that this has become
a moral quandary for many compas-
sionate Americans. Is it not right to
break only a mortal “law” in order
to save lives? One serious church-
woman in Fargo was distressed
when an impassioned “peace” group
wanted the promise of the Presbyte-
rian church for prayer and protest
if the United States invaded Nicara-
gua. The church had said no, but she
was deeply confused about what was
right in this case.

It's tricky. What is right and
wrong in this whole difficult and of-
ten ambiguous issue? What is good?
What is Christian? What is smart?

Jack Elder, who has become the
symbol of the sanctuary movement
for his indictments for smuggling
refugees in illegally, directs the
Casa Romero on the Texas border.
Interviewed recently by my assist-
ant and others at the Carnegie Instj-
tution in Washington, he gave some
answers that began to shed some
light on this unusual cause:

"] feel that US. involvement in
the area is at heart at least one of
the problems in the area. I don't be-
lieve laws are to be obeyed simply
because they are on the books, but
to serve the people . . . The prospect
of 20 million to 30 million people
coming to the United States (in case
of communist takeovers or break-
down in Central America) will hap-
pen only if the United States contin-
ves in its myopic view of Central
America, but if such a scenario hap-

pens, it will be our responsibility to
take in 20 million to 30 million peo-
ple unless we change policies . ..
Elections (in El Salvador) mesan
nothing unless conditions are right
for them. ..

“I'm saying that the United States
should stay out and give El Salvador
time to reconstruct and develop and
then step in and say, ‘What can we
dotohelp?'”

Not only in these quotes but in
reading over much of the move-

In this new and curious
North American sanctuary
movement, instead of
sanctuary carrying people
away from the shabbily
political, it carries them
right into it.

ment’s literature ] have been struck
by several troubling signs. On ‘the
personal level, there is a genuine
concern to help others, although
one has to note that there are people
close to home in need of help. On an-
other level, that of the highly ideo-
logical agenda-setters who are the
leaders, the movement comes down
to one passion: Remove all Ameri-
can influence from Central Amer-
ica’

One example of many: The De-
cember 1984 statement of faith of
the Chicago Religious Task Force on
Central America, one of the key
Christian sanctuary groups, says:
“In conclusion, we believe that at
this t{me, the sanctuary movement
should emphasize the goal of stop-

Viewpoints

Carolyn Barta

Viewpoints is a daily forum fora wide
variety of news and opinions and
does not necessarily reflect the edito-
rial opinion of The Dallas Morning
News. Phone: 977-8494.

ping US. intervention in Central
America. We do understand that
other groups and more sanctuaries
will choose to focus on serving refu-
gees returned to their countries by
the US. government. We support
this response, but our primary atten-
tion is directed toward stopping U.S.
intervention.”

] have to conclude, sadly, that at
least on the level of the agenda-
setters, the movement is a political
cause using the churches for rea-
sons that quite simply-have little to
do with the poor Central Americans
involved, rather than primarily a
humanitarian movement saving
people.

Historically, sanctuary has been
a sacrosanct right that protected
Latin American individuals against
any abuse by state or by group. This
was the right to be beyond unjust in-
dividual terror or unjust laws of the
moment by seeking sanctuary in ei-
ther church or embassy. It did not
assume perfectibility.

In this new and curious North
American sanctuary movement, in-
stead of sanctuary carrying people
away from the shabbily political, it
carries them right into it.

What's more, there is only one
devil, the United States. Never are
the degradations of the Marxist left
mentioned. On the other side, never
mentioned are the courageous refor-
mist Christian Democrats — who
are Catholic Church-related in their
beliefs. Indeed, they, too, are also
the enemy.

I'm afraid the sanctuary move-
ment is designed to make one group
of people feel righteous while it al-
lows the other, the movement's lead-
ers, to go about their highly political
business. I don't see that either
group really does very much for the
people of Central America, who
néed the patience and intelligence
of persistent long-term reforms, not
self-indulgence or self-righteous-
ness on foreign shores.

Georgie Anne Geyer's column is
distributed by Universal Press Syndi-
ccte.
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SANCTUARY

Facts Put Rhetoric To Flight

ACIS — cold, hard, merciless facts —
have a way of putting overblown rhetoric

ta flight.
Ambassador-at-Large H. Eugene Douglas,
coordinstor of refugee affairs for the State
Department, deals. in facts: And his facts don't

support claims made by the activists of the

sanctuary movement.

lDouglan. unlike the sanctuary rhetoricians,

not have the privilege of making airy
claims, unfounded accusations and uninformed
emotional appeals. His responsibilities in provid-
ing. for thousands of refugees in camps from
Thailand to Ethiopia preclude anything but
hard-headed realism.

Fhct: Despite the claims of the sanctuary
mivim. an exhaustive 18-month ntud{in El
vador showed that de%rted illegal aliens do

wél, suffer persecution on their return.

Fact: U.S. immigration law has no provision
for granting refugee status to those fleeing the
ahiioty of generalized violence. “Things are bad”
— a8 they are in many places In the world — is
pt an acceplable reason for granting refugee
stafus,

Fect: US. immigration law_allows appeals up
to and including the Supreme Court. And
beyond that there is appeal to the United
N':;.fom High Commission on Refugees. Sanctu-
ary activists never have pursued these avenues of

gppeal.

Fact: El Salvador, a small, overpopulated
country, has an established long-term pattern of
migration northward which preceded and has
nothing whatsoever to do with the Marxist
guerrilia war, A cease-fire tomorrow probably
would not alter migration patterns.

Fact: El Salvador is not consumed in violence.
The war between the guerrillas and the centrist
democratic government is confined to apecific
areas of conflict, and sccording to the United
Nations, there have been significant recent
improvements in the human rights situation.

Fact: The sanctuary movement's rhetoric
about the United States closing its doors to
refugees is not true. The United States expends
vast resources on refugee relief worldwide and
admits more l:.ﬁd refugees and immigrants each
year than all other nations combined.

Fact: The overwhelming majority of the
world’s 12.6 million refugees have fled from or
been driven out of leftist or Marxist countries.
Very few come from rightist regimes. An end to
US. aid to El Salvador and a Marxist victory
there would not solve the refugee problem.

Douglas concludes the activists are sincere,
but uninformed and unwilling to become so,

They are arrogant in putting themselves above,
the law and the good sense of the American

ople. The sanctuary movement is a slap in the
'ace of democratic institutions and the American
tradition of being an open door to the oppressed.
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REVIEW & OUTLOOK

The ‘Sanctuary’ Movement

One of the most striking aspects of
last year’s long and often emotional
debate over the Simpson-Mazzoli im-
migration bill was that however tense
the arguments became over U.S. atti-
tudes toward Mexicans seeking eco-
nomic opportunity here, all sides
played most of the time with their
cards face up and on the table. Now
the issue of foreigners fleeing to a bet-
ter life in the U.S. is percolating
through the news again, but this time
it’s more difficult to clearly identify
the motives and goals of the people in-
volved in what has come to be known
as ‘‘the sanctuary movement.”

For the past several years, various
Protestant and Catholic congregations
around the country have been harbor-
ing illegal aliens from Latin America.
The church people say most of these
aliens are from El Salvador, Guate-
mala or Honduras, and that they’'ve
fled here fearing political persecution
or even assassination by their own
governments. The church groups be-
lieve these people deserve the protec-
tion of the federal Refugee Act of
1980. The Reagan administration dis-
agrees, arguing that many of the
aliens are non-qualifying ‘‘economic
refugees,”” and last year the govern-
ment began prosecuting sanctuary-
movement leaders who were bringing
Sdlvadorans north through ‘‘under-
ground railroad” systems.

Our own instincts on these refugee
and immigrant questions has gener-
ally been to avoid getting bogged
down in definitional legalisms over
political vs. economic hardship and to
simply regard anyone with the cour-
age and wit to get here as a potential
asset. Some theoretical limits on the
number of yearning souls the U.S. can
absorb may well exist. But we've yet
to see convincing evidence that the
projected number of opportunity-
seekers from Mexico, EI Salvador,

Asia or elsewhere is at all near the
point of apocalyptic social and eco-
nomic collapse predicted by those who
wlant to restrict entry by these peo-
ple.

Nonetheless, we and others have
become troubled by the church-spon-
sored ‘‘sanctuary movement.” The
evidence mounts that what we have
here is not so much a spontaneous out-
pouring of Christian concern as itis a
movement led by a politically selec-
tive network of activists running an
aggressive offensive against U.S, for-
eign policy in Central America. Most
of the time, the activists are content
to let the church people get out front
to give Scripture-quoting interviews.
But the organizations’ political direc-
tors have spoken often enough to
make clear the ‘‘sanctuary” move-
ment’s familiar far-left agenda.

“‘An escalating military budget is
taking money from the poor in this
country to kill the poor in other coun-
tries,” says Renny Goldman of the
Chicago Religious Task Force on Cen-
tral America, the movement’s key or-
ganization. “'It’s the same as what the

government did to draft resisters dur-
ing the Vietnam War,” says Jim Har-
rington, Texas director of the ACLU,
speaking of the govérnment’s decision
to prosecute some sanctuary leaders.
The flow of refugees *‘will only stop if
our government stops giving weapons
to the Guatemalan government—the
people’'s killers,” the Chicago Task
Force's Ms. Goldman says, blithely
ignoring the fact that the U.S. does
not supply weapons to Guatemala.

Defending a sanctuary worker in
federal court last year, lawyer David
Sheehan of the Christic Institute lik-
ened the Salvadoran refugees to Jews
fleeing Hitler in World War II and the
sanctuary workers to Mary and Jo-
seph protecting Jesus from King
Herod. Mr. Sheehan later said he Irad
documents ‘‘proving, without dispute,
that the Ronald Reagan administra-
tion is fostering torture and death” in
El Salvador.

The key to understanding what’s
going on here is the provision in U.S.
refugee law giving refugee status to
foreigners with a ‘‘well-founded fear
of persecution” because of, among
other things, their ‘‘political opin-
ions.” The sanctuary activists obvi-
ously hope to draw into the movement
sympathetic Christians whose role is
to create a wave of innocent, selfless
sympathy for the illegal Latin aliens.
Then, if the Reagan administration
confers asylum status on the Salva-
dorans here, the activists running this
operation can loudly claim that the
administration has, in effect, delegiti-
mized the government in El Salvador
or Honduras or Guatemala. Ironi-
cally, Salvador’s popularly elected
president, Napoleon Duarte, is a so-
cialist, suggesting that the sanctuary
movement is less interested in what
the left thinks presumably will help
Latin Americans than it is in trying to
damage a conservative American gov-
ernment,

This past February, three well-es-
tablished migrant and refugee
groups—the American Jewish Com-
mittee, the Center for Migration Stud-
ies and the International Rescue Com-
mittee—said in an unusual joint state- .
ment that “‘the tendency to confuse
refugee and foreign policy iS among
the_most dangerous and iscouraging
frends of recent debates on this is-
sue.,” The importance of this joint
statement is that it is the first time to
our knowledge that centrists have
blown the whistle on the left's recur-
ring attempts to seize control of well-
intentioned movements in U.S, politi-
cal life. Strategic nuclear issues, civil
rights, feminism, Catholic economic
doctrine, human rights—all in recent
years have been taken over organiza-
tionally by left-wing activists who've
led their mainstream followers to the
irrelevant fringes of public policy,

The plight of the world’s growing
population of political and economic
refugees deserves serious attention.
The ‘‘sanctuary movement,’”” however,
does not provide it.
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We can’t send people
back to be brutalized

NEW YORK — We Chris-
tians and Jews in the sanctuary
movement make no apology
for what we do; it is an evil
thing to deport innocent people
to possible detention, torture,
and death.

Were Russian Jews today be-
ing forcibly returned to the So-
viet Union, or Poles to Poland,
Congress and the American
people wouldn't stand for it.

Why then do they sit idly by
while innocent Salvadorans
are returned to a country
whose death squads long ago
would have done in a Lech Wa-
lesa?

Why do they tolerate the
forceful repatriation of Guate-
malans to a government wide-
ly viewed as the most brutal in
the Western Hemisphere?

In 1980, Congress passed a
refugee act recognizing politi-
cal asylum as a right due those
fleeing persecution.

