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last week was beaten senseless and left for
dead, tied up like a scarecrow along a fence
on a little-traveled country road. Miracu-
lously, he was found by passers-by many
hours after the attack, still struggling for
life when he was rushed to a hospital in Fort
Collins, CO, where he died Monday while on
life support.

Local law enforcement officials in Lara-
mie, WY, where the crime took place, quick-
ly arrested the alleged perpetrators—two
men who performed the assault and two
women who helped them hide their deed—
and it looks like they will be punished to the
full extent the law allows if they are con-
victed. With Shepard’s death, they face a
possible death sentence.

Laramie, a university community of 27,000
people, is feeling both shame and outrage, a
sentiment shared by all right-minded people
throughout the country, indeed around the
world. News of this brutal assault has ap-
peared everywhere in print and broadcast
media.

The crime against Shepard has renewed
calls for passing hate-crime legislation, both
in Wyoming and nationwide. Wyoming Gov.
Jim Geringer and President Bill Clinton
have said that this attack shows the need for
such laws.

This would be a mistake. It would be a
mistake because hate-crime laws, however
well intentioned, are feel-good laws whose
primary result is thought control, violating
our constitutional guarantees of freedom of
speech and of conscience. It would be a mis-
take because it suggests that crimes against
some people are worse than crimes against
others. And it would be a mistake because it
uses a personal tragedy, deeply felt by
Shepard’s family and friends, to advance a
political agenda.

Hunter College Professor Wayne Dynes,
editor of the Encyclopedia of Homosexuality,
notes that hate-crime laws, if they are to be
applied in a constitutional manner, must be
content-neutral. He notes this example:
‘‘Countless numbers of people, aware of the
unspeakable atrocities under his leadership,
hated Pol Pot. This hate was surely well
warranted. If one of the Pol Pot haters had
killed him, would this be a hate crime? Why
not?’’

Dynes adds: ‘‘In seeking to exculpate the
killer, we would get into the question of
whether some hate is ‘justified’ and some is
not.’’ He concludes that hate-crime prosecu-
tions ‘‘will be used to sanction certain belief
systems—systems which the enforcer would
like, in some Orwellian fashion, to make un-
thinkable. This is not a proper use of law.’’

Under our system of justice, everyone is
equal before the law. Those accused of
crimes are entitled to certain constitutional
protection, which we must cherish, and the
victims of a crime—whether a Bill Gates or
the poorest street-sweeper in a slum—are en-
titled to the same respect. (In the Middle
Ages, the law required a greater punishment
for killing a rich man or noble than it did for
killing a peasant or a laborer. Our law recog-
nizes no such distinctions.)

So, too, with class- or group-based distinc-
tions. Is it worse to kill a man because he is
foreign-born than it is to kill him to steal
his car? Is it worse to kill a woman because
she is black than because she cut you off in
traffic? Is it worse to beat up a fat sissy boy
if the bullies think their victim is gay, or if
they dislike him because he is fat? Crime is
crime; assault is assault. All deserve punish-
ment.

Hateful thoughts may be disagreeable, but
they are not crimes in themselves. The
crimes that result from hateful thoughts—
whether vandalism, assault or murder—are
already punishable by existing statutes.

In a speech at the University of Texas last
year, libertarian activist Gene Cisewski said:

‘‘We should be anti-violence, period. Any act
of violence has to be punished swiftly and se-
verely and it shouldn’t matter who the vic-
tim is. The initiation of force is wrong and it
doesn’t matter why—the mere fact you had a
motive is enough.’’

Cisewski acknowledged the good inten-
tions of those who propose hate-crime laws.
He noted that ‘‘the reason for the call for
(such laws) comes from bad enforcement of
the laws.’’ Police and prosecutors have been
willing to look the other way when victims
came from unfavored groups. Luckily, in the
Shepard case, the authorities seem unwaver-
ing in their prosecution. This is, unfortu-
nately, not always the case.

The answer, Cisewski suggested, and I
agree, is that ‘‘we hold every law enforce-
ment official and every court official who ad-
ministers justice to the standard that every
American is guaranteed equal protection
under the law.’’

