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INTRODUCTION

Ideological persecutions are carried out in the PeopleOs Republic of China (PRC) in part
through language that Owould be recognizable to George Orwell. Political pressure on an
individual is called help, the violation of rights is described as the proteatirightsEreal
democracy movements are denounced as counterrevolutionary rebellions; and a system of servile
courts is hailed as the rule of lave@eMarsh Decl. at Exh. N.

Contrary to DefendantOs mischaracterizations of his contribution to the persecution of
Falun Gong amerelya form of benign Ohelp,O Motion to Dismiss (MTD) atiich have no
support in the Second Amended Complaint (SAC) or elsewhere, Plaatigigewith specificity
that Defendant aided and abetted and conspired to commit the persecution of Falun Gong
practitioners in the PRC, including Plaintiffs and all persons similarly situated.

DefendantOs attempts to absent himself from any role in the péspaifahe
persecutory campaign against Plaintiffs is matched by his apparent refusal to acknowledge the
severityof PlaintiffsO injuries, which are not only alleged in the SAC but also described in detail
in third party reportsuchas UNCommission on Hman Rightgeports, Amnesty International
reports,and media reports such dshn Pomfret@¥ashingtorPostarticlenoting the twin role of
propaganda and violence in thersecution of Falun Gon§eeMarsh Decl. at Exhs.#E, G.

Under the Alien TorStatute (ATS) and the TorwiVictim Protection Act (TVPA),

Defendant is obligated to refrain from aiding and abetting and conspiring to commit torts in
violation of the law of nationg his court should reje@efendantGsotion to dismiss and

exercise & jurisdictionpursuant to thee statutes.



FACTUAL BACKGROUND

A. The Parties

Plaintiffs are individually identified citizens of tiRRCor refugees of that country, as
well as all others in the designated class similarly situated or aff&A€zl. 1. Plaintiffs are
practitioners of Falusong a peaceful spiritual practice similar to the practices of Taoism and
Buddhismandpart of a longstanding tradition of Ocultivation practi©ea process of self
improvement with the goal of achieving greatésdom or enlightenmeng8AC | 1.

Plaintiffs are victims of the persecutory campaign wageddérPRCagainst Falun Gong
practitioners since 1998AC | 2. This campaign includes the use of torture; crimes against
humanity; extrajudicial killing; arbiary arrest and detention; and other violations of
international human rights laBAC !! 2, 4, 5 The individual PlaintiffsO specific abuses are
detailed in theSAC atparagraph48-24. These abuses include regular beatings, electrocution
with electric babns, sleep deprivation, sustained exposure to extreme cold, and forced viewings
of DefendantOs atftalun Gong propaganda, resulting in extreme emotional and mental harm.
SAC !! 18-24.

Defendant is Zhao Zhizhen, founder and leading Standing Committee Mefrihe
Executive Council of the China ArGult Association (CACA) since November 2000, as well as
former Chief of Wuhan Radio and TV Broadcasting Bureau (WRaijformer Executive
Director of Wuhan Television Station (WTV) from 1986 until at least328&C | 3. Defendant
personally, and in collaboration with others, mobilized, instigated, and aided and abetted police,
labor camp, and other security forces to commit the abuses suffered by Pl&AEf$.3.

These abuses took place as a result gbttiduction, broadcast and dissemination of
authoritative propaganda material calling for and intensifying the persecutory campaign against

Falun Gongparticularly in his own jurisdiction of Wuha8AC | 3.



B. The DefendantOs Intentional Production anBissemination of Media Used to
Persecute the Plaintiffs

Defendant participated in a collective plan with mealilets extrajudicial security
operations, and Chinese Communist PAQ P)officials to bring about the persecution of Falun
Gong practitiones. SAC |} 125, 129. Defendant used his CCP stature and influence to assist and
coordinate witithe CCP, state medandpolice and securitgfficers, all actingultra viresand
pursuing a common plao persecute Falun Gon§AC |} 33 -40; 4647. His role in this plan
was to instigate, mobilizénduce,and encourage police, labor camp and other security forces to
commit the abusealeged. SAC | 3.

Defendant cdounded and, as part of its elite standing committee, managed tBA,GA
private, notfor-profit organization dedicated solely to the development and dissemination of
training materiatlescribing how t®transformO Falun Gopgctitioners through torture,
propaganda calling for Falun GongOs persecuatimhother effort$o support and aid the
persecutory campaign against Plainti8&\C || 4, 11. In these capacities, Defendant exercised
enormous influence and authority over the nati@®&CA, as well asts members and local
branchesor ACAs that carry out the decisierand policies of theational CACA. SAC || 44,

70. His specific duties included the authority to set policy, to initiate, annul and terminate CACA
projects, and to supervise the design and operation GfAKA website SAC|| 11, 45.
Defendantvas responsible for supervising all CACA activities, including OtransformationO
related activitiesreviewing annual reportand seledhg, appoining, and removingCACA

officials. SAC| 11.
As a member of the governing body of the CACA, Defendantgsegh and maintained

personal responsibility over the CACA website, managed under his direc@indgaden
[CACAOs] means of propaganda and increase the efficiencyjafmaf [the religion and
adherents offFalun Gong.SAC ! 58. He directed that th€ ACA website Oencompass alll
information related to antiult work, and report on artiult strategies and actions in China,O in

order to enact Ospearspeardouzhen® against Falun GorngAC ! 72. By defining the



purpose of the CACA website as spreaddife war flames obuzhenggainst the evil cult to
the Internet,O and using the website as a platform feFaluth Gongdirectives and vilification
(including grotesque imagery of adherents as mentally subhuman, diseased, or pestilential
coupledwith calls to Owipe [them] oQthe played a key role in instigatiagd promoting
instances of persecution against Falun GanagtitionersSAC |} 45, 58, 61, 63, 64, 668, 73
81, 85 seeMarsh Decl. at Exhs. A, I.

Defendant additionally authorized apdrmitted the production and dissemination of
CACA training classes, manuals, lectures, books and confergmoegling instructions,
guidelines and indoctrination programs that he knew would be used by police and security
officers to subject Plaintiffsttorture as a means of Otransformati8AO! 19. Defendant
personally or through his subordinates at CAQ#ovided Otransformation manualsO to
Othought transformationO centers engaging in torture against Falupr&uitigners SAC !!

82, 9296. Harlbooks, manuals and indoctrinatioraterialavailable on the CACA website were
routinely distributed to prisons and labor camps adies$RCoy regionaland other CACA
subordinatesSAC | 92. Security forces acted upon the propaganda and instructioridgutdoy
Defendant by torturing Falun Gong detaine&@&C | 48, andused the indoctrination videos,
includingLi HongzhN The Man and His Deeds the central instruments of the OtransformationO
torture practiceSAC |} 105, 110, 21-24.

Defendant also served as tixecutivedirector of WRTB (a municipainstrumentality)
anddirector of WTV, whichoperates as a subsidiaryWRTB. SAC| 10.As executivedirector
of WRTB, his areas of responsibility includedplementing directives and poies of the CCP
in the area of radio and TV propaganda, managing the radio and propaganda activities of Wuhan,
producingradio and TV programs, overseeing the formation and dissolution of radio and TV
broadcasting and programming organizations, detengibroadcast authorization for programs,
and ensuring ideological content of broadcast programr8iAG. | 10. Asdirector of WTV, his
areas of responsibility included authottityset editorial and programming policy and directives,

to produce and contirthe content and selection of such media progrémmanage local and



national broadcasting and publicationsoth programs, to sign important contraatsd to select,

appoint, remove, discipline, and supervise WTV managerS&@ | 10.

Beyond DefendantOs official professional titles, he shaped and influenced the ideological
content otheanti-Falun Gong propaganda campaign through other positions of influence.
Defendanhas been and continues to be a prominent figure within the CCRaamdceived
numerous domestic awards conferred by organizations affiliated wi@QReSAC || 33, 34.

Indeed, his status within tigCPled to his positions as a founding member of the CACA and

the head of WTVSAC|| 34-35, 3839.
As chief editor of the OLight of ScienceO series, Defendisopersonally directed,

exercied editorial control over, and otherwise created the documdriteigngzhN The Man
and His Deegwhich aired on WTVSAC | 41. This program introduced the first piece of
indoctrinating propaganda disseminated to aid in the practice of OtransformingO Falun Gong
practitioners, and was played at a 1999 meetir@C officials initiating the persecutory
campaign against FalUbong.SAC| 42. The program is a scathing attack on the Falun Gong
belief system, labeling it a threat to society and characterizing its practitioners as OdemonsO who
must be eradicate@AC | 18.

The program further demands that viewers take part iméwdogical struggle, or
Qlouzheng against Falun GorgAC ! 25. Douzhengs the term used b@CPofficials to
describe the campaign to eradicate Falun Gong practitiontire PRCSAC | 2. A key element
of such a campaign is the mental Otransform@tifrtargets through tortu@AC ! 2.
Reasonable Chinese citizens alive today associate this and other terms used by Defendant with
campaigns of ideological persecution and hatsdC | 27; seeMarsh Decl. at Exhs. |, K

Li Hongzhibecame a ubiquitousstrument used during the OtransformationO torture
practice SAC | 27. Plaintiffs or their decedents were forced to watch the program repeatedly and
were punished for failing to pay attention or respond correctly to the programOs ¢emands
including being shjected to tortureSAC |} 9, 21, 24, 42, 96, 110. Plaintiffs Jane Doe Il and

Chen Gang were beaten and electrocuted, respectively, for objecting to the vieling of



Hongzhi SAC || 21, 24. Defendant personally or through his subordinates at CACA fumhishe
this and other anfralun Gong documentaries to detention centetisaiPRCSAC | | 82, 119.