It's a good law, but it is being
miserably misinterpreted by
the Immigration and Natural-
ization Service.

While correctly classifying
as political refugees people es-*
caping a variety of communist
countries, the INS insists on la-
beling Salvadoran and Guate-
malan refugees as “economic,”
and as such deportable.

The reason is transparent; to
call “political” refugees com-
ing from countries whose gov-
ernments our own enthusiasti-
cally supports with military
and economic aid would obvi-

The Rev. William Sloane
Coffin is pastor of Riverside
Church, a sanctuary church.

ously raise embarrassing ques-
tions.

Because it has knowingly de-
ported innocent people to tor-
ture and death, the Reagan ad-
ministration has blood on its
hands, but only because Con-
gress and the American people
have water on theirs — water
as did Pilate.

Now nuns, priests, ministers,
and Christian laity are being in-
dicted for doing God’s work of
hospitality: “Thou preparest a
table before me in the pres
ence of mine enemies.”

Congress could put the sanc-
tuary movement out of busi-

ness tomorrow by insisting that -

the Refugee Act of 1980 be ad-
ministered in an evenhanded
way, or by passing the so-called
“extended voluntary depar-
ture” act, which would ailow
Salvadorans and Guatemalans
to remain in this country until
such time as it was safe for
them to return home.

One more task would then
remain to the members of the
Sanctuary Movement: to re-
spond to the urgent pleas of
Christians throughout Central
America to do all in our power
to help them stop the carnage.

Alas, the United States gov-
ernment has yet to realize that
the military solutions are no
answer to their social and eco-
nomic problems.

ROGER CONNER
An opposing view

Don’t give asylum
to illegal refugees -

WASHINGTON — Saul
Alinsky noted that people often
do the right thing for the wrong
reason. '

But the Sanctuary Move-
ment harboring persons from
El Salvador illegally in the USA
shows the opposite is also true:
People — even church work-
ers — do the wrong thing for
ostensibly the right reasons.

The cornerstone of the
church-inspired movement is
to smuggle illegal aliens as con-
spicuously as possible.

The publicity generated is

then exploited to voice -opposi-’

tion to the deportation of any
Salvadorans, as well as - the
Reagan administration’s for-
eign policy in Central America.

But their behavior has
broader implications. If well-
meaning people take the law
into their own hands, we will
soon deteriorate from a nation

-of laws into a nation of men —

the precise situation many are
confronting in Central Ameri-
ca today.

Today there are an estimat-
ed 500,000 Salvadorans illegal-
ly in the USA, one in nine of
that country’s native popula-
tion. Given an exploding labor
force in Latin America, we will
continue to see more and more
people trying to enter this
country for the foreseeable fu-
ture.

Sanctuary workers want ev-
eryone who is here now illegal-
ly, and anyone who may come
in the future, to be able to stay.
But to grant that kind of blan-
ket exemption would quickly
undermine the integrity of our
overburdened asylum laws,
laws that mandate individual-
ized decisions.

As Americans, we have es-
tablished ways to right a
wrong,

If we disagree with a law, we
should work to change it, not

Roger Conner is executive
director of the Federation for
American Immigration Re-

jorm.

flaunt it.

If we believe the govern-
ment is breaking a law, we
should use the courts to stop it.

Civil disobedience — and a
willingness to accept the conse-
quences — are arguably ap-
propriate only after exhaustive
efforts to work within the sys-
tem have failed. '

To do otherwise is to opt for
anarchy and to challenge the
social compact.

The group’s followers claim
to be guided by a higher law.
As sincere as they may be, our
laws do not generally yield to
claims of freedom of religion.

After daring the government
to arrest them, they may not
now seek to hide behind the
veil of the church. These pro-
testers must face the societal
response to their actions.

And in the end, do they offer
any ‘solutions?

Over 2 billion persons today
live under regimes that we
would consider violent or op-
pressive,

If we really want to help, we
should:

B Respect the law.

B Provide sufficient finan-
cial support for the U.N. high
commissioner for refugees to
temporarily house in camps in
Central America those fleeing
persecution or violence.

B And provide ample oppor-
tunity for those fleeing perse-
cution to apply for asylum
from outside the country.

For those Salvadorans who
enter the USA solely to find
work, Congress needs to pass a
law banning employment of il-
legal aliens to encourage them
to return home.
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Offered Sanctuary: Scores of U.S. Churches Take In
[llegal Aliens Who Flee Guatemala and El Salvador

By GERALDINE BROOKS
Staff Reporter of THE WALL STREET JOURNAL

MASSILLON, Ohio—In Sunday silks and
starched white shirts, the congregation of
Central Presbyterian Church stands to sing
Hymn 435—‘In Christ There Is No East or
West."”” Rich organ chords reverberate from
the church’s old stone walls.

This is a scene of worship, but also one of
deliberate lawbreaking.

In the sanctuary are two men and a
woman from EI Salvador—-young people
who entered the country illegally and who
remain here against the will of the U.S. gov-
ernment, which wants to send them back.

Central Presbyterian is one of more than
140 churches and synagogues that have de-
cided to illegally shelter Central Americans
who have fled their homes. The first such in-
stitutions, predictably, were in the South-
west, But now the sanctuary movement has
spread to mainline and conservative congre-
gations across the Midwest. Among them:
McKinley United Presbyterian Church in
Champaign, Ill.; the North Manchester,
Ind., Church of the Brethren; Wheadon
United Methodist Church in Evanston, Ill.;
St. Luke’s Presbyterian Church in'Wayzata,
Minn.; St. John's Cathedral in Milwaukee,
Wis.; and Temple Beth Israel in Madison,
Wis.

Acts of Conscience

The Massillon example is particularly
striking. The manufacturing town of about
30,000 is part of a congressional district that
hasn't sent a Democrat to the House of Rep-
resentatives since 1948. Yet four churches in
the district are harboring Salvadorans or
Guatemalans. Central Presbyterian’s mid-
dle-class congregation includes lawyers, re-
tired military personnel and even a federal
judge. For most of them and other church
members, the decision to break the law
came only after long study and a struggle of
conscience.

“There are activist churches that will
take stands on a Jot of social issues, but this
[church] certainly isn't one of them,” says
Pamela Hollinger, 3 member of Central
Preshyterian, The ¢hurch has been low-key
on issues such as the nuclear freeze and
+ven on the Vietnam war, she says. Back in
1963, a pastor at Central Presbyterian
earned the disapproval of many members of
the congregation by participating in Martin
Luther King's march on Washington. Even-
tually, the minister was asked to leave his
job.

“In those days, I guess’I thought you
obey the law at all costs,” says Robert De-
Mass, 2 member of Central Presbyterian
who attended Kent State University between
1963 and 1968 but didn't share the anti-Viet-
nam war sentiments of many of his friends
there. Mr. DeMass recently voted to break
the law by harboring the Central Ameri-
cans. This time, he says, “I made my deci-
sions on the basis of being a Christian rather
than on being a patriot.”

Mrs. Hollinger and Mr. DeMass come
from the kind of conservative background
that the church’s pastor, Robert Hoover,
says is typical of the congregation. Mrs.
Hollinger used to work as a legislative aide
at the Pentagon, and her husband, Greg, did
classified engineering work for the Central
Intelligence Agency. Mr. DeMass is a minis-
ter’s son who leases organs to Midwestern
churches. The congregation voted 149-101 in
favor of protecting the three Salvadorans af-
ter a full year of study and discussion.
Compliant Congregation

No one quit the congregation following
the vote and the arrival of the Salvadorans
in January. One church member, Judge Da-
vid Dowd, of the northern district of Ohio,
says he attended most of the study sessions
and the church meeting at which the vote to
shelter the refugees was taken,.but he didn’t
actually vote himself. He hasn’t publicly ex-
pressed an opinion on the church’s action.
“In my position, I don’t think it's appropri-
ate” to do so, he says.

'Assisting an illegal alien is a felony, car-
rying a possible penalty of $2,000 and five
years in prison. Conspiring to do so can
haye an even stiffer penalty—10 years’ im-
prisonment. Since the first churches de-
clared themselves sanctuaries in March
1982, several arrests have been made, but
only one trial has been concluded so far.
Stacey Merkt, a lay worker at a Roman
Catholic refugee center in San Benito,
Texas, will be sentenced Wednesday for
transporting illegal aliens from a shelter
north of the Rio Grande to San Antonio.

Most of the Central American refugees in
the U.S. illegally wouldn’t be eligible for
amnesty under the immigration bill the
House passed yesterday because they ar-
rived after Jan. 1, 1982, the cutoff date en-
dorsed by the House. (See story on page
2.) But provisions in the bill that would
make hiring undocumented workers illegal
could add to the burdens of religious organi-
zations harboring and trying to find work for
Salvadorans and Guatemalans.

All the arrests to date have been related
to transporting refugees from the border to
some church offering asylum. None of the
churches involved have been raided. The be-
lief that a fugitive in a church is protected
from the law is an ancient one, mentioned in
the Bible and written into Roman and Brit-
ish law, but it isn't recognized in U.S. law.
Besides, most of the refugees aren’t actually
housed in churches.

The churches argue that the Salvadorans

and Guatemalans they are assisting
shouldn’t be classified as illegal aliens but
as refugees who would be persecuted if they
were Sent home. Under the 1980 Refugee
Act, such people may stay and work in the
U.S. until it is safe for them to return
home.
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A few Salvadorans and Guatemalans
have been granted refugee status, and a few
‘more have been given asylum, a permanent
status that can lead to citizenship. But the
State Department says that most Salva-
dorans and Guatemalans don't qualify as
refugees from persecution under the Refu-
gee Act. Rather, it says, they are fleeing
poverty, and such people are being deported
at the rate of about 500 a month. The Ameri-
can Civil Liberties Union and some church
groups say that successful applicants for
asylum are more likely to face persecution
by leftists rather than by government
forces. The State Department says no such
bias exists in granting asylum.

“El Salvador has a long history of cases
of immigration to the U.S, for economic rea-
sons,” says Elliott Abrams, the assistant
secretary of state for human.rights and hu-
manitarian affairs. He describes as “utter
rubbish’” estimates church groups were
making that a third of the deported Salva-
dorans are killed when they return home.

The House immigration subcommittee
had the U.S. Embassy in San Salvador write
to or visit 482 randomly selected deportees
and was unable to substantiate a single hu-
man-rights violation, Mr. Abrams says.
However, the embassy couldn’t find half the
people on the list, nor could it obtain any in-
formation about them.

“It's not exactly what you would call
hard social-scientific method,” says Amit
Pandya, the director of the ACLU’s political-
asylum project. The ACLU has compiled ev-
idence of 120 cases of civil-rights infringe-
ment including murder, torture and impris-
onment, he says, but he adds that all such
information is difficult to gather and sub-
stantiate because many who return to El
Salvador change their names or go into hid-

ing.

Nevertheless, Mr. Abrams dismisses the
sanctuary movement as “‘a willful and ca-
sual violation of American law.” He says
civil disobedience should be a last resort af-

ter normal democratic channels, such as

pressuring Congress, have been tried.

Some church members, such as William
Clarke, say they did try and failed. Mr.
Clarke is the president of Hilscher-Clarke
Co., an electrical contractor in Canton, Ohio.
He is an admitted conspirator on behalf of
Central American refugees and a member
of Christ Presbyterian Church in Canton.

Mr. Clarke got involved with the Central
Americans two years ago through his friend
John Fife, the Tucson pastor whose church
~was the first to offer the refugees sanctuary.
When he first heard Mr. Fife's account of
mass deportations, he says, he ‘‘had a little
trouble believing it.”” But after studying
court records and talking to refugees, he be-
came concerned enough to take the issue to
Washington.

The message he got was that the refu-
gees just weren't an issue. Mr. Clarke re-
turned to Ohio determined to make them
one. He began visiting local churches, en-
treating them to offer refugees haven. Cen-
tral Presbyterian in Massillon was one of
the churches at which he spoke.

On a recent Wednesday evening, he
spoke at a Mennonite church in Tedrow,
l(e)el:iio—a tiny town about 30 miles west of To-
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Elias Frey, a visitor from a neighboring
congregation, waved a hand toward the 60
or so people gathered in the church. “There

would have been a lot more,” he said, ‘‘but
they're all so busy in the fields.”