Hate-crime laws set up certain privileged
categories of people, defined by the groups to
which they belong, and offers them unequal
protection under the law. This is wrong. It is
sad to see a young man’s personal misfor-
tune used by various special-interest groups
to advance such an agenda.

We are all shocked and dismayed by the as-
sault on Shepard. Such brutality cannot,
should not be countenanced. Let us not mul-
tiply the crimes of his attackers by writing
bad law in response.
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Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, on Saturday, Octo-
ber 10, the House of Representatives cleared
for the President’s signature the International
Religious Freedom Act, H.R. 2431. The Sen-
ate had approved the measure by a unani-
mous vote of 98–0 on Friday, October 9.

During floor debate on the measure, I
thanked a number of people who helped bring
this legislation to fruition. I today want to pay
tribute to the work of Michael Horowitz, senior
fellow at the Hudson Institute; A.M. Rosenthal
of the New York Times; and Anne Huiskes,
senior legislative assistant on my staff.

First, I want to commend the work of Mi-
chael Horowitz. The movement against Chris-
tian persecution which has sprouted in the
American Christian community in recent years
can be credited, in part, to the leadership, vi-
sion and voice of Michael Horowitz.

When he first learned about the injustice
taking place against Christians around the
world he set about trying to foster change. His
experience as a Washington insider, a former
Reagan Administration official, and a veteran
of the fight against anti-Semitism in the Soviet
Union provided a unique insight.

In a 1995 op-ed in the Wall Street Journal
titled ‘‘Between Crescent and Cross,’’ Horowitz
asked how America, and the American gov-
ernment, could remain silent when ‘‘the evi-
dence of growing and large-scale persecution
of evangelicals and Christian converts is over-
whelming.’’

From there, he helped launch a crusade to
raise awareness about anit-Christian persecu-
tion abroad using the campaign against Soviet

anti-Semitism as the model. He joined with
many others who were calling for change, and
what developed was a movement spawning
greater awareness about persecution against
people of all faiths. He has helped turn this
issue into one of the most under-reported and
obscure issues in Washington, to one of the
most compelling human rights issues of the
day.

Because of the work of Michael Horowitz
and many others, the United States govern-
ment, for the first time in history, has a com-
prehensive policy to deal with the issue of reli-
gious persecution overseas. His voice and vi-
sion have helped millions of Christians, Mus-
lims, Bahai’s, Tibetan Buddhists, Jews, Hindus
and other people of faith seeking to live and
worship in peace.

I also want to applaud the work of A.M.
Rosenthal, former editor-in-chief of the New
York Times and one of the most prominent fig-
ures in 20th century American journalism. I
have been told that since 1994, Rosenthal has
dedicated 31 of his weekly columns in the
New York Times to the issue of religious per-
secution—asking why more is not being done,
prodding policymakers to stand up for the per-
secuted and pricking the conscience of all
those who read his eloquent words. He talked
tough and spoke the truth. He did so coura-
geously, and with authority. He has truly been
the voice for the voiceless around the world.

Finally, I pay tribute to Anne Huiskes of my
staff, who deserves so much credit for helping
to move this measure forward. Our colleagues
know that any measure of success we as
Members achieve must be shared with the
staff who support us and our constituents in
our work in Congress. Anne’s work on my
staff has focused in the area of human rights,
and she has poured her heart and soul into
this legislation, as well as so many other
human rights issues, over the years.

She has pleaded the case for persecuted
religious believers around the world, bringing
people and groups together toward the com-
mon goal of speaking out for those who have
been silenced because of their faith. When it
seemed the darkest, when it seemed there
was only a flicker of hope that this legislation
would survive, Anne was always there—push-
ing and pulling, cajoling and inspiring, never
giving up. She truly believed that passage of
this legislation would help save lives.

As I said in my statement on October 10, so
many people are responsible for the passage
of this legislation. I thank them all for their ef-
forts. They have made a difference for people
of faith around the world.
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Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I enthusiastically

rise to join my colleagues in praising the pas-
sage of legislation renaming the North/South
Center at the University of Miami for my friend
and our former colleague and Chairman of the
House Foreign Affairs Committee, Dante B.
Fascell. This legislation is well deserved. The
North/South Center should bear his name, for
he was its creator.