Defendant also produced and broadcast other programs on WTV that called for the
douzhengf Falun Gong and especially their OtransformationO by torture jgudixted killing.
SAC! 18. These programs included episodes of the series OLight of Scmrnde3
OCriticizing Li HongzhiOs Scriptures,0 OTiananmen SqudrarBelétion,O and the OFu Yibin
Murder StoryOwhich characterized practitioners of FalGong as viaént and dangerous
criminals, murderers, vermin, aftemonsO wiage ideologically defective Ohostile elementsO
to the CCP and must be eradicatedC |} 82, 119. This ongoing vilifiationof and call to
eradicatereligious adherents created dodtered thevidespread climate of hatreigar, and
violencethat was essential to the perpetration of the unlawful conduct committed against
Plaintiffs. SAC}| 26, 84E88, 100,105. Following the airing of such programs, it became
increasingly common fdPRCpolice and security officers to take stronger measures to persecute
Falun Gong, including through tortu @AC | 102; seeMarsh Decl. at Exhs. B, J.

DefendantOsegative animus towanthembers of the religion is apparent from the
ubiquitous antiFalunGong statements made by him and those under his supervision, such as
describing Falun Gongractitionerdn the same ideologically load@dpi invective as that used
by Jiang Zeminincludingdehumanizing imagersuchas Ohuman garbage,O Oterrorasis@Qan
evil cult. SAC!! 50, 58, 60, 68,104, 1051t is also apparent from hezll for the persecution
of Falun Gongpractitionersandhisinfluential roleatthe CACA Through the use of
dehumanizing imagergnd persecutory languaggainst Falun Gontargets, Defendant
deliberatelyhelpedto initiate, facilitate angustify the unlawful acts of thdouzhengersecution
and abuse. SA¢ 26, 41, 4551-59, 7481, 89; seeMarsh Decl. at Exhs. A, I, L.

DefendantOs propaganda efforts were specificattylated to create a climate of hatred
and violence necessary to bringing about the eradication of the belief in and practice of Falun
Gong, including through the torture of its practitioners. SAG,|27n.2. Under his direction

and design, the CACA wslte, CACA antiFalun Gong conferences and materiaigjthe



WTV and OScience and Ligtatfii-Falun Gong programs became a key vehicle for the initiation,
instigation,and justification othe widespread campaign of violence perpetrated even now
against Falun Gong believerstie PRCSAC | 92 SeealsoMarsh Decl. at K, L.

C. The Role of Censorship inthe PRC

The CCPOsensorship of all speech that runs count€@@®ideology stands isharp
contrast to freedom of speech principles enshrined in the domestic law of the United States and
international legal standards.

The CCP (vrovides guidelines for all offices in the media, monitors their compliance,
warns them if they diverge, and punishes tliitiney do not heed the warnings.O Marsh Decl. at
Exh. M. Independenjpurnalists humanrights lawyers, and religious groups are routinely
subjected to imprisonment and other forms of persecutory retaliation in theaR&@e PRC is
consistentlyrepored as a violator of free speech protections under internationgbéeMarsh
Decl. at Exhs. BE, G, L, M.

D. The U.S. GovernmentOs Human Rights Policy

The coordinate branchestbie U.S.government have repeatedly denounced the conduct
of the PRC toward Falun Gong practitioners. Since 1999, the Secretary of State has designated
the PRC as a "Country of Particular Concern" under the International Religious Freedom Act for
particularly sevee violations of religious freedoree, e.gJ.S.DEPARTMENT OFSTATE,

ANNUAL REPORT ONINTERNATIONAL RELIGIOUS FREEDOM (2010)

A 2010 House Resolution, passed 412, toalled upon the PRCOs regirte O
immediately cease and desist from its campaign to persecute, intimidate, imprison, and torture
Falun Gong practitioners, to immediately abolish tH@ffice, an extrajudicial security
apparatus given the mandate to QOeradicateO Falun i&&did6,111th Cong. (2010)n 2005,

a House Resolution condemned the Oescalating levels of religious perseciitiorRD
including the Obrutal campaign to eradicate Falun Gon& G568, 109th Cong. (2005)he
U.S. House of Representatiiesspassed similar resolutions in 1999, 2002, 2004, and Z3G6.



H.R. Con. Res. 218, 106th Cong. (1999)R. Con. Res. 188, 107th Cong. (20G2)R. Con.
Res. 304, 108tCong. (2004)H.R. 794, 109th Cong. (2006)

ARGUMENT

DEFENDANTOS UNSUPPORED FACTUAL ALLEGATIONS SHOULD BE
IGNORED.

A court must accept as true all material factual allegatioagamplaint when
considering anotion todismiss for lack of subject matter jurisdiction or for failure to state a
claim.Scheuer v. Rhode416 U.S232, 236 (1974)Defendant attemgto introduce allegations
of material fact contrary to those in t8AC through alternate translations of docuntse
provided by Plaintiffs. These allegations are inappropriate at this stage of litigation, and they
cannot form the basis for dismissal for lack of subject matter jurisdiction or failure to state a
claim.

Specifically, Defendant constrsithe Chinese war @ouzhen® as meaning OstruggleO
and the Chinese wordi€piO as meaning Oexpose and criticdd.D at 7. Defendant later
defines the Chinese wordcBuliO as to OhandleO or OdisposM®DXCat 22. These unsupported
factual allegations contradict matdrallegations of fact ithe SAC Plaintiffs allegethat
Qlouzhen@ is a word used to describe a persecutory campaign and specifically includes Othe
mental OtransformationO of targeted gribupsgh tortureOSAC ! 2 (emphasis added).

Plaintiffs furtherallege that j@piO has a Ohighly specialized meaning as the inaugural step in a
violentCultural Revolutiorstyle douzhengampaignO and thattdliO may be Oused as a

general euphemism fadlling or various other forms of human rights abl@8AC | 57

(emphasis added$eealsoMarsh Decl. at Exh. K.

Defendant attempto circumvent the general rule that ttmairt must limit its review to
the facts alleged in th@mplaint, first, on the ground that additional materials may be
considered pertaining farisdictional factual issue8ATD at 10. This argument rests on
Defendan® assertion that Othere can be no jurisdiction without proof of specific direct

incitement to imminent actionMTD at 11. As Plaintiffs argue below, jurisdiction arises in this



ca® without such prooSeeinfra Section IV.A Therefore, Defenda@ contrary factual
allegations may not be included on this ground.

Defendant further argséhat the additional materials may be included because the
relevant documents have been Oinceaeorby reference TD at 10. Plaintiffs do not dispute
that the documents in question are central to PlaintiffsO claims and are therefore incorporated by
referenceSee Chambers v. Time Warner, Ji&82 F.3d 147, 1583 (2d Cir. 2002)This does
not, however, allow Defendant to introduce translations of words or phrases that are entirely
distinct from PlaintiffsO translations. ThaC Ois deemed to includeEany statements or
documents incorporated in it by referendd.@t 152 (quotig IntOl Audiotext Network, Inc. v.
Am. Tel. & Tel. Cq.62 F.3d 69, 72 (2d Cir. 1995)hecourt is therefore entitled to consider the
entirety of the documents in question. But where Plaintiffs allege that a term, taken indig,cont
has a particular meaniNgn this case, that the terms in question convey $ieeot violaceN the
court must defer to this meaning, as thigaaslationsonstitute allegations of material fact,
which are to be construed in the light most favorable to Plairiéfe.Scheugd16 U.S. at 236
Otherwise, Defenda@ incorporation of the documents would allow tbart to resolve
evidentiary disputes over the meaning of Chinese terms that are best left to-fimeléact a
later stage of litigation, or to a motion for summary judgment wBedeparties shall be given
reasonable opportunity to present all material made pertinent to such a notiamBers282
F.3d at 154quoting Fed. R. Civ. P. 12(b}

In any event, Defenda@ttranslation of the relevant words and phrases cited above are
incorrect.SeeMarsh Decl. at kh. K (stating that the Chinese terms employed by Defendant

have Oclear and unmistakable meaningsO that invoke violent persecution of ideologically targeted

groups)

! As counsel stated at oral argument in 20B6re are over,800 documents that arguably support PlaintiffsO claims.
Since the parties agreed to postpone the exchange of initial disclosures until after a resolution of this phase of the
litigation, counsel has not yet translatedre than a relevant samplingtbfs material!



Defendan® unsupported factual allegations are premature and irrelevant at this stage of
thelitigation and cannot form the basis for dismissal for lack of subject matter jurisdiction or
failure to state a claim. Instead, Othe allegations of the complaint should be construed favorably

to the pleader.8cheuer416 U.S. at 236

Il. THIS COURT MAY PROPERLY EXERCISE SUBJECT MATTER
JURISDICTION IN THIS CASE UNDER THE ALIEN TORT STATUTE AND
THE TORTURE VICTIM PROTECTION ACT.

Defendant allegethat this court lacks subject matter jurisdiction urfekst.R. Civ. P.
12(b)(1). All of Plaintiffs® causes of action are based on violations of international human rights
law that meet the Supreme CourtOs subject matter jurisdiction requirements in ATS actions,
namely that the norms at issue be specific, univeasal obligatorySosa v. Alvare¥achain
542 U.S. 692, 732 (2004pefendantOs claimttsereforeunavailing, and the court can exercise

subject matter jurisdiction over this case.