Mr. Clarke always $tarts his speech the
same way—a way almost certain to win the
trust of people such as these Mennonite
farmers and small-business owners

“I'm a Republican,” he says. “Very con-
servative. I voted for Ronald Reagan. So
I'm the last person in the world to be advo-
cating civil disobedience.”” But by the end of
his speech about El Salvador, Guatemala
and U.S. immigration policy, that is pre-
cisely what he does.

“‘We look down on those churches in Ger-
many that allowed the Jews to be rounded
up after they knew what would happen to
them,” he says. ‘“Now.you know. If you be-
lieve that people are being tortured and
murdered in Salvador, and that we are sup-
plying the guns and the bullets, then you
know that we are standing behind the death-
squad member [who has] the gun and the
knife. By offering sanctuary, we can at least
stop supplying these death squads with their
victims.”

The Tedrow church agreed to study and
to discuss taking in refugees.

Legislative Interest

Mr. Clarke's work has also made refu-
gees an issue with Rep. Regula. In April, he
became one of a handful of Republican co-
sponsors of a bill calling for an inquiry into
the fate of Salvadorans deported from the
U.S. and for a halt to further deportations
while the study is under way.

Nationwide, at least ohe new sanctuary
church is enlisted every week, says the Chi-
cago Religious Task Force on Central Amer-
ica, which tries to match and transport refu-
gees to churches that will have them.

Other refugees find their own way to a
safe haven through a network of friends and
relatives. The three Salvadorans at Central
Presbyterian—Anna, Ever and Hugo—had
been scratching out a living in Texas until
one of them received a deportation notice.

(They won't give their surnames because
they are afraid.) They knew that Ramon, a
neighbor from their village, had found sanc-
tuary with St. Michael’s Catholic Church in
Canton. He told them the Massillon church
was going to vote on harboring refugees.

In an old car bought with savings from a
dishwashing job, the three made their way
to Ohio.

“They had nothing,” recalls Mrs. Hol-
linger of Central Presbyterian, ‘‘just the
clothes they were wearing and a shortwave
radio they used to listen to news broadcasts
from home.” The three stayed with Ramon
until the church vote, when the Massillon
church offered to take them in.

Anna's Tale

Anna, 26, was a nurse in ‘El Salvador:
There isn’t any way to substantiate the story
she tells, but it is typical of cases reported
by human-rights organizations such as Am-
nesty International and by missionaries in
El Salvador.

Anna’s husband disappeared amid a
wave of Killings that followed a strike at his
factory, For weeks, she went by bus from
town to town, asking for her husband at po-
lice stations and jails, searching body piles
along the roadside.

Among the corpses she found the bodies
of two of her husband’s fellow workers. I
feel terrible this time,” she says, in English
barely adequate for what she has to de-
scribe.

Eventually, Anna went to work for a
small health clinic and tried to get on with
raising her infant son and small daughter.
But after the clinic treated demonstrators
injured in a street scuffle, the clinic's doctor
was murdered. Anna left her children in her
mother’s care and fled. She was smuggled
into the U.S. in a crate.

Ever and Hugo

Ever, 21, came to the U.S. on a student
visa, but, he says, he was afraid to return
home because many of his friends had been
killed after refusing to join either the army
or the left-wing guerrillas.

Hugo, 26, was a member of a union at
a cooking-oil factory. He saw.the army kill
six of his co-workers, he says. After he fled,
soldiers came to his house, beat his father
and arrested his brother. Hugo says his fa-
ther is deaf from the beatings and his
brother still is in jail.

The three now are settled in an apart-
ment in Massillon. Church members have
found them jobs—Anna as a private nurse,
Hugo in a plant nursery and Ever in a Mexi-
can fast-food restaurant.

If anything, the presence of the refugees
has consolidated the congregation’s support
for sanctuary. One retired military man who
had said he couldn’t possibly vote to break
the law was the first to offer Anna a job.

A Family Tradition

For others, such as Lois Flanagan, help-
ing refugees is nothing new. ‘‘We had Ukrai-
nians in our barn after World War II,” she
says. ‘“We had to shoo the turkeys out before
we moVed them in. Of course, the govern-
ment recognized those poor souls were dis-
placed persons.”

Winning similar status for the Central
Americans is the purpose of the sanctuary
movement. ‘‘There are probably somewhere
between 250,000 and half a million Salva-
dorans [in the U.S.] now,” says Darlene
Gramigna of the Chicago Religious, Task
Force. Churches can't provide shelter. for
more than a few of them. ‘“What we want to
do is change the administration’s policy on
deportation and its foreign policy on Central
America.”

Mr. Hoover, Central Presbyterian’s pas-
tor, agrees. ‘‘Breaking the law is something
that’s not in the character of these people
(in the congregation) to do, but they’re do-
ing it for deep humanitarian reasons,” he
says. ‘‘And when you have people out in the
grass roots of Ohio saying there’s something
the matter, the politicians might be wise to
listen.”
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Sanctuaries misused

The church as a sanctuary for people
In trouble dates back to biblical times
when it was a safe haven, and often the
only haven, for those oppressed by pov-
ernments. But the growing use of
churches to protect illegal immigrants
from the Central American countries Is
contrary to U.S. law, and that illegality
is bad.

More than 110 churches, monasteries
and synagogues, according to the Chica-
go Interreligious Task Force on Central
America, now serve as sanctuaries for
illegal immigrants in 60 U.S. cities. The
group also said that a half-dozen
churches in Oregon, including some in
Eugene and Portland, were planning to
become sanctuaries or make other ef-
forts to aid aliens.

While these religious groups are es-
timated to be housing fewer than 400 of
the some 500,000 illegal Central Ameri-
can aliens in the United States, thou-
sands of other illegal immigrants are be-
ing provided with food, medical and le-
gal services, even job training, by church
groups.

Studies of iilegal aliens, whether
from Central America or elsewhere, all
point to the same fact: The great majori-
ty are seeking economic opportunities,
and oniy a tiny minority are escaping
political persecution. Separating the two
groups is not a simple matter, nor is it
attempted by generous Americans, in-
cluding those operating the sanctuaries.
It Is usually assumed that alt who apply
for help wouid be in political danger if
returned to their homes.

Many groups offering protection for
illegal aiiens are for the most part using

their safe harbor activities as a way of
protesting the administration’s policy in
Central America. In these cases, the Rea-
gan administration has been wise, from
its own election-year Image_ standpoint,
to avoid scenes of immigrants being
dragged from sanctuaries by their heels,
being deporting and church leaders be-
ing prosecuted. Under the law, the cler-
Ics would face five years in prison and
$2,000 in fines for each offense.

It is not easy to determine which
refugees would face persecution if de-
ported and thus qualify as political refu-
gees. The government has sent 29,479
illegal aliens back to E! Salvador since
1980 and believes the few later killed
were victims of accldents, not death
squads.

The church groups think otherwise,
declaring those they protect face cruel
persecution if returned. They use the
aliens for propaganda speeches, for re-
buttals against the administration’s poll-
cies in Central America they oppose.

Using oppressed peoples, if that they
all be, for propaganda purposes goes
beyond providing historic sanctuaries for
humanitarian reasons. It is not a tactic
even those who may be opposed to the
Reagan policles In Central America
ought to support because it is a clear
effort to use acts of civil disobedience to
scoff at U.S. laws that are not patently
unjust.

Groups that distort a historic, hu-
mane tradition can expect a day of earth-
ly reckoning, a day when the govern-
ment will decide it cannot continue to
turn the other cheek in the face of un-
lawful transgressions.
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Deporting Salvadorans

§ MANY AS half a million Salvadorans may now
_illegally in the United States, making this
coun{ry a major sanctuary for victims of war and pov-
erty in El Salvador. At the 1982 rate of deportatioris,
moreover, 99 percent of that estimated total can ex-
pect to stay indefinitely. The flabbiness of the immi-
gration law and the-inability of the immigration serv-
ice to apprehend or process more than a small fraction
of the illegals make it s0. A sharp argument has arisen,
nonetheless, over that deported 1 percent. Are some in
that mumber, denied political asylum, being deported
to great peril?

Some church and human rights groups say they are,
citing the pervasive violence in El Salvador and a few
cases in which deportees have been killed. That the
violence is 30 pervasive indicates that deportees may
not be special targets of it. At the same time, it is un-
feeling of the bureaucracy to suggest that the violence
facing & given deportee doesn't count because it is per-

*vasive rather than personal. Last year, 74 Salvadorans
received political asylum. Of the 1,067 Salvadorans
whose applications were denied, some simply had law-
yers who know that requesting asylum is a good way
to spin out an illegal stay, but conceivably some were

worthy. Certainly the applicants should get the bene-
fit of the inevitable doubt.

Especially for the churches now providing “sanctu-
ary” for illegals, however, the point appears to be not
simply to help people in trouble but in addition to use
them in the cause of ending American aid to El Salva-
dor. They would like all Salvadoran illegals. to be
treated as political refugees fleeing persecution, and
they ask the administration to suspend the custom-
ary one-at-a-time immigration reviews and grant a
blanket “extended voluntary departure” status per-
mitting a mass indefinite stay.

Pmrly, we think, the administration resists
spreading this blanket. The illegals are, after all, ille-
gals. Their numbers are huge. Most are fleeing not vio-
lence or political persecution in El Salvador but eco-

-nomic hardship in Mexico, their port of first asylum. It

diminishes the concept of political asylum to bestow
that status unselectively. The better course is to treat,
individually and compassionately, the relative handful
of Salvadoran illegals who come into the cvils of Amer-
ican law. Beyond that, the drive to rewrite the immi-
gration law, %0 a3 to improve the American people's ca-
pacity to control who comes and goes, must move orf.




Alan K. Simpson

We Can’t Allow All
Salvadorans to Stay

According to ‘current est:mates nearly 500,000 Salvadorans are
living in the United States as illegal immigrants. As the conflict in El
Salvador continues, there have been urgent calls for suspending the
deportation of this entire group of people.

While these requests have been based on compassion and charity,
they have also been founded on mistaken assumptions and under-
taken without consideration for the full consequences. There are
reasonable, humanitarian alternatives to sending Salvadorans back to
contested areas in their homeland, but allowing all of them—refu-
gees or economic migrants—to stay in the United States until the
conflict subsides is not one of them.

It is therefore most important to place the issue of undocumented
Salvadoran “refugees” in perspective. El Salvador has traditionally
generated the second-largest flow of illegal aliens, exceeded only by
. Mexico. Since long before the conflict in that country heated up in
1979, hundreds of thousands of Salvadorans have migrated illegally
to the United States in search of economic opportunity.

These “pre-conflict” Salvadorans are estimated to constitute
350,000 of the approximately 500,000 undocumegted Salvadorans
here today. The Spanish International Network (SIN) conducted an
exit poll of Salvadoran voters during that country’s recent presiden-
tial elections. Seventy percent of Salvadorans polled said they would
like to emigrate to work in the United States.

Almost all Salvadorans come to the United States by land routes.
In doing so, they must cross at least two countries to reach our bor-
der. All of them must pass through Mexico and Guatemala, and some
also travel through Honduras. Both Mexico and Honduras have al-
lowed “‘safe haven’ for Salvadorans, and the U.N.’s High Commis-
sion for Refugees has established a presence in each ¢ountry. In a
legal sense, then, it is these nations that are the country of safe
“first asylum,” not the United States.

While it may be true that many Salvadorans left their homeland
because they perceived their lives to be in danger, they did not
travel 2,000 miles through the friendly and accepting country of
Mexico because of a continuing threat of personal violence.

Their reasons for traveling on through Mexico are reasonable—to
find better employment opportunities or to live with friends or family
in the United States—but this is the motivation of most legal and ille-
gal immigrants around the world, not of the true refugees. The United
States and the United Nations define such a refugee as having a “well-

“Critics of present policy would have us
believe that the violence in El Salvador
prevents anyone from living there with
any reasonable expectation of personal
safety. This is most assuredly untrue.”

founded fear of persecution based on race, religion, nationality, mem-
bership in a particular social group, or political opinion,”

The United States already has a mechanism for assisting those
persons who would face persecution if they were returned to their
homelands: political asylum. Based on the above definition, political
asylum affords those present in the United States a specific adminis-
trative and judicial process by which to make their claim of persecu-
tion if they are deported.