A. PlaintiffsO Allegations Are Entitled to a Broad and Favorable Interpretation.

Olt is well settled that the allegations in a complaint will be construed broadly and
liberally, in conformity with the general principle set forth in Rule 8(f) with the caveat that
unreasonable inferences favorable to the pleader will not be drawn and conclusory allegations
will not be credited.O 5BHARLES ALLAN WRIGHT & ARTHUR MILLER, FEDERAL PRACTICE AND
ProceDURE® 1350 (3d. ed. 20073pe alsdMichaelesco v. United State383 Fed. Appx42, 43
(2d Cir. 2010) Moreover, if a 12(b)(1) motion presents a OfacialO challenge to jurisdiction, that
is, that the facts as stated do not provide for federal jurisdiction, the factual allegations in the
complaint must be accepted as tNMERIGHT & MILLER & 1350.2

Defendant misreadsadic to argue in support of a Oheightened pleading standard.O MTD

at 1112. The reference is misleading: O[A] CourtOs more searching review is limited to

2 |f a defendant presents a OfactualO challenge to the exercise of jurisdiction under 12(b)(1), which Defendant has not
done here, the court is not obligated to treat PlaintiffsO allegations as true and may examine evidence to the contrary.
WRIGHT & MILLER & 1350. As stated in more defailipraSection |.the extrinsic evidence Defeant has submitted

as exhibits AF do not present a factual challenge to the costfjsct matter jurisdictiorRather,by providing

alternate translations defendantO8ultural Revolutiorstyle propaganda, Defendaattemps to present a factual
challengeunder Fed. R. Civ. PL.2(b)(6), a challenge that is not permitted under therae&eiles.



determining (1) the existence of a CIL [customary international law] norm that meeSotze
standardEand if so (2) whether the evidence suggests that the CIL norm has been violated.O
Wiwa v. Royal Dutch Petroleum C626 F. Supp. 2d 377, 382 (S.D.N.Y. 200@)otingKadic

v. Karadzi¢ 70 F.3d 232, 238 (2d Cir. 1996This jurisdictional caveat in the context of the

ATS must be weighed against the general principle that a court has subject matter jurisdiction
unless Oa claim is wiylinsubstantiabnd frivolous.®ederland B.V. v. Atrium Inv. Partnership
740 F.2d 148, 1853 (2d Cir. 1984)quotingBell v. Hood 327 U.S. 678, 6801946).

DefendantOs interpretatiof the Osearching reviewO of ATS subject matter jurisdiction
conflates subject matter jurisdiction with th2(b)(6) merits analysis. There is nothing in the
jurisdictional analysis in an ATS suit that displaces or augniaistiffsO obligations tolabe
facts under 12(b)(6) that support a OplausibleO claim for Taliefnbly v. Bell Atl. Corp550
U.S. 544, 555 (20077 Omore sarching reviewQ igjoreover not an inquiry into defendantOs
conduct.See Wiwa626 F. Supp2d at 388 n.qnoting that defendants have opportunity to
challenge the Olegahd factual basis for seeking to hold a defendant liableO under a theory of
aiding and abetting by making such arguments under 12(b)(6) or at summary judgment). Rather,
a more searching review is required in ATS cases only to determine whether a rule of
international law has been violatdhdic, 70 F.3d at 238SeealsoSosa542 U.S. at 738
(determining that incarceration of one day, as alleged by plaintiff, was not actionable under the

ATS).

B. Establishing Subject Matter Jurisdiction Under the Alien Tort Statute
Requires Plaintiffs to Allege Violations of Universal, Specific, and Obligatory
Norms of International Law.

Establishing subject matter jurisdiction under the ATS is agaminquiry.® First, O[the
ATS Oconfers federal subject matter jurisdiction where the following three conditions are

satisfied: (1) an alien sues (2) for a t@&t ¢ommitted in violation of the law of nations\@i@a,

% Defendant does not meaningfully challenge subject matter jurisdiction for claims related to torture under the
Torture Victims Protection Act, 28 U.S.C. & 1350 not.most, then,DefendantOs subject matter jurisdiction
argument implicateslaims for crimes against humanéydarbitrary arrest and detention.



626 F. Supp. 2d at 3§fjuotingKadic, 70 F.3dat 238. Secondthe alleged violation of the law
of nations must meet three conditions, namely, that it Obe (1) universally accepted by the
civilized world; (2) defined with specificify ; and (3) abidefl to by States out of a sense of
legal obligation.@. (citing Sosa 542 U.Sat 732); see alsdAbdullahi v. Pfizer562 F.3d 163,
173074 (2d Cir. 2009)adjudicating a motion to dismiss for lack of subject matter jurisdiction by
analyzing the claims made under the law of nations udds#s universal, specific, and
obligatory standard)ietnam AssOn for Victims of Agent Orange v. DioswCCa.517 F.3d
104, 11517 (2d Cir. 2008 (same.

Plaintiffs allegéeliability based on the followingiolations ofwell-established norms of
international human rights law: tortui®AC || 107 " 10; arbitrary arrest and detenti@AC |}
111'13; and crimes against humaniBAC || 114" 17. All of these substantive norms satisfy

Sos®s requirements that a norm be universal, specific, and obligatory.
C. Plaintiffs Allege Violations of Universal, Specific, and Obligatory Norms of
International Law.

Torture and all of the norms identified metSAC are universal norms of international
law. DefendantOs arguments to the contrary are foreclosed by the laveiofutis
Additionally, pursuant to the courtOs Omore searching review,O the SAC contains allegations

Osuggest[ing] that the CIL norfs[ve] been violated Wiwa, 626 F. Supp. 2d at 382

1. The prohibition on mental and physical torture isa specific, universal,
and obligatory norm of international law.

The law in this circuit, since the advent of modern ATS litigation, is that the prohibition

of torture is a universal norm which gives rise to subject matter jurisdiction in the federal courts.

* Defendant concedehat Plaintiffs are (1) aliens alleging (2) torts that are (3) in violation of the law of nations,
satisfying the first set of jurisdictional inquiri€See Wiwa626 F. Supp. 2d at 38INor doesDefendantdisputethat

norms prohibiting torture, crimes against humanity, and arbitrary arrest and detemtian obligatory character

or, in the case of torture and crimes against humanity, that they lack specificity. DefendantOs only argument in
addition to universality unde8osais that the norm prohibiting arbitrary arrest and detention lacks specificity. MTD

at 29 n.34. For reasons explained below, this claim is unavditifig.Section I11.C.3.

® Plaintiffs sufficiently allege, undefwombly 550 U.S. at 57ahat these norms were violat&3ee infa at Section
lII.A. Therefore, PlaintiffsO allegations meet the inquiry for subject matter jurisdiction.



Filartiga v. Penalrala, 620 F.2d 876, 890 (2d Cir. 198®adic, 70 F.3dat 243'44; see also

Sosa 542 U.Sat 762 (Breyer, J., concurring) (noting that Onot only substantive agreerent
also procedural agreementO exists with respect to the universal condemnation of torture). No
court has ever held otherwise, ddefendant pints to no authority suggesting as much.

In addition to the physical torture at issud-itartiga andKadic, mental torturalsoviolates a
specific, universal, and obligatory norm of international law. Mental torture has been recognized
as a norm of i@rnational law that gives rise to subject matter jurisdiction under the ATS.
Aldana v. Del Monte Fresh Produce N.A16 F.3d 1242, 12533 (11th Cir. 2005)The

definition of torture relied on in the instruments cited by courtkigcircuitto determine that
torture violates international law explicitly reference mental torfemeexample, lhe

Convention Against Tortureefines torture as any act Oby which severe pain or suffering,
whether physical or mental, is intentionally inflicted on a perso@®@vention Against Torture
and Other Cruel, Inhuman, Degrading Treatment or Punishmecember 10, 1984, art. 1(1), S.
Treaty Doc. No. 100, 1465 U.N.T.S. 8thereinafter OATO).See, e.g.Kadic, 70 F.3d at

243'44 (looking to the CAT for its definition).

The TVPA also provides a precise definition of mental torture. This definition reflects
specific and universal international law, as the TVPA partially fulfills the United StatesO
obligations under th&AT. See Price v. Socialist PeopleOs Libyan Arab Jamah9aF.3d 82,
92 (D.C. Cir. 2002)It provides a definition of mental torture as specific asithtite CAT.

Torture itself may be Oany Bdby which severe pain or suffering, whether physical or mental, is
intentionally inflicted on that individuil 028 U.S.C. a 135@o0te & 3(b)(1). In turn,nental
pain and suffering refers fwolonged mental harm caused by or resulting Edie
administration df procedures calculated to disrupt profoundlygbeses or personali§id. o
1350 note3(b)(2)(B). The prohibition on mental torture is thus both universal and specific, as
required bySosa542 U.S. at 732

The court has subject matter juristhet over claims based on physical and mental torture,

because their prohibitions are universal and specific norms of international law.



2. The prohibition on crimes against humanityis a specific, universal,
and obligatory norm of international law.

O[C]rims against humanity violate the law of nations and [are norms] of sufficient
specificity and definiteness to be recognized under the AXIS1Qy v. Arab Bank, PLGI71 F.
Supp. 2d 257, 274 (E.D.N.Y. 200(€pollecting casesfee also Sos®42 U.S. at 762Breyer, J.,
concurring).

Crimes against humagitfor the purposes of this case, are defined specifically in the
Rome Statute a@ny of the following acts when committed as part of a widespread or
systematic attack directed against any civilian popul&tio@d]eportation or forcible transfer of
popuktiorE, [i] mprisonmeri in violation of fundamental rules of international Bw
[t]orture [or] [p]ersecution against any identifiable group or collectiviti ealigious
ground&€O Rome Statute of the International Criminal Court, art. (7)(1), July 17,, 7IS%
U.N.T.S. 3(hereinafter ORome Statute®@} also Alrag, 417 F. Supp. 2d at 27Eelying on the
Rome Statute for its definition of crimes against humanigysecution under international law
is Othe intentional and severe deprivatibfundamental rights contrary to international By
reason of identy.O Rome Statute art. 7(2)(@efendantioes notontest tat persecution and
forced exilefit squarely within the definition of crimes against hamity and are also
independentiolations of the law of nations.