THE WASHINGTON POST
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Undeniably, political asylum is a difficult test to pass, but that 1s
because the U.N. and U.S. definition of a refugee is very specific,
and the manner in which that definition should be interpreted—ac-
cording to the U.N. Handbook on Criteria and Procedures for Deter-
mining Refugee Status—is very strict. The low approval rates for
political asylum worldwide are caused not by “political prejudice,” or
“covering up our involvement in Central America,” but by the exact-
ing international standards on who may be considered to be a “refu-
gee.” Of the 500,000 or so Salvadorans in this nation today, only
20,000 to 30,000 have applied for political asylum.

The suspension of deportation of al! Salvadorans illegally present

- in the United States would be a most curious policy. It would require

simply that the United States not deport those people who clearly
are not refugees according to the U.N. definition, who clearly are
economic migrants, and who could return home without any signifi-

cant risk. It would also send a quite explicit message to the people of
El Salvador: all you have to do is get here; once you do, we will allow
you to stay regardless of your circumstances. Given the tattered dis-
array of current U.S. immigration Jaws, this would be an absurd pre-
cedent.

Some strident and often partisan critics of current policy would
have us believe that the violence in El Salvador prevents anyone
from living there with any reasonable expectation of personal safety.
This is most assuredly untrue. There is relatively little violence in
the western provinces of El Salvador. There are displaced-person
camps throughout the country that are rarely, if ever, in danger and
that are receiving increased amounts of assistance from the U.S.
‘government and the international community. Honduras provides
safe refugee camps open to all Salvadorans seeking haven. It is be-
yond dispute that internally displaced Salvadorans experience poor
living conditions, but this should be addressed through increased hu-
manitarian assistance, not by relaxing further our strained immigra-
tion laws, - :

What should the Umted States do with deportable Salvadorans?
First, we should return those who would choose to go voluntarily or
who expréss no significant apprehension over returning. When the
State Department began conducting a recent random survey of 500
returned Salvadorans in El Salvador, it learned that not only had not
one person been found killed or abused because of political violence,
but no relatives or neighbors of those sought had even heard rumors
about any of the returnees disappearing or being abused.

Second, the United States should remove those Salvadorans who
express significant fears of returning and place them in refugee
camps in Honduras, or it secure displaced-person camps in E] Salva-
dor. Correspondingly, the United States should provide sufficient aid
to these present facilities so that an additional number of people
could be handled and adequate living conditions be assured. .

Finally, we should develop guidelines that would identify certain
classes of people who might well be subject to particular risk if re-
turned to El Salvador. There is evidence that this may be true of
teachers and medical personnel. In such instances, a “case-by-case”

review of the need for extended voluntary departure would certainly
be in order.

We must not distort our laws concerning political asylum. Serious
risks are taken by those who would grant “sanctuary” to those who
are not refugees. Such an indiscriminate selection process would
only further the “compassion fatigue,” which will lessen our nation’s
willingness to respond to the millions, of truly persecuted humans ail
over the planet, -

The writer, a Republican senator from Wyoming, is co-atithor of
the major immigration reform bill now before Congress.



~ Sanctuary workers sentenced
for aiding Salvadorans
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BROWNSVILLE—Two Brownsville Diocese sanc-
tuary workers, convicted in February of aidins 1legal
altens, were sentenced March 27 and 28, one to 150
days in a halfway house, the other to 179 days in
orison.

Jack Elder, director of a church-sponsored shelter
for Central American refugees, was sentenced to 150
days in a halfway house March 28 by U.S. District
Judge Filemon Vela. A day carlier Vela had sentenced
Elder to one year in prison aiter Elder rejected Vela's
offer for probation that would have prevented him
from continuing his work i the sanctuary movement.

Elder, 41, is director of Casa Oscar Romero in San
Benito, Texas, a shelter run by the Brownsville

Diocese.

Stacey Merkt, 30, a volunteer at the same shelter,
was sentenced to 179 days |n prison for her conviction
on conspiring to help the Salvadorans enter the United
States illegally. She could. have received a five-year
sentence.

Vela also ordered Ms. Merkt to serve 90 days on a
similar conviction.in May 1984. Ms. Merkt had been
on two years probation burt the judge revoked her pro-
bation March 26, ordered lier to leave the shelter, and
fmposed a gag order forbidding ber to speak with
reporters.

- The judge ruled that gne would serve the two
sentences concurrendy. Md. Merkt planned to appeal.

Elder’s sentence was reduced from one year to 150
days after the judge consulted with defense and pro-
secution attorneys. Vela ruled that Elder would serve
the reduced term in a halfway house to be determined
later. Elder termed the reduced sentence “‘probably
“r.'l

Elder’s attorney, Steve Cooper, had asked that the
sentence be reduced to 90 days because Elder was a
first-time offender.

Elder and Ms. Merkt, who were convicted Feb. 21
in Houston, have reccived .support from the
Brownsville Diocese and the Galveston-Houston
Diocese.

Vela had offered Elder a two-year probation on the
conditions that he move out of Casa Romero and that
he not speak publicly about the sanctuary movement.

**Those are unacceptable,’ Elder said of the propos-
ed terms.

A Corpus Christi federal court jury acquitted Elder
in January on charges of transporting three
Salvadorans from the shelter to a bus station in March
198¢.

Sanctuary workers say Central Americans are flce-
ing violence in their homelands and should be granted
political asylum. The U.S. government has classified
almost aill Central Americans as economic refugees and
has deported many of them.
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No legal sanctuary

This being a nation of laws, it is odd
that the National Council of Churches
should find it, as it says it does, “sur-
prising and shocking” that the govern-
ment has cracked down on the sanc-
tuary movement under which some
churches have protected those they con-
sider political refugees from Central
America.

The last vestiges of the ancient con-
cept of sanctuary — under which some
kinds of fugitives could receive limited
and temporary protection from civil au-
thorities — were eliminated from most
nations’ laws in the 18th century.

Those harboring illegal aliens inside
or outside of churches are violating the
law, irrespective of the worthiness of
their motives. There is-in the United
States a tradition of social recognition

of civil disobedience, but that tradition
includes an understanding that violators
of the law will be subject to prosecu-
tion.

It is, of course, deeply troubling
when the dictates of individual con-
science run counter to.the dictates of
law. The most desirable remedy is for
energy to be focused on changing the
law rather than disobeying it.

U.S. immigration laws provide for
asylum in certain kinds of cases. Critics
of those laws or of their application
should take their case to Congress or
the courts. That is an imperfect remedy,
but it remains the best one in a pluralis-
tic society where there is nmo more
agreement on some matters of con-
science than there is on some laws.
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Sanctuary:

Opinion

For the birds

With a fanfare of publicity, a Washington church this week is
declaring itself a ‘‘sanctuary’’ for Salvadoran refugees. According to
advance press releases, a ‘““solemn procession’’ from one Protestant
church to another in Northwest Washington will highlight the
ceremony.

It is obviously a ‘“‘media event.” It is also an act of civil
disobedience and a red flag waved in front of the U.S. Immigration
and Naturalization Service which is in the process of cracking down
on undocumented Salvadoran refugees in the United States.

The group here, called the D.C. Metropolitan Sanctuary
Committee, follows in the footsteps of several churches in other
parts of the country, mainly the Southwest.

The INS considers the Salvadorans economic and not political
refugees. This policy ignores documented evidence that repatriation
of such refugees often places them in great personal danger.

Archbishop James A. Hickey, speaking on behalf of the U.S.
Catholic Conference, has urged Congress to adopt special legislation
if necessary to grant a stay of deportation of such refugees until
peace is achieved in El Salvador.

© ‘““These refugees come to America, as did our own ancestors, to
seek freedom from political fear and from the dehumanizing poverty
of a country prostrated by war,” the Archbishop recently told a
House subcommittee.

De facto sanctuary in churches already exists. The INS, while
arresting undocumented Salvadorans almost everywhere else, has
yet to drag anybody out of a church.

Thus, by their public defiance, organizers to this ‘‘sanctuary”
movement actually threaten those who have been able to gather with
a sense of security in Catholic churches and places such as the
Centro Catolico, Capilla Latina, Casa Santa Maria, clinics, classes
and parishes.

They also are placing in danger those very refugees they claim
to be helping. We feel sorry for these recent arrivals who surely will
be bewildered, confused and frightened by the spotlight of efficient
American publicity.

Civil disobedience is justified only when every other remedy
has been exhausted. That still is not the case here.

We hope that Catholiecs will lead a vigorous nationwide
campaign to influence publi¢ opinion and pressure policy makers to
bring about more humane immigration practices.

Meantime, a sanctuary should be just a nice place to go to
watch birds.
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Parish majority
rejects civil
disobedience

By WILLMAR THORKELSON
Special 10 the National Catholic Reporter
St Paud, Minns.

“IN GOOD CONSCIENCE, we can lend no
:wpp?n to those who advocate violating the

Those words from a petiticn signed by more
than 320 parishioners of St. Mark’s Catholic.
Church here best explain why their church will
not offer sanctuary to a refugee from Central

The parish’s social justice committee had ar-
nnggdduusdmmdwngﬂnpayeu
seeking to acquaint parishioners with the
sanctuary issue. The debate that accompanied
them was often emotional, and some said it
threatened to divide the parish.

The debate reached its climax in late Feb-
ruary when the 13-member parish council met
1o consider a pro-sanctuary resolution. pre-
sented by the social justice committee:

With some 200 parishioners on- hand to
watch, and television and other media represen-
tatives present to record the action, the council
voted 8-3 against the resoluti :
abstained, and the president was not permitted
10 vote. .

In the discussion that preceded the vote, in
which some 40 parishioners spoke, the ques--
tion seemed to focus on civil disobedience and
whose laws would be obeyed.

“We believe we must first obey divine law,”
said Frank ‘Schmidt, a member of the social
justice committee. Not to offer sanctuary, said
Judy Ratte, who represents that committee on
the parish council, would “deny what jesus is
asking us.” '

. Another council member, Mike Gaida, said
he was “staunchly pro-life, but that doesn’t give
me the right to disobey the law. | have six chil-
dren, and it is my duty to show them an exam-
ple.” ’

" Bruce Leier, the council’s retiring president,
who favored sanctuary, argued that “part of this

Rarish does not have the right to veto what a
significant part of the community wants to do
— offer sanctuary.”

He reported that a lawyer in the U.S. Immi-
fration and Naturalization Service (INS) had
confided to him that what the U.S. government
is doing in denying sanctuary to Central Amer-
ican refugees violates treaties it has signed and
the 1980 refugee act.

Leier sought 10 counteract arguments given
3 an eerlier parish meeting by Gerald Coyle
district INS director, who had urged the parish
m to c:f::ﬂdsanctua ry. Coyle had said the INS

not inf to arrest refugees given sanctuary
locally, but the next-day Salvadoran
R_ene Hurtado, sponsored by St. Luke Presbyte-
rian Church of Minnetonka, was arrested, Leier
pointed out. He also. disputed Coyle's state-
ments that the refugees were not in danger if
g:sy were forced to retum to their home coun-

Parish councit member Willlam Haugh, an
attormey, argued against giving sanctuary, say-
ing “civil disobedience is not warranted under
such vague circumstances, Civil disobedience
is 100 often the first step to anarchy.” He also
said adequate remedies exist within the law.

Haugh aiso.called attention to the petition,
asking the council to reject the proposal to “es-
(abllsh and finance an illegal refugee sanctu-
ary.” '

Robert Keyport, later elected the council's

-new president, said he had not seen an issue

in 35 years that had divided the parish of 5,000
Catholics so badly as the sanctuary issue.

He had told-a reporter earfier he felt. the
sanctuary issue was being pushed “more as a
political statement .rather than as an outreach
of help to'a particular peison in need.”

And he said most parishioners were against
the proposal because they “don't like the idea
j w;m _ l I . II N ." | s ’

Council member William Marzolf said he,
100, objected to0 sanctuary because it amounted
o civil disobedience.

*Heal this grievous wound which this issue
has cauzed in qur parish fabric,” he pleaded

Council member Don Lindstedt urged sup-
port for the sanctuary resolution, as did Father
John Brandes, St. Mark's pastor, who an-
hounced that as a member of the parish councif,
he would vote for the resolution.

Brandes observed that *it is something new
for Catholics to see social justice as a compo-
_nent _of the Gosoel "

1 would hope that St. Mark’s might be one
Catholic parish that would open its doors to
Catholic people from Catholic countries,” the
priest said. He noted that churches of other

SanCtuaryz NO! w15 1055

denominations are giving sanctuary to Catholic
refugees.

Marion Rogowski, who represepts the parish
Ahar and Rosary Society on the parish council,
reported that members of that society’s board
had voted 0-18 against the sanctuary proposal.

Since june 1983, St. Mark’s has been one of
the supporting churches. of Walker United
Methodist Church, Minneapolis, in offering
sanctuary to refugees from Guatemala — Al-
berto Giron and Teresa Lopez. Brandes said St.
Mark’s has had many visits from the two refu-
gees.

As a supporting church, members of St.
Mari’s have provided financial aid and dinners
for theé refugees, have sat with them and have
participated in their cultural acclimation. They
also have lobbied Congress to change the laws
regarding refugees,

Besides St. Luke Presbyterian and Walker
United Methodist, refugees also are being har-
bored in the Twin Cities’ area by First Univer-
salist Church of Minneapolis and by the Twin
City Friends {Quaker) Meeting of St. Paul. Three
Duluth area congregations — First Unitarian,
Duluth-Superior Friends Meeting and Sacred
Heart Catholic Church — joined to provide
sanctuary to a young woman from El Salvador.
However, the Catholic parish withdrew as a
sponsoring church with a change of pastors.

Hurtado, 26, the first refugee to be given
sanctuary in Minnesota, has been held in Ram-
sey county jail while his attorneys seek to
reopen his petition for political asylum, which
was rejected when he applied for it in Califor-
nia in 1982,

Hurtado's case is regarded as having national
signif cance for the sanctuary movement. Hun-
dreds of Minnesotans concerned about Central
American developments have rallied twice in
his behaif outside his jail. Minnesota’s entire
congressional delegation and 90 Minnesota
legislators have signed petitions asking the INS
not to reveal"Hurtado’s real name’ and urging
that he be given a proper court hearing before
possible deportation.

Hurtado insists his life would be in danger if
he were retumned to El Salvador and that his
family remaining there would be persecuted if
he were identified.

Meanwhile, while the parish council vote at
St. Mark’s Catholic Church ends the possibility
that parish will itself harbor a refugee, it does
not end discussion about the issue of civil dis-
obecience,

Srandes said a series of Lenten programs for
*he parish will deal with “Human Law and the
Conscience of Believers.” One documentbeing
used in the discussion was a statement on civil

disobedience adopted last October by the Min-
neapolis-based American Lutheran church.
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Tick, tick . . .

By Richard L. Strout

HERE are we going to put them all? Popula-

tion is growing all over the world — particu-

larly underdeveloped countries. Who will feed
them? Communist China is taking drastic steps to limit
its population. It is already the largest in the world. But
how about many of the others? You are reminded of it as
you leave the Washington National Airport where a clock
computer with digital letters grimly announces, WORLD
POPULATION IS NOW 4,814,900, 891.
_ Thelittle numbers in the population clock turn menac-
ingly. Tick, tick, tick. In the United States we shall have
282 million by 2000. The population growth rate of the
earth is slowing down, but it is still one of the most men-
acing things on our planet.

. President Reagan and the State Department are wor-
ried about Latin America. The population explosion has

something to do with it. In 1979 Paul Ehrlich and Loy -

Bilderback in their book, ‘“The Golden Door’’, noted that
“El Salvador, a country about the size of Massachusetts,
has 4.5 million people today. . . . The ‘Soccer War’ be-
tween El Salvador and neighboring Honduras in 1969
was formally . . . attributed by the OAS to Salvadoran
migrants being pushed into Honduras by El Salvador’s
skyrocketing population — the first time that population
pressure received official mention as a cause of war.”

Was it the first time? One of the most tense spots in
the world right now is along the US-Mexican border. Not
a formal war but akin to it. According to a recent TV pro-
gram, by the end of the century Mexico City will be the
biggest metropolis on earth. Already, according to the
narrator's account, there is barely standing room. The
smog in the slums is murky and oppressive. When' will
they move into the United States? Here is an excerpt
from the Federation for American Immigration Reform
in its February immigration report:

"

“Current United Nations projections show . .. a 100
percent rise in population for all the (world’s) developing
countries, and a 130 percent increase for Latin America
between 1980 and 2025. . . . With annual births increas-
ing from 2.7 to 3.2 million by 2020, Mexico’s population,
even with falling fertility rates, is projected to rise from
its present 75 million to 174 million by 2025. . .. What
this means for all of Latin America . . . is that the re-
gion’s population will rise from its present 200 million to -
390 million by 2025. . . .

But carr they feed these people? In their scholarly 1973

" book William and Elizabeth Paddock answer the ques-

tion in their title, *“We Don’t Know How."’ They recall
the 18th-century green revolution in Ireland.

“In the resulting Irish famine of the 1840s, 2 million
Irish starved to death, 2 million emigrated, and 4 million
were left on the land in poverty.” What'’s their comment?
“When such a thing as a Green Revolution occurs, its
name will be Disaster if it arrives ahead of the Popula-
tion Control Revolution.”

Perhaps we are building another disaster on our own
southern border. There have been humanitarian calls in

. the United States to ease Mexican immigration restric-

tions. US has immigration laws, but their nonobservance
is almost as bad as Prohibition. On Feb. 1 the Reagan
administration requested 977 additional enforcement of-
ficers for the Immigration and Naturalization Service. It
is doubtful if Congress will give any such amount. The
patrol service is destitute. At any given period only 400
Border Patro] agents guard the entire US-Mexican bor-
der. They apprehend over 3,000 illegals a day, and the
guess is that for every one apprehended two or three
make it across — not only Mexicans buf El Salva-
doreans. The US has cut down its fertility rate, but be-
cause of the influx from abroad (legal and illegal) it has
one of the highest growth rates of any-industrial country.

America’s laws are a paradox. It is unlawful for an

-undocumented person to work in the US, but it is not un-

lawful to hire that person. After a decade of bipartisan

-work the Senate has twice passed a pending comprehen-

sive immigration control bill (Simpson-Mazzoli) and did
it by overwhelming majorities: 80 to 19, and 76 to 18.

But the House of Representatives hasn'’t acted. It
might offend somebody in an election year.

The lonely border patrolman grabs the illegal immi-
grant and brings him into cus But.he fights g war
tht;:, the nation has forgotten. The world population clock
ticks on.
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A modern form of slavery

Nobody
knows ex-
actly how
many illegal
aliens there
are in this
country, ex-
cept that the
figure is in
the millions.
No other de-
veloped country has so little control
of its own borders.

So why, the question keeps being
asked, can't something be done
about it? Immigration laws that
might help bave been proposed.
They've . been humanitarian and
practical, but they wind up being
shot down in Washington.

It’s usuaily assumed the main op-
position to new immigration laws
comes from.: opportunistic Hispanic
politicians or chronic do-gooders.

They're probably a factor, even
though some of their positions are

ROYKO

so clearly goofy. I've heard defend-.

ers of the illegals argue that any-
body who manages to sneak into this
country should immediately qualify
for all welfare benefits. Some people
with soft hearts — and even softer
heads — have even arguned that ille-
gal aliens should have the right to
vote,

But I suspect there is much
stropger clout involved, and it has
nraing to do with compassion.

It has to do with something a res-
taurant employee complained to me
about the other day.

She works in a big downtown res-
taurant, owned by a man who owns

two other successful places.

The restaurant owner dresses
well, lives well and likes to talk on
his mobile phone as he wheels
around town in a big, expensive car.

His employees have a less flam-
boyant life style.

As the waitress said: “It started in
December, when business fell off af-
ter Christmas. They just stopped is-
suing paychecks.

“First they told us they had
switched accounts from one bank to
another and there were problems.
Then they said the payroll delivery
truck was late. Then they said they
just didn’t have the money to pay us
because business was slow.

“They told us if we weren't pa-
tient and willing to wait awhile for
our money, they’d just close and

we'd never see any of the money.

“It was a month before ! got a
check I could scrape by because of
my tips, but most of the help in the
kitchen and the clean-up jobs don't
get tips, so they were really shafted.

“Most of them are illegal aliens,
so they just kept their mouths shut.
They're afraid if they complain,
they’ll get picked up and shipped
back

“Some of the illegals worked two
or three months without getting
paid, and when checks were issued,
they bounced.

“So, a lot of the illegals finally
just gave up and moved on. He (the
owner) got two or three months of
free labor out of them, but he didn’t
care if they quit, because he can re-
place them with other illegals.”

It's a dream of a setup for a busi-
nessman. Pay your help the mini-
mum rate. Then, if the cash flow is
slow, or you need money for other
investments, or your personal ex-
penses increase, don't bother to pay
them at all.

There’s not much the illegals can

The immigration people aiso say
they don’t like to see aliens being
cheated, and they will help them get
what they worked for, if they com-
plain.

They will not snatch them up and
deport them, either, at least not im-
mediately.

But they have to open a file on
them. That's their job. That will
make it easier to bring them in
later.

Which is why the aliens let them-
selves be used by people such as the
restaurant operator. They fear being
deported a lot more than they fear
being cheated out of a few weeks of
their labor.

An immigration offictal said: “It’s
a chronic problem. Some businesses
are always taking advantage of
them. We receive complaints all the
time here in northern Illinois.”

That’s only one part of one state.
You can multiply it by thousands
across the country.

So, when you hear the argument
it would be cruel and terrible to re-
form the immigration laws, don't as-

‘So, a lot of the illegals finally just gave up and moved
on. He (the owner) got two or three months of free
labor out of them, but he didn’t care if they quit,
because he can replace them with other illegals.’ It’sa
dream of a setup for a businessman. Pay your help the
minimum rate. Then, if the cash flow is slow, or you
need money for other investments, or your personal
expenses increase, don't bother to pay them at all.

do. Sure, they can go to their state’s
department of labor and file a claim
for their wages.

A spokesman at the Illinois
agency says: “Whether they’re cit-
zens or not is not our concern. We're
here to protect employees, including
aliens.

“The only fear they should have
is if the employer turns them over
to immigration.”

That's like saying that if jou
jumped off the roof, the only fear
you should have isin landing.

sume somebody’s heart is bursting
with compassion.

It’s just as likely you're hearing
from somebody who has discovered

the economic benefits of a modern
form of slavery.

Who would have thought that af-
ter all these -years, this country
would have so strong a pro-slavery
lobby in Washington?

Mike Royko writes for The Chi-
cago Tribune.
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The Sanctuary Movement:

A Time for Reappraisal

The Sanctuary movement has been gaining
growing support among major U.S. denomina-
tional boards and agencies in recent months,
calling us to the Biblical injunction not to op-
press the stranger in our midst. It should not be
surprising that many Christians and Jews have
responded.

But there are some who believe that the
sanctuary campaign is primarily a means to
undermine U.S. opposition to Marxist-Leninist
movements in Central America. These politi-
cized sanctuary supporters are not on the
fringes of the movement: they are at its very
center. The principal sanctuary coordinating
organization, the Chicago Religious Task Force
on Central America declared in a December
1984 position paper that:

...s0me churches have declared themselves
sanctuary and have done almost nothing to
oppose U.S. military aid to Central
America. We question whether this is
adequate.... What is the value of a sanc-
tuary church that continues its support (by
silence, by vote or whatever) for U.S. poli-
cies in Central America?

Felipe Excot, a
featured speak-
er, denounces
U.S. imperialism
at the sanctuary
symposium held
in late January
at the Temple
Emanu-El in
Tucson, AZ.

Photo by Elizabeth Mangeisdotf, Anizoma Dwily Star

The political agenda of such leaders of the
sanctuary movement has so detoured the move-
ment from Christian purposes that it now
threatens not only to worsen the problems of
Central Americans, but to further undermine
the moral credibility of our churches.

Consider, for instance, the central argument
of the movement: the assertion that an illegal
alien about to be deported to El Salvador proba-
bly faces death upon his return. There is simply
no proof that this is so.