The court catthusexercise subject matter jurisdiction owainitffsO claims afrimes

against humanity.

3. The prohibition on prolonged arbitrary arrest and detentionis a
specific, universal, and obligatory norm of international law

The prohibition on gbitrary arrest and detention is a norm of sufficient specificity and
universality to provide subject matter jurisdiction under the AS&RWiwa, 626 F.Supp.2d 382
n.4 Kiobelv. Royal Dutch Petroleum Gat56 F. Supp2d 457, 46566 (S.D.N.Y. 2006)revOd
on other grounds621 F.3d 111 (2d Cir. 201®ert. granted 79 U.S.L.W. 3019 (U.S. Oct. 17,
2011)(No. 101491) (OOArbitrary detention® occurs when a person is detained without



warrank is not apprised of chargésand is not brought to trial. 3rbitrary detention qualifies

as a violation of international law if it is prolonged amaolates state norms regarding lawful
detentionDoe v. Liu Qj 349 F. Supp. 2d 1258, 1285, 1326 (N.D. Cal. 2004§quoting

Affidavit of Robert C. Berring and finding arbitrary arrest and detention is actionable under the
ATS). The court cathusexercise subject matter jurisdar over the arbitrary arrest and

detention causes of action.

Il DEFENDANT IS LIABLE FOR THE HUMAN RIGHTS ABUSES ALLEGED.

Plaintiffs must allege sufficient facts to support a reasonable inference that Defendant is
liable for the violations allege&eeTwombly 550 U.S. at 570Ashcroft v. Igbal129 S.Ct. 1937,
1949 (2009)Defendant isible for the human rights abuses sufferedPlayntiffs by virtue of
aiding and abetting, conspiring in, and exercising command responsibility over their commission.
These heories of liability are universal, specific, and obligateoyms of internatioridaw and
arethusavailable under the ATSeeSosa542 U.S. at 732Plaintiffs havepled sufficient facts

underTwomblyregarding both the principle violations and DefendantOs accessory liability

A. Plaintiffs Sufficiently Allege the Principle Human Rights Abuses.

Plaintiffs allege sufficient facts to support a reasonable inference that the principle
violations occurredSeeTwombly 550 U.S. at 570qgbal, 129 S.Ct. at 1949

With respect to torture, Plaintiffs allegets of violence or mental abuse performed for
purposes of OcoercionO or as a result of Odiscrimi®asod.S.C e 1350note3(b)(1); CAT art.
1(1). The campaign against Falun Gondigeriminatoryandattemptgo violently coerce
practitionergo change their beliefs. SAC | 2. Plaintiffs Wenbo, Chen, and Does Il and Il were
all subjected teuch attemptsSAC |} 21" 25. Doe | did not live long enough to suffer such an
attempt, though her Falun Gong practice led her to be singled out for detention and torture. SAC
1 20.

All Plaintiffs have suffered gruesome physical torture, amounting to @gmiarand

suffering,O CAT art. 1(1), whidMaintiffs describén detail. SAC !! 20' 24. Plaintiffs were



Oshocked with electric batons,0 Ohandcuffed to two bedsEwherein her body was stretched
inEopposite directions,® Ohung from the ceiling with handcudfsi&o onSAC !! 20" 24. All
Plaintiffs have also suffered severe mental torture. Plaintiffs were forced while in custody to
view the antiFalun Gong propaganda produced and disseminated by Defeadant; 20" 24.
Exposure to this media was explicititénded not just to Odisrupt profoundly the senses or
personalitfies]O dMaintiffs, 28 U.S.C. & 13500te @ 3(b)(2)(B), but to entirely remake their
personalities and force them to renounce their beB&E !! 20" 24.°

With respect to crimes against humanity, Plaintiffs alldge the abuses are widespread.
Defendant does nakenythis. Rather, hackowledgeshe Ohuge amounts of human and material
resourcesO dedicated to eradicafialyn GongMTD at 21. The particular actBat are elements
of this widespread attack angesifically alleged, includingotture imprisonmentOdeportation
and forcible transfe® and persecutiocBeeRome Statutart. 7(1).Plaintiffs allege, based on
State Department reportbat at least one hundred thousand Falun Gong practitioners have been
unlawfully transferred to mducation through labor camps. SAC | 28. This forcible transfer
includes relocation to facilities Ooutside the scope of the Chinese judicial systemEO SAC ! 28.
Three Plaintiffs have been detained in Otransformation facilities,O and Plaintiff Chen was
detaned in the Tuanhe Forced Labor Camp. SAC | 24.1t is undisputed that these acts
constitute persecution on the ground®aintiffsQeligious beliefsSeeRome Statute art.
7(1)(h)

With respect to arbitrary detention, Plaintiffs allege that they have been detained either in
transformation facilities or in the reeducation through labor system. SAC'220These
detentions were for extended periods of timesdme cases yeaSAC |} 20" 24.None of these
detentions were pursuant to trialsanyother procedural safeguaigAC |} 20" 24.

Plaintiffs have thuslleged sufficient facts to support a reasonable inference that the

principle violations occurredgeeTwombly 550 U.S. at 570qgbal, 129 S.Ct. at 1949

® Defendantembraces the purposes of his propagaadalogizing it to OdeprogrammingO in the U.S. MTD at 21.
This is tantamount to an admissithrat Defendantintentionally aigéd and abettdthe mental torture dPlaintiffs.



B. Defendant Is Liable for Aiding and Abetting the Human Rights Abuses
Alleged.

Aiding andabetting liability is available under the ATS in the Second Circuit, and
Defendant, through his intentional and substantial assistance of the persecution of Falun Gong,

aided and abetted the human rights violations suffered by Plaintiffs.

1. Aiding and abetting liability is available under the ATS.

Aiding and abetting liability meets ttf&osarequirements for subject matter jurisdiction
under the ATSIt is wellestablishedni this circuit thatOa plaintiff may plead a theory of aiding
and abetting liability under the [ATS]Kbulumani v. Barclay National Bank L{cs04 F.3d 254

(2d Cir. 2007)per curiam). Defendant does not dispute this rule.

2. Defendant aided and abetted the human rights abuses alleged.

In this circuit, ading and abetting under the ATS requires thdéfendant O(1) prizies
practical assistance to the principal which has a substantial effect on the perpetration of the crime,
and (2) does so with the purpose of facilitating the commission of that cmesiyterian
Church of Sudan v. Talisman Energy, |82 F.3d 244259 (2d Cir. 2009)Defendant

purposefully provided such assiste, as specifically allegey Plaintiffs.

a. Defendant provided practical assistance having a substantial
effect on the perpetration of the abuses alleged.

Defendant provideg@ractical assistance having a Osubstantial effectO on the perpetration
of the cimes allegedthus meeting the first element of aiding and abetting liabil&jisman
582 F.3dat 259

In In Re Sath African Apartheid Litig.617 F.Supp.2d 228 (S.D.N.Y. 2009}he
defendantsO conducét the substantial assistance stanti@ahuse their assistance provided the

Omeans by whichO the violations were canii€r was Ospecifically designedO to effectuate

" The court noted, however, that the defendant need not providalh@eans by which the violations were carried
out. 617 F. Supp. 2d at 259



these crimedd. at 26566. See alsdDoe v. Nestle748 F.Supp.2d 1057, 1101 (C.D. Cal. 2010)
The court also noted that the assistamsed not bessential to the perpetration of the crimds

at 257 58. See also Almogd71 F.Supp.2d at 286'87, 292 Nestle 748 F.Supp.2d at 1080Not
only is he same kind of conduatleged hergbut DefendantOs contlu@sessential to the
persecutory campaigBAC !! 26, 105.2 Defendanprovided propaganda that was used during
the interrogation of Plaintiffs as the means by which their mental torture was carried out. SAC ||
9,42, 82,105, 110, 117. Hestions werelso specifically designed to facilitate the alleged
human rights abuses, as evidencednayerials Defendant produced and dissemingitat{1)
werespecifically directed toward instructing security officials on how best to engage in torture
and other abes, SAC || 4, 19, 48, 82, 91; an@)(created an environment of fear and hatred
instrumental to callindor thedouzhengjiepi and other persecutory actginst Falun Gong.

SAC !l 25 n.2, 27'29, 70 71, 83, 98104.DefendantOs condubtis had a substantial effect on
the abuses suffered by Plaintif@eeMarsh Decl. at Exhs. J, L.

In Talisman the court concluded that the plaintiffs had not adequately alleged facts
showing the defendant@mducthad a substantial effect on the crina#leged, because the
defendant engaged in a series of acts that, while they may have been useful to the principal
perpetrator®f the violations, were also used for Obenign and constructiveO purposes. 582 F.3d at
262'63. SeealsoNestle 748 F.Supp.2d at 1099For examplethe defendant created a Obuffer
zoneO around its oil fields for necessaryamderstandable security purposes. Although this
conduct resulted in forced displacement in surrounding areas, the courttieuwads merely an
incidental and unintended consequence, andditusot have a substantial effect on the abuses
alleged.Talisman 582 F.3dat 263 In contrast, the conduct engaged in by Defendant here had no
constructive purpose beyond the fdatiion and promotion of the perseagt campaign against

Falun Gong. As discussed above, the conduct®mecificallydesignedO to furthére

8IMoreover, unlike irSouth African Aparthejds17 F.Supp.2d at 265, Plaintiffs here allege purposeful rather than
merdy knowing conductSeeinfra Section I11.B.2.bl.



persecutory campaigin Re South Afrian Apartheid Litig.617 F.Supp.2d at 2651t therefore
had a substantial effect on the abuses suffered by Plaintiffs.