El Salvador has been the second largest
source of illegal aliens in the U.S., after
Mexico, for the last thirty years. In 1979,
before the beginning of guerrilla war, the
number of Salvadoran illegal aliens in the U.S.
was already approximately 350,000, By 1984,
that number had increased to same 500,000.

Clearly, a large proportion of the illegal
Salvadorans now in the United States were here
before the onset of civil war. What do we know
about the others? In fact, most Salvadoran
illegal aliens apprehended by the INS opt for

Sanctuary, Cont'd on page 2
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what is called voluntary departure, in which
they post bail and arrange to return to El Salva-
dor within six weeks in order to collect their
money. In 1982 the number of Salvadoran vol-
untary departures (2,701) exceeded the number
of deportees (2,127). Today the Congressional
Research Service (CRS) of the Library of Con-
gress estimates that "About 70% of the Salva-
dorans apprehended by INS return to E] Salvador
under a ‘voluntary departure' agreement ratht;r
than a deportation order."

Even those Salvadorans who do apply for
asylum after apprehension -- a growing number
now -- freely cite economic considerations as a
principal reason for coming here. These asylum
applicants have overwhelmingly responded in
the asylum questionnaire that they were not in
any more jeopardy than anyone else in El Salva-
dor.

Thus by self-admission these persons do not
qualify as refugees under international law.
The 1951 Geneva Convention on Refugees de-
fines a refugee as someone who has a "well-
founded fear of being persecuted for reasons of
race, religion, nationality, membership of a
particular social group or political opinion." A
refugee must demonstrate membership in a
group subject to persecution. It is not enough
simply to be trying to escape generally un-
pleasant conditions in one's home country.

The assertion that Salvadorans who are sent
back to El Salvador are in grave danger there
has been repeated so often and with such a
strong sense of urgency by church sanctuary
activists that the absence of hard evidence
sometimes goes unnoticed.

In 1982 the Chicago Religious Task Force's
Basta! Sanctuary Organizer's Nuts & Bolts Sup-

plement, No. 1, claimed Amnesty International
as a source for the assertion that: "As of Au-
gust 1982 ... 30% of all refugees forcibly re-
turned to El Salvador from the US and Mexico
have been tortured, maimed or murdered upon
their return." But, this testimony was dis-
claimed in a letter of June 23, 1983 by Rona
Ellen Weitz, Amnesty International's Area
Coordinator for Latin- America, who stated that
"for the record, none of the facts or figures
attributed to Amnesty International in the
organizer's quide published by the Chicago
Religious Task Force are accurate."

In 1983 the American Civil Liberties Union
(ACLU) published a study which attempted to
fill in the lack of documented .evidence of
abuses against Salvadoran returnees. This study
was based on a comparison of the names of
8,500 deportees with a list of the names of
22,000 victims of human rights violations. The
study took nine months but found only 113 "pos-
sible" matches among the names, and a mere 25
cases where, by the ACLU's own estimation,
there was better than an average possibility of
a match, i.e. 1/3 of 1% of the total. The ACLU
could not actually establish a single postive
identification between a deportee and a human
rights victim. This study is still quoted as if it
proved the sanctuary movement's case, while in
fact it proves the opposite.

Unlike the ACLU, the State Department has
conducted an "on the ground" investigation of
what actually happens to deportees when they
return to El Salvador. Of a random sample of
482 deportees, interviews conducted with the
deportee or a close family member found only
one case in which a deportee became a human
rights victim. In that one case, the deportee
was shot and killed back in 1981 by the guerril-
las, apparently as a result of mistaken identi-
ty.

No Salvadoran human rights organization --
including even Tutela Legal, a favorite source
for opponents of U.S. policy in El Salvador --
has reported any case of a deportee being killed
since two deaths were reported in 1981. More-
over, the Geneva based Inter-government
Committee for Migration (ICM), which provides
resettlement services to every returnee to El
Salvador, has found no cases of human rights
abuses of the returnees.

Today the general level of violence resulting
from the fighting in El Salvador is steadily
abating. Out of a total population of 5 million,
estimates of the number of civilian violent
deaths in 1984 range from the 771 compiled
from newspapers reports to Tutela Legal's high
estimate of 2,024. Tutela Legal asserts that
among its number, 205 were the victims of
death squads, 55 were killed by guerrillas, and
the rest were killed incidental to combat be-
tween the army and the guerrillas. But Tutela
Legal has been criticized for counting dead
guerrillas as civilians killed in combat, and the
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Sanctuary: A Look at Church Tradition

The use of churches as places of refuge for
illegal aliens from war-torn Central America is
rapidly gaining acceptance by the clergy and
the lay community.

Some theologians have been eager to point
out that the current practice of offering sanc-
tuary to fugitives is a continuation of a Judeo-
Christian tradition. In part, their justification
is based upon the claim that they are simply
observing a custom which can be traced back to
the Old Testament and medieval canon law. In
their eyes, sanctuary has always been of deep
"religious-political significance." As one minis-
ter explained, since the earliest times, "God's
law could be invoked . . . in opposition to civil
law," (Sid L. Mohn, "Central American Refu-
gees: The Search for Appropriate Responses,"
World Refugee Survey 1983, New York: Ameri-
can Council for Nationalities Service, p. 45).

It is therefore important to determine what
really has been the historical usage of sanctuary
by the church. Was it used as a challenge to
civil authority? Could any fugitive from justice
place himself under ecclesiastical protection?
Only by examining both the form and substance
of this ancient tradition can we judge whether
these modern advocates of sanctuary are truly
following the practice as it actually developed
in the canonical codes of the church.

The legal basis for church sanctuary can be
found in the Old Testament with the establish-
ment of the Levitical cities of re fuge for those
guilty of involuntary homicide. The intention of
this law was to rule out blood vengeance and
similar forms of retribution. In order that the
cycle of retaliation could be stopped and tribal
unity maintained, the duty of vengeance by a
murdered person's relatives was to be turned
over exclusively to the highest authority --
God. Thus the priests, as God's surrogates,
became arbitrators and protectors for those
fleeing vengeance. This occurred not only in
the ancient Near East but in the Greco-Roman
world as well.

This article was adapted for Religion and
Democracy from an article published in: Immi-
gration Reform and Refugee Policy Develop-
ment, Defense of the Alien, Vol VII, edited by
L. Tomasi, Center for Migration Studies, New
York: 1985,

by Richard H. Feen

By the late Middle Ages, with the growth of
state power and the king's authority, royal
edicts were conceived further to restrain this
"license" of revenge and to limit the duration of
feuds. Again, custom dictated that the clergy
have a special role as intermediaries between
criminals and those who desired vengeance.
Thus the church became a recognized place of
refuge for those involved in any number of
crimes.

In general, one could seek sanctuary in any
religious center, be it a church, monastery or
abbey. In fact, a number of such places were
specifically chartered by the crown for that
purpose. However, not every type of criminal
was permitted to go into sanctuary or, if he got
in, was allowed to remain. Those excluded from
the privilege were repeat offenders, heretics,
sorcerers, those already convicted of an of-
fense, and suspected or indicted traitors.

According to canon law (especially as formu-
lated in England), those who arrived safely
within the precincts of a sanctuary were ex-
pected to make a confession of their misdeeds
to the ecclesiastical officials, surrender any
weapons, and put themselves under the supervi-
sion of the religious leader. Depending upon the
place of sanctuary, the fugitive might be re-
quired to wear religious garb and take part in
daily activities such as the ringing of the bells
and attendance at mass.

Contrary to contemporary beliefs about the
practice of sanctuary, the fugitive was not
given an indefinite period of time to remain on
church grounds. Moreover, his future options
were specifically circumscribed.  Within a
period of forty days, the individual had the
choice either of taking an oath to "foreswear
the realm" (i.e., forfeit all lands and goods and
go into permanent exile), or surrendering to the
king's authorities and standing trial. On the
continent of Europe, as opposed to England,
there existed the possibility (rarely exercized)
of remaining and joining a religious order for
the duration of one's life.

In regard to those who chose to turn them-
selves in to the civil authorities, the forty days
offered the fugitive gave him time to con-
template his offense and prepare his case.

Tradition, Cont'd on page 4
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Furthermore, the formal transfer from author-
ity ecclesiastical to that of lay officials would
take place under guard, thus keeping the de-
fendant safe from any retribution by avenging
parties.

With the Reformation in the 16th century
came a critical questioning of the practice of
sanctuary. The early leaders of the Reforma-
tion held the concept to be invalid because the
physical structure of the church, as well as the
clergy within, were thought to have no ex-
clusive hold on holiness. Furthermore, the
reformers -usually sided with the Protestant
princes in their fight to obtain supreme author-
ity over their domains. The French king and
other Catholic monarchs soon followed suit in
abolishing sanctuary. If the least confidence in
public order was to survive, they held, violent
criminals could not be allowed to escape civil
justice.

In order to accommodate these changing
views, in 1591 Pope Gregory XIV issued a Papal

Bringing the Revolution Home, . . .

The first national inter-American symposium of
the "sanctuary" movement, "From Fences to
Friendship,"” was held on January 23-24 in
Tucson, Arizona. This conference marked a
new stage in the sanctuary movement, which
for the first time is becoming more centralized
and is broadening its appeal. At least 1300
people registered for the conference, but the
total number of participants may have reached
1700. Further, the sanctuary movement has
begun to use sympathy for the plight of refu-
gees not merely to build opposition to U.S.
Central American policy, but also to try to
bring radical change to the United States.

The conference was sponsored by the Tucson
Ecumenical Council's Task Force on Central
America which, along with the Chicago Reli-
gious Task Force on Central America, have
become de facto coordinators of the sanctuary
movement. The conference also coincided with
the trial of Texas church worker Jack Elder,
who was recently convicted of transporting
illegal Salvadoran aliens. Many of the sixteen
other indicted sanctuary workers (including the
‘Rev. John Fife of the Southside Presbyterian
Church and Jim Corbett, who are credited with
launching the sanctuary movement in 1982) are
connected with the Tucson Ecumenical Council.

Bull which restructured the process of granting
sanctuary. Henceforth, when a bishop received
an application, the individual was to be taken
out of sanctuary and placed in an episcopal
prison until he could be tried by the ecclesiasti-
cal authorities for his crime. If the evidence
gave reason for a quilty verdict, the accused
was to be immediately handed over to the civil
authorities for trial in the state's court. The
Pope later eliminated the right of sanctuary for
anyone whose acts resulted in a death, regard-
less of circumstances. By the late 17th cen-
tury, the only persons who could seek sanctuary
were debtors. A period of two months was
established for the individual to "make grace,"
at which point the debtor would be expelled
from sanctuary and given over to the mercy of
his creditors.

Though sanctuary remained in the canonical
code books of the Catholic Church, it was very
rarely practiced from the 18th century onward.
The use of churches as places of refuge for
civilians fleeing the horrors of war did continue
in the modern era, but the laws of warfare did
not designate churches as places of safe haven

The following are highlights of the actual
conference proceedings which, in the main,
were not reparted in the press.

The keynote speaker at the symposium was
the familiar Rev. William Sloane Coffin Jr., of
the Riverside Church in New York City. He
argued that if the sanctuary movement reaches
out to the poor in the U.S., especially blacks, it
can help foster economic and social change in
our own country. Coffin noted that a "success-
ful revolution in Central America would not
only bring economic and social change there,
but also cast a few hopeful rays in our direc-
tion."

Yvonne Dilling, the director of Witness for
Peace, the principal church support group for
the Sandinistas, equated her work in the sanc-
tuary movement with her previous work among
Salvadoran refugees in Honduras. Dilling had
worked with a refugee settlement which by her
own estimate was in a "center of querrilla acti-
vity."

Jim Wallis of Sojourners magazine and
"Christian community" reported on his role as
the National Director of the Emergency Re-
sponse Network. The Network will undertake
massive civil disobedience in the event of any



for the noncombatant population. Unfortunate-
ly, no international conventions on war have
recognized churches as a refuge for the inno-
cent.

It should be noted that in America, given the
early separation of church and state, a law of
sanctuary never existed. There was a brief
attempt by isolated Protestant churches in the
North to establish the "right of sanctuary" for
escaped slaves from the South, but it was never
officially recognized. Persons could seek
refuge in a church, but the clergy had no formal
power to refuse the entrance of public law
officers to arrest runaway slaves. During the
Vietnam War, draft resisters sought the protec-
tion of the churches but that, too, failed
because there was no legal precedent for sanc-
tuary.

From this brief review of the historical usage
of sanctuary by the church, it is clear that the
contemporary practice of sanctuary does not
have its roots in ecclesiastical tradition. Sanc-
tuary was never meant as a means of openly and
defiantly challenging the policies of the civil

authorities. In addition, those seeking sanc-
tuary were not encouraged by the clergy or
their congregations. Furthermore, once a
fugitive was inside church grounds, it was
expected that he would resolve his uncertain
status by either turning himself in to the king's
officials to stand trial, or permanently leaving
the country. Finally, sanctuary as a means of
providing accused persons with a certain immu-
nity from the state was a foreign practice and
was never accepted in the United States.

Dr. Richard Harrow Feen did graduate work at
the Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy and
Harvard Divinity School. He served as a Uni-
versity Chapel Associate at Tufts College, and
was a staff member with responsiblities for
ethical and human rights issues in the Office of
Ambassador Eugene Douglas, United States
Coordinator for Refugee Affairs. Dr. Feen is
currently a broadcast journalist for the Voice of
America in Washington, D.C.

escalation of U.S. military involvement in
Central America primarily by occupying federal
offices. The Network's Pledge of Resistance
was distributed to all participants during the
symposium.

Many of the panel discussions included a
Salvadoran or Guatemalan refugee, usually
wearing a bandana as a mask. Each of these
refugees argued against U.S. policy in Central
America and demonstrated a highly ideological
understanding. One Salvadoran identified the
sanctuary movement as the most effective
challenge to the U.S. role in Central America.
A Guatemalan army deserter said "sanctuary is
a symbol of solidarity with us," in the struggle
against "U.S. and Israeli imperialism."”

Roberto Pineda of the Student Christian
Movement of E! Salvador also arqued that
"sanctuary creates a beautiful opportunity to
work with us in building up a community... for
our people to get united." His apparent goal is
to make the refugee community in the U.S. an
arena for radicalizing Salvadorans before their
return to E] Salvador.

Marta Benavides, a U.S.-educated Salvadoran
who had worked for a church relief group in El
Salvador until Archbishop Romero's assassina-

tion, asserted that in returning to the U.S.: "We
from El Salvador are not here to make friends
but to wage peace." She called for "revolu-
tionary patience" in this effort. Ms. Benavides
now works for the MEDEPAZ, an NCC related
group based in Philadelphia that is involved in
Central American solidarity work.

Phillip Wheaton, director of the NCC-related
Ecumenical Program for Inter-American Com-
munication and Action (EPICA) and the coordi-
nator of the Washington, D.C. sanctuary group,
reminded the participants that the struggle for
sanctuary was not directed against a particular
Administration but "an acquisitive system based
on the maximization of profit...."

"This empire,” Wheaton added, "is sucking
the world dry of its wealth and resources." The
sanctuary movement must seek "change in the
fundamental economic priorities of the Ameri-
can system." The sanctuary movement is not "a
goodwill gesture" but a way to force people "to
ask basic questions about our way of life."

The open January 23-24 symposium was
followed by a closed consultation on January 25
which only representatives of churches already

engaged in sanctuary were allowed to attend.
— Kerry Ptacek



A Sanctuary Survey:

Positions of the U.S. Denominational Boards

The Presbyterian Church
(U.S.A.) recommends:
"That the General Assembly
support congregations and indi-
viduals who provide sanctuary to
asylum seekers as a way of
showing Christian compassion
for them and stressing the need
for change in our government's
policies and actions; and that
other congregations be chal-
lenged seriously to take this
stance."
"The Church and Asylum
Seekers.! Adopted by the
1983 General Assembly of the
P.C. (US.A)

The United Methodist Church:

"Therefore, be it resolved that
the General Conference of the
United Methodist Church strong-
ly....Encourages  congregations
who take seriously the mandate
to do justice and to resist the
policy of the Immigration and

Naturalization Service by de-
claring their churches to be
"sanctuaries" for refugees from
El Salvador, Guatemala, and
other areas of the Caribbean and
Latin America."
"Assistance and Sanctuary for
Central American Refu-
gees." Adopted by 1984
General Conference.

The Christian Church

(Disciples of Christ):

"The Department of Church in

Society of the Division of Home-

land Ministries ... stands with

those congregations who seek to

be true to their understanding of

the faith by making the decision

to provide sanctuary."
"Sanctuary for Central Amer-
icans: A Position Paper."
September, 1984,

The American Lutheran Church:
"Resolved, that The American
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Lutheran Church at its 1984
General Convention ... offer
support and encouragement to
congregations that have chosen
to become refugee sanctuaries."
Resolution on "Central Amer-
icans in the United States,"

The American Baptist Churches
in the U.S5.A.:
"Therefore, we commend to
American Baptist churches the
following: ... that we respect
those churches that, responding
to the leading of God's Spirit,
are providing sanctuary for refu-
gees fleeing certain suffering
and death in Central America."
Resolution on "Central Amer-
ica," June 1984,

The United Church of Christ:

"Be it further resolved that the
Fourteenth General Synod ap-
plauds those congregations
granting sanctuary to El Salva-
dorans and Guatemalans, and
encourages all our congregations
to consider providing sanctuary

until such time as extended
voluntary departure status is
granted."

Statement on "Sanctuary,"

General Synod, June 1983,

The Lutheran Immigration and
Refugee Service of the Lutheran
Council in the U,S5.A:
"Therefore, be it resolved that
the ministry of congregations
providing sanctuary to Central
American refugees be affirmed
by the Lutheran Council in the
U.S.A. through its Department
of Immigration and Refugee
Services of its division of Mis-
sion and Ministry."

Resolution adopted by the
Central American Cancerns
Program of the Lutheran
Immigration and Refugee

Service, March 1983.

The Rabbinical Assembly:

"The Rabbinical Assembly en-

dorses the concept of sanctuary

as provided by synagogues,

churches, and other communities

of faith in the United States."
1984 Convention of the Rab-
binical Assembly.
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guerrilla practice of hiding in civilian homes
and forcing civilians to act as supply carriers
must also be weighed when evaluating the or-
ganization's figures.

But even if one accepts Tutela Legal's num-
bers, the 2,024 civilian victims in 1984 repre-
sent a decrease of maore than half from the
5,142 reported in 1983. This decline is a
product of the improving government control
over the practices of the security forces and
the firing of officers charged with abuses. The
army has also shown greater skill in separating
civilians used for cover from the guerrillas.
Even Americas Watch, a critic of the U.S. Ad-
ministration, has noted in its July, 1984 report
that "death squads are virtually non-existent
Loday." Violence in El Salvador now is largely
criminal -- not political -- save for that which
occurs in military combat. In some degree, this
must be attributed to the success of U.S. mili-
tary training and human rights policies.

These facts are apparently understood by the
Salvadoran people. Most of those fleeing the
civil disorder in El Salvador go to the regions of
the country held by the army. According to
U.S. government figures, in Fiscal Year 1984
they numbered at least 400,000. This is seven
times the number of Salvadorans who fled to
camps outside El Salvador, including 20,000 in
Honduras, 18,000 in Costa *Rica, 17,500 in
Nicaragua, 3,500 in Mexico, and 2,000 in Belize.
And only a small portion of these would claim
they were fleeing from the Salvadoran authori-
ties.

RESPOND

While many Salvadorans have fled the areas
affected by the guerrilla war, more have left El

Salvador because of the decline in the economy
caused by the armed struggle. This economic
crisis worsened when the guerrillas, unable to
defeat the army in the field, turned their war
against the economy, deliberately targeting
warehouses, bridges, coffee farms, and power
stations. (Ironically, some church-based oppo-
nents of U.S. policy in El Salvador carry out
their own version of what Archbishop Rivera y
Damas calls the "War of the Empty Table" by
pressing for a boycott of Salvadoran coffee.)

But the growing ability of the Salvadoran
army to maintain stability has now begun to
produce an improvement in the economy. Ac-
cording to The Washington Post (February 11,
1985), the Salvadoran economy stablilized in
1983 and posted real growth in 1984, There are
already indications that this economic revival is
slowing migration to the U.S.

But there are still many thousands of Salva-
dorans who come illegally to the United States,
and feeling grows among many of our citizens
that we are becoming a nation which has no real
borders, and therefore no effective govern-
ment. Many who favor more liberal U.S. immi-
gration policies agree that whatever those poli-
cies are, they must be established by law and
effectively enforced. Christians and Jews who
blur the distinction between authentic asylum-
seekers and economic refugees contribute to
undermining our government's policy of granting
political asylum. This policy has not always

Sanctuary, Cont'd on page 8
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been honored, as the shameful treatment of
Jewish refugees in World War II reminds us.
Those who are abusing the concept of political
asylum in order to '"destabilize" our foreign
policy may again turn public opinion against the
American tradition of granting haven to the
victims of political persecution.

At present, any illegal alien is allowed to
apply for asylum and to remain in the United
States while his case is being heard. The INS,
the State Department, the immigration judges,
the Board of Immigration Appeals and the U.S.
District Courts are obliged to guarantee his
rights until his case is decided. U.S. immigra-
tion law, far from deserving attacks from
churches, has permitted our country in recent
years to accept for permanent resettiement
more refugees than all of the other Western
countries combined.

Under U.S, law Christians and Jews are not
prevented from helping illegal aliens. An
editorial in The Washington Post clarifies this
important point:

Leaders of the sanctuary movement are
embarked on a heavily political mission.
They seek to do more than shelter and
feed Salvadoran refugees, which would not
violate any American law. Instead, by
organizing thousand-mile caravans and
calling press conferences, they publicize
the fact that they are transporting un-
documented aliens in furtherance of their
evasion of the immigration laws, and that
is a violation.

Religion and Democracy

1000 16th Street N.W., Suite LL50
Washington, D.C. 20036

It is clear that the plight of illegal aliens in
the United States is a painful one, and surely
our churches should maintain special ministries
to aid them. But the sanctuary movement is
becoming a cause which exploits these vulnera-
ble people for political ends which are not good,
either for Salvadorans or Americans.

UN PUEBLO
QUE DIJO

This husky hero of socialist realism appears on t.he cover
of the Chicago Religious Task Force's sanctuary manual.
For the public, the iconography is usually more
appealing.
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1.\1;] CEGISLATIVE BULLETIN

EXTENDED VOLUNTARY DEPARTURE (EVD) FOR SALVADORANS
S. 377/H.R. 822

Senator Dennis DeConcini (D-AZ) and Congressman Joe Moakley (D-MA) have
reintroduced legislation that would deny detention or deportation of any illegal
Salvadoran aliens currently residing in the U.S. for a period of at least 18 -
months. The legislation is designed to protect all Salvadorans present in the
U.S. as of date of enactment of the legislation.

The bill also provides for a study by the General Accounting Office (GAO)
to be completed within one year on conditions of displaced Salvadorans.
S. 377/H.R. 822 are substantively similar to the EVD for Salvadorans legislation
introduced by Senator DeConcini and Congressman Moakley in the 98th Congress.
There are three issues that must be addressed upon consideration of this
legislation:

How will S. 377/H.R. 822 affect current U.S. immigration policy? Until
1980, decisions over refugee admissions were often made to achieve foreign
policy goals. Congress sought to remove immigration policy from the foreign
policy arena by enacting the Refugee Act of 1980. The Act created a uniform
standard for what constitutes a "“refugee" (a person who has a "well founded
fear" that he or she would face persecution if returned home) and mandated a
case-by~case evaluation of refugee and asylum applications.

The objective of the Act was that all detemminations should be made based
on the personal circumstances of each applicant regardless of whether his or her
govermment is “Communist", "right-wing", pro-American, or anti-American. Prior
to 1980, for example, all applications from communist countries were
autamatically granted. Last year 93% of all applications from mainland China
were denied.

The logic of S. 377 is that El Salvadorans should be singled out for
special treatment because of our past foreign policy (or its failure). As such,
it is a step backward.