Defendant relies heavily on a comparisoihitoBo Shan v. China Const. Bank Corp.
421 F. ApiiX. 89 (2d Cir. 2011)MTD at 32.In that case, the defendant bank provided false
evidence to the police, leading to the plaintiffOs arrest, knowing that the police would subject him
to mistreatmentd. at 94 Defendant makes much of the fact that hathBo Sharand the
present case take place in the PRC, but fails to address the vast differential of power, agency,
influence and intent between the civilian financial institutiohitnBo Sharand the celaiated
CCP propagandist here. Defendant here used his power, agency and influence to call for and
directly participate in the persecutory campaign against Falun Gong by helping to construct the
ideological framework for this persecution, instigating theuterof Falun Gong practitioners,
and even proposing the methodology by which some of the persecutory acts were caraied out
discussed abovélis role in the abuses suffered by Plaintiffs is therefore far more extensive than
the defendantOs roleliu Bo Shanandis more similar to the defendantsO condubt Re
South African AparthdiLitig.

Defendant misrepresents PlaintiffsO allegations Wwhetaims that they allege nothing
more than Ocontribut[ion] to a propaganda campaign [and to] a hostile attitude toward Falun
Gong practitioners KATD at 32. Plaintiffs in fact allege that Defendant specifically and
intentionally promotednd instigatedhe persecution of Falun Gong practitioners through his
production and dissemination of media and documents calling for Falun Giong@engnd
prescribing the use of torture. Plaintiffs allege these facts with specifé&iy.at |} 9, 25 n2,
27,42, 92105, 110. DefendantOs acts had an ongoing, practical function as an indispensable
element to the practice of OtransformingO Falun Gong practitioners throughAotheezery
least, the persecution of Falun Gong would not have occurred in the saroewitlythe same

virulence without DefendantOs conduct.

b. Defendant acted with the purpose of facilitating the
commission of the abuses alleged.



In addition to committing acts with a substantial effect on the crime, the defendant must
also have acted “with the purpose of facilitating the commission of the crime.” Talismarn 582
F.3d at 259. That Defendant acted with the requisite purpose in this case is clear based on his
well-established animosity toward Falun Gong.

In Talisman where the purpose requirement was not met, the court made special note of
the fact that the plaintiffs there did not show or even suggest that the defendant “was a partisan in
regional, religious, or ethnic hostilities, or that [the defendant] acted with the purpose to assist
persecution.” Id. at 263. Indeed, the evidence there suggested that the human rights abuses being
committed “tarnished [the defendant’s] reputation™ and “angered its employees and
management.” Id. These facts stand in stark contrast to the facts alleged here, which provide
precisely the kind of evidence the court suggests would satisfy the purpose requirement.
Defendant here is clearly “a partisan in regional, religious or ethnic hostilities.” Defendant has
taken a side in the anti-Falun Gong persecutory campaign, describing Falun Gong as, among
other things, “human garbage,” “demons,” “terrorists,” and “an evil cult.” SAC 99 18, 104, 105.
He has produced extensive media denigrating Falun Gong and directly calling for their torture
and persecution. SAC 9 26, 105.

Defendant barely attempts to counter these allegations, arguing that Defendant’s
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language is simply “sarcastic,” “unpleasant,” and “harsh,” but not indicative of an intent to
facilitate torture. Defendant’s statements, placed prominently on the CACA website, calling for
intensified “transformation work™ in order to “prevent [] the spread of this psychological
epidemic” amount to far more than mere criticism. SAC § 62. The CACA website also includes
calls to “wipe out the evil cult,” bring about its “apocalypse”, and defeat its “[mobilized] mass
under the flag of demons.” SAC 9 80, 81, 85. At no point do Plaintiffs allege that this
apocalyptic imagery is used sarcastically; rather, they allege that it is a direct statement of

Defendant’s intent to violently eliminate Falun Gong as a religion and bring about the

ideological conversion of its adherents through torture and other abuses. SAC | 73.



Defendant’s language mirrors that of other major perpetrators of the anti-Falun Gong
persecutory campaign, as well as earlier campaigns throughout the PRC’s history. SAC 9] 26, 27,
53,57, 68, 69. To CCP members throughout the PRC, this language has been taken as a clear
sign of the intent to violently crack down upon its targets and to instigate, ideologically justity,
and facilitate the mobilization of that violent crackdown. See Marsh Decl. at Exh. K (stating that
the Chinese terms employed by Defendant have “clear and unmistakable meanings” that invoke
violent persecution of ideologically targeted groups). Given the context of the persecutory
campaign against Falun Gong that Defendant helped to promote and the language employed in
the materials that Defendant produced and disseminated, Defendant’s claims are not plausible.
Defendant’s language is not merely unpleasant; it is demonstrative of Defendant’s intent to aid
the persecution of Falun Gong. See Marsh Decl. at Exhs. A, I. He therefore acted purposefully.

Because Defendant purposefully provided practical assistance through the production and
dissemination of media having a substantial effect on the abuses suffered by Plaintiffs, he is

liable under the ATS for aiding and abetting those abuses.

C. Defendant Is Liable for Conspiracy to Commit the Human Rights Abuses
Alleged.

Plaintiffs allege that Defendant conspired to commit the international law violations
alleged. SAC Y 2, 7, 15, 16, 106, 108, 109, 113, 115, 117, 120, 125, 129, 131. Conspiracy
liability is available under the ATS, and Plaintiffs plead sufficient factual allegations to show

that Defendant participated in a conspiracy to commit human rights abuses against Plaintiffs.’

1. Conspiracy liability is available under the ATS.

In Talisman, this circuit assumed without deciding that plaintiffs could assert conspiracy
liability under the ATS. 582 F.3d at 260. The court there stated that “[a]s a matter of first
principles, we look to international law to derive the elements for any such cause of action,” and

noted that the “analog to a conspiracy as a completed offense in international law is the concept

? Defendant does not even address claims of conspiracy liability in his Motion to Dismiss, despite Plaintiffs’
numerous allegations of such a conspiracy.
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of the ‘joint criminal enterprise.’” Id. (citing Hamdan v. Rumsfeld, 548 U.S. 557, 611 n.40
(2006)). This form of conspiracy liability is universally recognized under international law, a
conclusion supported by the bulk of federal precedent and by various sources of international law,
including international tribunals, treaties, and international legal scholars. Thus, conspiracy
liability meets the requirements of Sosa, 542 U.S. at 732, and is available under the ATS.

The overwhelming majority of federal courts to address the issue have found that liability
for ATS claims extends to conspiracies beyond genocide and aggressive war. See Cabello v.
Fernandez-Larios, 402 F.3d 1148 (11th Cir. 2005); Hilao v. Estate of Marcos, 103 F.3d 767, 776
(9th Cir. 1996); In re Terrorist Attacks on Sept. 11, 2001, 349 F. Supp. 2d 765, 826 (S.D.N.Y.
2005); Burnett v. Al Baraka Inv. & Dev. Corp., 274 F. Supp. 2d 86, 100 (D.D.C. 2003); Doe v.
Islamic Salvation Front, 257 F. Supp. 2d 115, 121 n.12 (D.D.C. 2003). The Supreme Court also
noted in Hamdan that “[t]he International Criminal Tribunal for the former Yugoslavia (ICTY),
drawing on the Nuremberg precedents, has adopted a ‘joint criminal enterprise’ theory of
liability,” a form of liability that is “akin to aiding and abetting.” 548 U.S. at 611 n.40.

Indeed, both the ICTY and International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda (ICTR) recognize
liability for participation in a joint criminal enterprise, using a standard similar to that adopted
domestically for conspiracy liability. Prosecutor v. Tadic, Case No. IT-94-1-A, 9 194-220 (July
15, 1999); Prosecutor v. Karemera, Case No. ICTR-98-44-AR73 (June 16, 2006). This standard
has been followed repeatedly in these tribunals. See, e.g., Prosecutor v. Vasiljevic, Case No. IT-
98-32-A (February 25, 2004); Prosecutor v. Babic, Case No. IT-03-72-A (July 18, 2005);
Prosecutor v. Stakic, Case No. IT-97-24-A (March 22, 2006).

One of the earliest ICTY analyses of joint criminal enterprise liability was provided in
Tadic, Case No. 94-1-A. The Appeals Chamber there held the accused liable for murder because
he “took part in the common criminal purpose to rid the region of the non-Serb population, by
committing inhumane acts,” and because the killing of the non-Serbs in furtherance of this plan
was a foreseeable outcome of which he was aware. Id. 4 194-220. If the defendant is not merely

a willing participant in a common criminal design but also acts intentionally to further the design,
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his conduct rises to the level of “co-perpetration,” characterized by the ICTY as “firmly
established in customary international law.” Id. § 22.

The Rome Statute provides for conspiracy liability as well. Article 25(d) states that a
person shall be liable for a crime if he in any way “contributes to the commission...of such a
crime by a group of persons acting with a common purpose.” Rome Statute art. 25(d).

International legal scholars have also concluded that joint criminal enterprise liability is
firmly established in international law. “It is now widely accepted by international criminal
courts that in the case of collective criminality where several persons engage in the pursuit of a
common criminal plan or design, all participants in this common plan or design may be held
criminally liable for the perpetration of the criminal act, even if they have not materially
participated in the commission of said act...” Antonio Cassese, INTERNATIONAL CRIMINAL LAW
191 (2d ed. 2008).

Thus, the overwhelming weight of federal precedent and international law supports the
conclusion that conspiracy liability is universally recognized under international law and

therefore gives rise to subject matter jurisdiction under Sosa. 542 U.S. at 732.