Is S. 377 practical? As drafted, the bill fails to address a host of
practical concerns. First, the bill does not provide any procedures for or
assurances that Salvadorans awarded this "temporary" relief will voluntarily
return hame once the suspension of deportation is terminated. Second, the bill
covers only those Salvadorans present in the U.S. as of date of enactment. What
will be done with people who come in later? Wwhat documents will suffice to
prove how long the person has been here? Third, and most importantly, the bill
does not speak to the issue of cost. Who will be fiscally liable for the cost
of processing up to 500,000 applicants? Who will pay for social service
benefits to which Salvadorans will be entitled as newly legalized residents?

Is EVD for Salvadorans necessary? Proponents claim this legislation is
necessary because the U.S. is failing to uphold the Refugee Act by
systematically denying all Salvadoran asylum claims. Asylum claims are heard by
INS District Directors and Immigration Judges. Negative decisions can be
appealed to the Board of Immigration Appeals and finally to the courts. Theé INS
employees and Immigration Judges are independent. Each group insists that they




make asylum decisions based on the merits of each case. While it is true that
most Salvadoran asylum applications are denied, the overwhelming majority of all
asylum applications are denied, and reversals by the courts are infrequent.

In fact, more Salvadorans are granted asylum under our present laws than
all but three other countries in the world. Considering the small population of
El Salvador (5 million), on a per capita basis, El Salvador ranks second among
all countries in asylum claims granted.

Proponents also claim that returned Salvadorans are facing torture and
death. There is virtually no credible evidence to support such a charge. There
are numerous studies, including recent findings by Tutela Legal (the Human
Rights Office of the Archdiocese of El Salvador) confirming that deported
Salvadorans are not victims of human rights violations as a result of U.S.
immigration pollcy.

It is worth noting that the ICM (Intergovernmental Committee on Migration),
based in Switzerland, and in charge of providing assistance to repatriated
Salvadorans, has reported that the main complaint of recently returned
Salvadorans was not that they were persecuted, but rather that they have
difficulty finding the kind of job they want.

FAIR'S POSITION

Since the founding of FAIR in 1979, we have urged successive
administrations to review refugee and asylum claims on the merits of each
individual application. We strongly believe that the national debate over

foreign policy should not prejudice or benefit any claimant, be they Salvadoran,
Polish, Haitian or Palestinian.

S. 377/H.R. 822, like prior administrative grants of "Extended Voluntary
Departure,”" is ill-conceived and discriminatory. It sets a harmful precedent.
The Census Bureau estimates that the population of Third World countries will
grow by about two billion in this quarter-century. That is nearly ten times the
population of the United States. There are alrzady massive unemployment,
housing shortages and urban crowding, with the prospect that conditions will
worsen. Such conditions spawn violence.

FAIR believes we should be more vigorously confronting Third World poverty
and overpopulation by helping these people in their own countries. We support
the Refugee Act and our immigration law, which rejects the idea that anyone who
wishes to leave such countries has a right to immigrate here. Rather, refugee
status—whether temporary or permanent--must be limited to those who would be
singled out for persecution in their home countries.

S. 377 implies an entirely new principle for U.S. policy: That anyone who
wishes to leave a country with overpopulation, high unemployment, and political
violence can come to the United States. Were we to grant such special status to
El Salvadorans, on what principle could it be denied to those who leave the
Philippines, Lebanon, Northern Ireland, Haiti, Guatemala, Peru, Afghanistan or
Turkey, to name but a few? S. 377 simply fails to face the hard questions which
must be answered by those who make immigration policy: How many immigrants can
we accept? How are we to choose among the millions who would come if they
could? How do we enforce the rules against illegal immigration?

For more informati contact Kateri Callahan at the Pederation for
American Immigration Reform, 1424 Sixteenth St. NW, Washington, DC 20036.

Telephone: 202-328-7004.



EXTENDED VOLUNTARY DEPARTURE FOR SALVADORANS

- Roger Conner

Statement before the Senate Subcommittee on Immigration
and Refugee Policy

April 22, 1985




Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee:

The Federation for American Immigration Reform (FAIR) is a national
non-profit membership organization working to stop illegal immigration and
reform U.S. immigration policies to reflect the econamic and envirommental
realities of the 1980s. FAIR has over 108,000 supporters in every state of
the Union and has worked hard to supply Congress, the media, and the
American people with data and information about the relationships between
immigration policy and important national values. We appreciate this
opportunity to submit a statement regarding Senate Bill 377, to grant
Extended Voluntary Departure to illegal aliens now residing in the United
States. ‘

S. 377, commonly referred to as "extended voluntary departure" for
Salvadorans, would give a congressionally mandated amnesty to all
Salvadorans currently residing illegally in the U.S. The bill does not
provide procedural guidelines for the repatriation of Salvadorans upon the
sunset of the amnesty; rather, the drafters of the legislation assume that
Salvadorans will return to their home country voluntarily in 18 months or
sO.

There are three issues that must be addressed upon consideration of
this legislation:

(1) Is a congressionally mandated grant of "Extended Voluntary
Departure" to 500,000 Salvadorans justified?

(2) Will the legislation function as intended by Congress, i.e. will

the amnesty be only a temporary reprieve from deportation followed by a

voluntary return?

(3) How will S. 377 affect current U.S. immigration policy?



-2 -

Implications of S. 377 to U.S. Immigration Policy

Throughout the history of our country, U.S. immigration laws have
often been used, abused, circumvented and nullified to achieve foreign
policy goals. In 1986, Congress tried to move our immigration laws out of
the foreign policy arena by enacting the Refugee Act of 1988. The Refugee
Act was intended to supplant all previous ad hoc and nation-specific
immigration legislation. By creating a uniform standard for what
constitutes a "refugee" and mandating an individual determination of
refugee and asylum applications, the Act set a new objective for refugee
and asylum policy that determinations should be made based on the personal
circunstances of each applicant rather than foreign policy goals.

Passage of S. 377 would signal a return of our immigration policy to
the foreign policy arena. Proponents of such a major departure from the
principles of the Refugee Act bear a heavy burden of justification.

The source of demand for "Extended Voluntary Departure" for
Salvadorans has come from the so-called "Sanctuary Movement." When members
of the movement are asked why we should grant such an extraordinary
reprieve to nationals from El Salvador, the basic response is that the U.S.
has an obligation to offer asylum to all Salvadorans here because U.S.
.foreign policy in El1 Salvador has created the conditions from which

Salvadorans are fleeing.
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The irony of the situation is that the Sanctuary Movement claims that
EVD is necessary because the Reagan administration, for foreign policy
reasons, is denying all Salvadoran asylum applications, even the valid
ones. How to correct this? The Sanctuary Movement suggests that we grant
all asylum claims, even the invalid ones as a protest to U.S. foreign
policy in Central America. In either instance, our immigration policy
would be used to advance foreign policy goals and agendas.

Yielding to such pressures in the past has undermined our immigration
policies. Since the founding of FAIR in 1979, we have'urged every
administration to review refugee and asylum claims on the merits of each
individual application. We strongly believe that the national debate over
foreign policy should not prejudice or benefit any claimant.

Plainly, the U.S. has not fully lived up to this principle; but that
is no reason to abandon the principle. Rather, we should work within the
existing system, i.e. the courts and federal agencies to demand that the
principle be upheld. [For a further treatment of the Sanctuary Movement's

role in this issue, please see Attachments A, B and C].

Is EVD for Salvadorans Justified?

Proponents of Extended Voluntary Departure for Salvadorans argue that
the United States is failing to uphold the Refugee Act and is instead
systematically denying asylum claims of Salvadoran nationals because the

Reagan Administration supports the Duarte govermment.
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The Refugee Act and regulations governing asylum provide extensive
hearings and review by independent administrative bodies and the courts.
These include the District Directors of the Immigration and Naturalization
Service, Immigration Judges, the Board of Immigration Appeals (BIA), the
U.S. Court of Appeals, and finally, the Supreme Court. The federal agency
employees making these decisions are career professionals, most of whom
were in their positions before President Reagan was elected. Federal
judges have lifetime appointments.

The notion that all of these career public servants are in a
conspiracy to advance Reagan policy by denying legitimate asylum claims,
intentionally sending El Salvadorans to death and torture in the process,
strains credulity.

Those advancing such serious allegations have a burden of proof they
have not met. More Salvadorans are granted asylum than all but three other
countries in the world. Only one other country is granted more asylum
claims than El Salvador, on a per capita basis.

The proponents of S. 377 routinely claim that Salvadorans returned to
their homes from the U.S. are facing torture and death. While this
assertion has been often repeated, virtually no credible evidence has been
advanced to support it. In fact, there are numerous studies which show
that returned Salvadorans are not singled out for prosecution simply for

having migrated illegally to the United States.
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The American Civil Liberties Union, seeking evidence that illegal
aliens deported from the United States were summarily imprisoned, tortured

and killed by the Salvadoran govermment, failed to find any supporting
evidence for this claim. After an exhaustive search for human rights
violations inflicted upon returning Salvadorans, they established that
99.66 percent of returned Salvadorans had been returned without harm. As
to the remaining one-third of one percent, the ACLU was simply unable to
track them down. Significantly, this major study found no hard evidence of
human rights violations as a result of U.S. immigration policy, which was
quite the opposite of what the investigators hoped to find.

A recent State Department study of repatriated El Salvadorans reached
a similar conclusion; agency investigators could not find even one case of
violence against a returning Salvadoran. (Elliot Abrams, testimony before
Senate Immigration Subcommittee, April 22, 1985) Furthermore, Tutela
Legal, the human rights office of the Archdiocese of El Salvador, is on
record as denying any pattern of persecution against repatriated
Salvadorans. The fact of the matter is that in a country crawling with
U.S. journalists, missionaries, and human rights activists, not a single
case of abuse by the government against one of the Salvadoran nationals
returned in the last five years has ever been established.

It is worth noting here that the Intergovernmental Committee on
Migration (ICM), based in Geneva, Switzerland and in charge of providing
assistance to repatriated Salvadorans, has reported that the main complaint
of recently returning Salvadorans is not that they are persecuted, but that

they couldn't find a job. (Refugee Reports, March 1985, p. 14)
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It is unfair for Congress to pass S. 377 without designating
additional funds or providing extra staff to the INS. Normal INS functions
would have to be put on hold and their limited personnel reassigned in
order to handle the flood of applications for EVD that this legislation
would generate.

Another cost factor not considered in S. 377 is the additional tax
burden to U.S. citizens caused by granting "quasi-legal" status to
approximately 500,000 persons. Under a consent agreement entered into
during the Carter administration that is being used to interpret certain

state statutes, Salvadorans granted EVD could be eligible for virtually all

state and federal welfare programs.

For over a decade, long before the onset of current civil strife,
Salvadorans have migrated to the United States as illegal aliens. In fact,
a quick check of the Statistical Yearbook of the Immigration and
Naturalization Service reveals that for the last ten years, El Salvador has
sent more illegal aliens to the United Statés than any other country except
Mexico (as measured by apprehensions of illegal aliens in the United
States). The U.S. Department of State estimates that of the 500,000
Salvadorans now living in the United States, approximately 350,000 were
present in the U.S. prior to the start of the war in 1979. Clearly, these
people did not come to the United States fleeing civil strife in their
homeland. They came for the same reasons as millions of other illegals:

to take jobs.
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The Census Bureau estimates that the population of the third world
will grow by about two billion in this quarter-century. Thaflis nearly ten
times the population of the United States. There are already massive
unemployment and food shortages, with the prospect that the unemployment
will get worse. Desperation is likely to spawn violence, some of the
violence will be against governments friendly to the U.S., and they are
likely to respond in kind. How many people do Sanctuary advocates believe
the United States should be prepared to take? Have they really considered
the implications of this idea, which started as a limited political protest
about U.S. policy toward one small Central American country?

These are hard questions, but necessary ones. S. 377 simply evades

them.

CONCLUSION

S. 377, like prior administrative grants of "extended voluntary
departure,” is ill-conceived and discriminatory. It provides for the
admission of immigrants to the United States outside of normal per-country
ceilings that were enacted to prevent nation-specific discrimination in
U.S. immigration law. There is no precedent for a legislatively enacted
amnesty of the magnitude found in s. 377, and to set such a precedent at
this time of mass population explosion, world hunger and civil unrest would

expose us to the potential loss of any effective control of our border.