2. Defendant conspired to commit the human rights abuses alleged.

Liability for conspiracy to commit an international law violation requires that the
defendant take part in a common criminal design and intentionally act to further that design.
Tadic 9] 22. This standard is consistent with Talisman, which requires that the defendant act
purposefully. 582 F.3d at 260. Plaintiffs’ allegations meets this standard.

Plaintiffs’ allegations make clear that Defendant intentionally participated in the
conspiracy to wage a persecutory campaign against Falun Gong. First, he conspired with CCP
officials from the outset of the campaign to douzheng and eradicate Falun Gong. At all relevant
times, Defendant has been a prominent figure within the CCP, having worked for eighteen years
under the CCP’s Propaganda Department prior to the initiation of the persecution of Falun Gong.

SAC 9 33. The CACA, which Defendant co-founded, was sponsored by the CCP. SAC q 34.
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China Central Television (CCTV), the CCP’s official propaganda vehicle, often rebroadcast
programs produced by Defendant. SAC q 34. Defendant himself has stated that his propaganda
has provided “a crucial reference point to the central Party leadership to enact” the persecution of
Falun Gong. SAC q 56.

The CCP’s persecutory campaign was formally announced on July 19, 1999, when CCP
Chairman Jiang Zemin declared that “we must implement a douzheng strategy in order to split
apart and disintegrate [Falun Gong].” SAC § 53; see Marsh Decl. at Exh. F. Its implementation
began the next day, July 20, 1999. SAC q 25. Defendant helped to foment the public animus
against Falun Gong that was necessary to wage the persecutory campaign with his anti-Falun
Gong propaganda piece Li Hongzhi—The Man and His Deed, which was produced and aired
immediately prior to Zemin’s formal announcement. SAC § 41. Li Hongzhi was then screened at
the July 19 CCP meeting announcing the persecutory campaign. SAC q 42. These allegations
make clear that Defendant participated in the planning stages of the persecutory campaign prior
to its formal announcement.

Defendant’s production and dissemination of this and other propaganda significantly
furthered the CCP’s persecutory campaign for all of the reasons described above regarding
Defendant’s substantial assistance of the alleged human rights abuses. See supra Section
II1.B.2.a. In addition, the PRC’s media is controlled by the CCP and is an essential component of
the CCP’s persecution of Falun Gong. SAC 4 10, 35, 40; see Marsh Decl. at Exh. B, L, M.
Defendant’s actions therefore must have been performed in coordination with the CCP and its
illegal persecutory campaign against Falun Gong. As a reward for Defendant’s actions furthering
the CCP’s “grip on power,” Defendant has been lionized in the PRC’s popular press and has
received multiple awards from the CCP. SAC q 38-40, 46; see Marsh Decl. at Exh. H.

Defendant also conspired with other media entities complicit in the douzheng campaign.
Defendant’s anti-Falun Gong propaganda created and maintained the environment necessary to
persecute Falun Gong practitioners by instigating hostility and violence against them. SAC 4 49,

99. Many programs broadcast on Defendant’s own television station, WTV, were devoted to the
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Jjiepi and douzheng of Falun Gong adherents, and even called for their “utter extermination.”

SAC 9 34, 36, 83, 100. CCTV, the primary propaganda vehicle of the CCP, broadcast programs
personally scripted by Defendant that were instrumental to the persecution. SAC 9] 34, 36, 101.
The People’s Daily, the major CCP-run newspaper in the PRC, similarly published Defendant’s
explanation of the importance of Li Hongzhi to the douzheng campaign “by providing a crucial
reference point to the central Party leadership to enact the chuli of Falun Gong.” SAC at 9 56.

Defendant further conspired with police and security officials who carried out the torture
and persecution of Plaintiffs. Members of the CACA produced and disseminated training
manuals to police and security officials that encouraged and provided guidelines for the
“transformation” of Falun Gong practitioners through torture. SAC 4, 11, 19, 48, 82, 92. The
propaganda disseminated by Defendant also provided an ideological mandate under which
security forces acted with impunity. SAC 9 101, 106.

The persecution flourished as a result of the symbiotic relationship between security
forces and media entities, increasingly intensifying their respective efforts. See Marsh Decl. at
Exh. B (“[The] high-pressure propaganda campaign against the group has also been critical. As
Chinese society turned against Falun Gong...it became easier for the government to use violence
against [them].”). Police and security forces were lent legitimacy as they increased the intensity
of the douzheng campaign of torture and detention. The involvement of police and security
officials in turn strengthened the “facade of institutional legitimacy” of Defendant’s media
institutions. SAC 9 48, 49.

Defendant engaged in these acts purposefully, as demonstrated by his anti-Falun Gong
statements. See supra Section II1.B.2.b.

Defendant purposefully participated in and furthered a criminal design to commit the

human rights violations alleged by Plaintiffs. He is therefore liable for conspiracy.

D. Defendant Is Liable Under the Doctrine of Command Responsibility for His
Subordinates’ Aiding and Abetting of the Human Rights Abuses Alleged.
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Liability under the doctrine of command responsibility is available under the ATS, and
Plaintiffs sufficiently plead that Defendant exercised command responsibility over subordinates

who aided and abetted the human rights abuses alleged.

1. Command responsibility is available under the ATS.

Liability under the doctrine of command responsibility exists where (1) there is a
superior-subordinate relationship such that the superior possessed effective control over the
subordinates engaged in illegal conduct, (2) the superior knew or had reason to know that those
subordinates were about to or had committed illegal acts, and (3) the superior failed to take
necessary and reasonable measures to prevent or punish those acts. See Liu Qi, 349 F. Supp. 2d
at 1330 (N.D. Cal. 2004). See also Prosecutor v. Delalic, Case No. IT-96-21-A, Appeal
Judgment, 99 189-198, 225-6, 238-9, 256, 263, 346 (Feb. 20, 2001). Contrary to Defendant’s
claims, these elements are universally recognized under international law, regardless of whether
the superior is a civilian'® or whether the illegal conduct occurs during times of peace, a
conclusion supported by federal precedent, international tribunals, and treaties. Thus, command
responsibility satisfies the requirements of Sosa, 542 U.S. at 732, and is available under the ATS.

Command responsibility is well established in federal courts and has been applied to
civilian defendants. See In re Yamashita, 327 U.S. 1, 13-14 (1946); Liu Qi, 349 F. Supp. 2d at
1332-33. The same elements are applied whether the defendant is a civilian or military superior.
See Liu Qi, 349 F. Supp. 2d at 1332-33; Hilao, 103 F.3d at 776-77; Ford v. Garcia, 289 F.3d
1283, 1288-89 (11th Cir. 2002). The legislative history of the TVPA explicitly endorses the
application of command responsibility to “anyone with higher authority” regardless of civilian
status. S. Rep. No. 102-249 at 9, n. 16 (1991).

Courts have also applied this doctrine to illegal conduct occurring in peacetime. Hilao,

103 F.3d at 777 (noting the shared goals between international humanitarian and international

' Any differences in the application of these elements to civilian superiors as opposed to military superiors are
evidentiary in nature, as the circumstances within a military chain of command may allow for stronger presumptions
of effective control or knowledge. The factors are nevertheless identically applied to civilian and military leaders.
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human rights law); Liu Qi, 349 F. Supp. 2d at 1258. The legislative history of the TVPA does not
limit the doctrine to times of war.'' See S. Rep. No. 102-249 at 9, n.16.

International courts have applied command responsibility to civilians since World War II.
See, e.g., France v. Roechling, in 14 TRIALS OF WAR CRIMINALS BEFORE THE NUREMBERG
MILITARY TRIBUNALS UNDER CONTROL COUNCIL LAW No. 10 1136 (1952). It continues to be an
important source of liability for civilian leaders indicted before the international ad hoc tribunals.
See Delalic, Trial Judgment, § 356; Prosecutor v. Kayishema, Case No. ICTR-95-1-T, Trial
Judgment, 49 213-16 (May 21, 1999); Prosecutor v. Nahimana, Case No. ICTR-99-52-T, Trial
Judgment, 49 973, 977 (Dec. 3, 2003). The founding statutes of both the ICTY and ICTR, as well
as other ad hoc tribunals, do not limit the doctrine to military leaders, and it is settled both in
ICTR and ICTY jurisprudence that the definition of a superior extends to civilians. See
Prosecutor v. Kajelijeli, Case No. ICTR-98-44A-A, Appeal Judgment, § 85 (May 23, 2005);
Law on the Establishment of Extraordinary Chambers in the Courts of Cambodia for the
Prosecution of Crimes Committed during the Period of Democratic Kampuchea art. 29,
NS/RKM/1004/006, Oct. 27, 2004; Statute of the Special Court for Sierra Leone art. 6(3), Jan.
16,2002, 2178 U.N.T.S. 145. Articles 86 and 87 of Additional Protocol I to the Geneva
Conventions also support the conclusion that any individual capable of exercising effective
control can be found responsible pursuant to the doctrine of command responsibility. See Delalic,
Appeal Judgment, § 195. The elements necessary to establish command responsibility are thus
considered “firmly established in international law” and a “principle of customary international
law.” Kayishema, Trial Judgment, § 2009.

In addition, international courts have applied command responsibility in cases where the
subordinates committed the illegal acts by aiding and abetting the principal violations of

international law. See, e.g., Prosecutor v. Oric, Case No. IT-03-68-T, Trial Judgment, 9 301,

' Although Defendant quotes a statement from Hilao noting the doctrine’s widespread acceptance in wartime to
indicate its limited applicability to wartime crimes, MTD at 36, the opinion goes on to note the acceptance of
command responsibility in peacetime cases and acknowledges that U.S. law has indeed accepted it. 103 F.3d at 777.
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578 (June 30, 2006); Prosecutor v. Blagojevich, IT-02-60-A, Appeal Judgment, § 280 (May 9,
2007).
The doctrine of command responsibility is therefore universal, specific, and obligatory,

meeting the standard in Sosa. 542 U.S. at 732.

2. Defendant is liable under command responsibility for the human
rights abuses alleged.

Liability under command responsibility requires (1) a superior-subordinate relationship
with effective control, (2) knowledge or reason to know that subordinates were engaged in illegal
conduct, and (3) the failure to take necessary and reasonable measures to prevent or punish such
conduct. See Liu Qi, 349 F. Supp. 2d at 1330. As a superior with effective control over
subordinates at the CACA, WTRB, and WTV who aided and abetted the abuses alleged,
Defendant is liable for failing to prevent or punish those abuses that he knew or had reason to
know were occurring.

A superior has effective control when he has the material ability to prevent subordinates
from committing crimes or to punish them after the crimes were committed.'? Kajelijeli, Appeal
Judgment, § 86; Delalic, Appeal Judgment, § 198. Factors that have been identified as indicative
of a defendant’s ability to control the acts of subordinates include the official position held by the
accused, his capacity to issue orders, his position within the relevant hierarchy, and the actual
tasks that he performed. Prosecutor v. Halilovic, Case No. IT-01-48-T, Trial Judgment, § 58
(Nov. 16, 2005). As long as a superior possesses effective control over subordinates, he can be
held criminally responsible for their crimes even if they are several steps down the chain of
command. Delalic, Appeal Judgment, § 303; Nahimana, Appeal Judgment, § 785.

Plaintiffs have alleged that Defendant meets the standard for effective control in this case.

SAC 9 115. He held the highest positions of authority at WRTB, WTV, and the CACA. SAC

"2 Defendant argues that he cannot be held liable under command responsibility because he did not exercise effective
control over security or prison officials that committed harms against Plaintiffs. MTD at 30. However, Plaintiffs do
not contend Defendant possessed such control. Rather, Plaintiffs contend that Defendant exercised effective control
over his subordinates who aided and abetted security or prison officials. SAC 9 19, 50, 71, 72, 83, 92-97, 104, 115,
117.
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10, 11. Because of his management and oversight responsibilities at WRTB, he had control over
the ideological content of all radio and TV propaganda broadcast in Wuhan. SAC 9 10. As the
director of WTV, he also set editorial and programming policy at the television station, selected
and produced media programs, and had the power to appoint, remove, discipline and supervise
employees. SAC § 10. As a key member of the Standing Committee of the Executive Council of
the CACA, he set policy, supervised all website and transformation-related activities, initiated
and terminated projects, and had the power to select, appoint, and remove CACA officials. SAC
9 11. Defendant therefore had the ability to prevent the abuses alleged by, for instance,
prohibiting programs or articles that instigated violence against Falun Gong. He had the power to
punish subordinates whose work instigated human rights abuses by removing them from their
posts, disciplining them, or simply passing them over for promotions. Defendant thus had
effective control over subordinates at CACA, WRTB, and WTV.

The defendant must also have known or had reason to know that his subordinates
committed the alleged acts. All of the facts available are taken as a whole in evaluating whether
the information the defendant possessed was sufficiently alarming such that he was alerted to the
risk of illegal conduct by subordinates. Prosecutor v. Krnojelac, IT-97-25-A, Appeal Judgment,
9 178 (Sept. 17, 2003). Facts that have been found sufficiently alarming to indicate knowledge of
criminal activity by subordinates include reports of beatings, deaths from beatings or shootings,
and the widespread nature of the crimes. /d. 9 178-180.

Plaintiffs have alleged that Defendant knew or had reason to know not only that the
abuses against Falun Gong were taking place, but also that his subordinates aided and abetted the

perpetrators.'> SAC 9 64. In addition to personally encouraging the persecution of Falun Gong,

13 Plaintiffs have alleged that Defendant’s subordinates aided and abetted the alleged abuses. CACA staff routinely
distributed and provided materials in prisons and labor camps, which explained best interrogation practices for the
“transformation” of Falun Gong and which were used in the transformation process. SAC 9 92, 95-96, 110. CACA
staff encouraged local ACAs to send more Falun Gong practitioners to labor camps and prisons, and organized
meetings for local communities to view propaganda and to advocate eradicating Falun Gong. SAC 9§ 93-94, 104.
The CACA and local ACAs provided training manuals, books and other materials to labor camps that were used in
the transformation process. SAC 9 95-96. These subordinates acted purposefully, as is evident based on their
repeated calls for douzheng and jiepi of Falun Gong and calls to escalate Falun Gong’s persecution. SAC § 71.
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there has been widespread coverage of brutal interrogations, deaths, and unlawful imprisonments
by police and labor camp officials. SAC 9 28-31. Many of the interrogations and torture
sessions occurred in Wuhan, where Defendant was based, and in other localities where the
CACA operated in close contact with police and labor camp officials. SAC qq 18, 19, 23.
Defendant was also undoubtedly aware of the violent consequences of the infamous propaganda
campaigns used in the past to target specific groups during the Cultural Revolution and other
periods of persecution in the PRC’s recent history. SAC 9 68-69.

Defendant also knew his subordinates were aiding and abetting the perpetrators because
of his authority to set policy and manage activities in all three organizations. As the head of
WRTB and WTV, he approved discriminatory programming on both television and radio. SAC q
10. He also supervised all website and “transformation”-related activities at CACA, which
included the routine distribution of training materials in prisons and labor camps that were used
in the “transformation” process. SAC 9 11, 45, 58, 72, 92-96, 110.

A superior has a duty to take measures that come within his or her power or material
possibility to prevent or punish criminal activity committed by subordinates, including aiding
and abetting the principal perpetrators. See Oric, Trial Judgment, § 301; Delalic, Appeal
Judgment, § 486; Blagojevich, Appeal Judgment, § 280. Generally, a superior has the obligation
to take active steps to ensure that subordinates will be punished. Halilovic, Trial Judgment,  100.
In the case of civilian superiors, this duty can simply be fulfilled by reporting illegal conduct to
the proper authorities. Prosecutor v. Boskoski, Case No. IT-04-82-T, Trial Judgment, § 418 (July
10, 2008); Halilovic, Trial Judgment, § 100. The doctrine of command responsibility does not
require direct causality between the superior’s failure to act and the perpetrator’s criminal acts.
Oric, Trial Judgment 99 293, 338; Prosecutor v. Blaskic, Case No. IT-95-14-A, Appeal
Judgment, § 77 (July 29, 2004); Prosecutor v. Kordic, Case No. IT-95-14/2-A, Appeal Judgment,
9 832 (Dec. 17, 2004). A superior can be held responsible for failing to create or sustain an
environment of discipline and respect for the law amongst his or her subordinates. Oric, Trial

Judgment 9 336.
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Plaintiffs adequately allege Defendant failed to take such measures. In fact, Defendant
failed to take any measures to prevent or punish his subordinates, even though he possessed the
authority to discipline staff, remove harmful content from the CACA website or television
airwaves, or even to report the conduct of his employees to the proper authorities. Despite
Defendant’s claims that his plan was merely to advance the cause of science, he did nothing to
stop the torture and violence that ensued from the actions of his subordinates. SAC 9 89. Rather,
he encouraged the campaign to increase its violent targeting of Falun Gong practitioners by
telling CACA staff directly of the need to increase the efficiency of the jiepi of Falun Gong and
to use the Internet to increase douzheng efforts. SAC 9 58, 90. In so doing, he effectively
sustained an environment of hostility toward Falun Gong and complete disrespect for
fundamental human rights and the law.

For the reasons stated above, Defendant is liable under the doctrine of command

responsibility for aiding and abetting the human rights abuses alleged.

IV. FREEDOM OF SPEECH CONSIDERATIONS DO NOT BAR THIS SUIT.

Defendant makes much of constitutional protections required by the First Amendment.
MTD at 12-23, 23-30."* In asserting that the First Amendment has “jurisdictional consequences”
in this case, Defendant misunderstands the nature of the jurisdictional inquiry required by Sosa.

Additionally, to the extent that Defendant apparently attempts to erect some sort of substantive

' The concept of “performative utterance” as language used to alter the state of the world has relevance to the
allegations in the SAC. The role of propaganda in persecutory campaigns is intended to bring about a radical change
in PRC security’s treatment of the target group. The actual identity of the group is irrelevant. What matters is that
the same “operative phrases” are used to mark the members of the target group as CCP enemies, thereby authorizing
and mandating their subjection to disdain, public humiliation, ideological conversion that makes use of torture and
detention, and, where necessary, elimination. PRC security subject members of the group to public humiliation and
ideological conversion because they understand the meaning of the “operative phrases.” Austin’s definition of
“performance utterance,” see MTD at 34 n.35, has undergone significant criticism and modification since he
introduced it, such that the category of speech that “gets things done by the mere uttering” has been expanded to
include speech used to directly alter the state of the world. See, e.g., Jean Francois-Lyotard, THE POSTMODERN
CONDITION: A REPORT ON KNOWLEDGE 9-17 (Geoff Bennington & Brian Massumi, trans., 1989).
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defense based on the Constitution, Defendant is wrong as a matter of First Amendment law and

policy."
A. The First Amendment Has No “Jurisdictional Consequences” for the
Purposes of Evaluating Subject Matter Jurisdiction Under the ATS.

Defendant, by and large, never discusses any of the norms of international law that form
the basis of the SAC. Instead, Defendant wrongly asserts that Plaintiffs have alleged violations of
defamation, hate speech, “propaganda,” and perhaps even incitement to genocide. In the SAC,
Plaintiffs have set forth their claims clearly at paragraphs 107-130, without any reference
whatsoever to these norms. As is made clear in the SAC and supra at Section II.C.1-3, Plaintiffs
allege violations of specific and universal international norms, such as torture and crimes against
humanity, that meet the standard laid out in Sosa. Defendant largely ignores these allegations and
instead makes the novel but mistaken argument that there can be no subject matter jurisdiction
here unless there is a universal norm prohibiting the particular acts of the defendant that give rise
to accessory liability (here producing propaganda), a norm which Defendant argues cannot exist
due to the First Amendment’s purported protection of Defendant’s speech. As put in the MTD,
“there is a fatal jurisdictional consequence [to Defendant’s First Amendment arguments]...The
claims cannot constitute claims of violations of universal norms of international law...” MTD at
13 (emphases in original). Defendant mischaracterizes the nature of Plaintiffs’ claims and
compounds his error by misstating fundamental aspects of ATS law. For these reasons,
Defendant is wrong.

Sosa requires, as a jurisdictional matter, an inquiry into whether the norms at issue are
universal. This is emphatically not an inquiry into whether the conduct that gives rise to
accessory liability—here, Defendant’s purportedly protected speech—is universally condemned.
“The issue of consensus relates to whether there is...a norm.” 4/mog, 471 F. Supp. 2d at 274

n.21. Defendant has confused an assessment of the universality of international norms with an

" Defendant seems only to suggest that the First Amendment implicates subject matter jurisdiction. MTD at 13
(Defendant’s First Amendment argument has a “jurisdictional consequence™); but see MTD at 13 (“Plaintiff’s
Claims Are Barred by the First Amendment.”). Thus secondary matters of substantive First Amendment law are
treated at length infra at Sections [V.B—C.
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assessment of whether Defendant’s accessorial conduct can give rise to liability under these
norms. Defendant cites no authority endorsing, applying, or even contemplating his approach,
because no court could possibly support it.

Such a rule is contrary to the rules of subject matter jurisdiction generally. “When
Congress does not rank a statutory limitation...as jurisdictional, courts should treat the restriction
as nonjurisdictional in character.” Arbaugh v. Y & H Corp., 546 U.S. 500, 515 (2006). There are
only three statutory limitations on jurisdiction under the ATS: that the suit be brought (1) by an
alien, (2) for a tort, (3) in violation of the law of nations. Wiwa, 626 F. Supp. 2d at 381; 28 U.S.C.
§ 1350. To this has been added the requirement that the international law norm meet certain
criteria before a federal court exercise jurisdiction over it under the ATS. Sosa, 542 U.S. at
732.'% 1f the limitation is nonjurisdictional, however, it is treated as a matter of the merits of the
case. See Arbaugh, 546 U.S. at 511-13. Defendant’s invocation of the First Amendment
conflates 12(b)(1) and 12(b)(6), and has no place under either. As a Sosa jurisdictional inquiry
into the universality of the norms alleged in the case at bar, the First Amendment is irrelevant.'’
As a matter of the merits of the case, the fact that Defendant’s liability depends in part on speech
means only that Plaintiffs must plausibly allege that this speech, together with his other conduct,
aided and abetted violations of international law. See Twombly, 550 U.S. at 555. In neither case
is a First Amendment rule relevant.

Notwithstanding Defendant’s reliance on the First Amendment, this court can exercise

subject matter jurisdiction over this action.

1% Sosa’s requirements have also been described as guiding principles for lower courts in deciding whether or not to
exercise common law power to create a cause of action under the ATS. Khulumani, 504 F.3d at 266—68 (Katzmann,
J., concurring). Regardless of the analytical attractiveness of this position, it does not seem to reflect the approach to
subject matter jurisdiction most often adopted in this circuit. See supra Section II.B. Nor does it add support to
Defendant’s position, as the inquiry is still into the norm at issue and not the conduct that gives rise to liability.
Whether the Sosa requirements are considered part of a court’s common law power or an aspect of subject matter
jurisdiction, the First Amendment is not relevant to universality under Sosa.

' Defendant’s references to the U.S. position on the definition of “hate speech” under the ICCPR and incitement

under the Genocide Convention are therefore inapposite. MTD at 24-25. Neither hate speech nor incitement to
genocide forms the basis for liability in the SAC.
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B. DefendantOs Actions Cannot Be Treated as Protected Speech Under U.S.
Constitutional Norms.

Defendant’s claims based on the First Amendment also cannot provide a substantive
defense in this case, because the First Amendment does not protect an alien’s speech overseas,

speech that aids and abets a crime, or speech that incites violence.

1. The First Amendment does not protect the speech of an alien made
outside the United States.

Defendant asks this court to announce a new rule of constitutional law, that the First
Amendment protects the speech of aliens made abroad. Such a rule is unsupported and unwise.

Defendant confuses the issue of the extraterritorial reach of the First Amendment with the
predicate question of the applicability of the First Amendment. Defendant contends, “It does not
matter where the speech was uttered. It does matter that a U.S. court is adjudicating.” MTD at 12
n.17. In fact, both matter. That a U.S. court is adjudicating matters because it might very well
establish the existence of state action sufficient to trigger the application of the First Amendment
in a suit between private parties. See New York Times v. Sullivan, 376 U.S. 254, 265 (1964).
(This assumes that defendant’s actions are protected speech under the First Amendment, a
proposition Plaintiffs dispute below.)

Where, and by whom, the speech was uttered also matters. Defendant’s theory requires
that the First Amendment reach the speech of an alien made abroad. MTD at 12-23. No court
has suggested, and no principle of constitutional law suggests, that the First Amendment enjoys
such reach. The only court, apparently, to have addressed in detail whether First Amendment
rights extend to aliens abroad has rejected this proposition. Laker Airways Ltd. v. Pan American
World Airways Inc., 604 F. Supp. 280, 287-88 (D.D.C. 1984) (“[N]o court has held...that a
United States tribunal is compelled by the First Amendment to protect an alien’s desire to speak
in a foreign country...[D]efendants could prevail...only if this Court broke new constitutional
ground.”). Even in cases dealing with the speech of a U.S. citizen abroad (which Defendant is
not), courts have been generally unreceptive. See Haig v. Agee, 453 U.S. 280, 308 (1981);

Yahoo! Inc. v La Ligue Contre Le Racisme Et L’ Antisemitisme, 433 F.3d 1199, 1217 (9th Cir.
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2006)(en banc) (collecting cases). Cases cited by Defendant are notoniitagy.*® This court
should, in harmony with thieaker court, decline to break Onew constitutional ground.O 604 F.
Supp. at 288

There are soungstifications for refusing to extend the protections of the First
Amendment to alienabroad.'® In Johnson v. Eisenstrage339 U.S. 763, 784 (195Ghe
Supreme Court rejected the application of the Fifth Amendment to aliens detained abroad. The
Court reasoned that this rule Owould mean that during military occupation irreconcilable enemy
elementsEcould require the American Judiciary to asshiem freedoms of speech, press, and
assembly as in the First Amendment, [and the] right to bear arms as in the SktoFeO
situation envisioned ikisenstrageis as undesirable now as it wddte time the decision was

written.2°

18Such cases are of two sorts. The first set of cases deal with enforcement of foreign judfiateisesvitch v.
Telnikoff, 877 F. Supp. 1,88 (D.D.C. 1995)Bachanan v. India Abroad PublinOs.|ri&4 N.Y.S. 2d 661, 154 Misc.

2d 228, 229 (N.Y. Sup. Ct. 1992)he second set of cases turn on choiclkaw questionsAbdullah v. Sheridan

Square Presdnc.,, 154 F.R.D. 591 (S.D.N.Y. 1994apparently invoking public policy considerations icteice

of-law analysis dismissing a claim based on British libel [&@Roburt v. Gannett Co., In83 F.R.D. 574, 579 (D.

Haw. 1979) The rules governing the choioélaw and the enforcement of a foreign judgment in libel and
defamation actions both require courts to look to the public policies of a domestic Baahanan 154 Misc. 2d at

229 (laying out rles for enforcement of foreign judgment®eRoburf 83 F.R.D. at 579 (laying out rules for
choiceof-law). By contrast, in this case there is no rule that requires the court to compare two sets of laws which are
either more or less protective of speechther, Defendant is asking the court to unilaterally expand the reach of the
First Amendment to DefendantOs conduct. DefendantOs citations do not lend support to the Oremarkable claim,0
Laker, 604 F. Supp. at 28That aliens in foreign countries enjoy the freedoms of the First Amendment.

191 this court could extend the reach of First Amendment norms to all people in the PRC including dissidents like
pro-democracy advocates, Tibetans, rights lawyers, journalists and Falun Gong, the extension of these norms to
protect DefendantOs speech migimport with First Amendment commitments and principles. In light of the PRCOs
arrest and persecution of Plaintiffs and other persons similarly situated precisely for expressive acts that protest the
persecution of &un Gong and speak favorably about the religious practice, DefendantOs request for protections
denied to Plaintiffs and other minoritiestime PRCruns counter to the First Amendment principles and norms he
invokes.

2 pefendantOs references to the legislatis®tyi of the Proxmire Actvhich implemented the Genocide
Conventiondo not support the extraterritorial application of the First Amendment. MTD-2524he Act was
understood to, and did, create jurisdiction only Oover an offense if it is committedthatiunited States or if the
alleged offender is a national of the United States.O S. Re83B80& 5 (May 11, 1988Yhe Proxmire Act, Pub. L.
100-606 a 2 (1988)The Act was only recently amended to provide jurisdiction over defendants Oregardless of
where the offense is committedO if the offender is presthe United States.O Human Rights Enforcement Act,
Pub. L. 113122 o 3(a) (2009)There is nothing in the legislaévhistory of the revised act that suggests that
Congress assumed that the First Amendment would travel with the expanded jurisdiction of the Proxmire Act. As
such, all references to the legislative history of the original Proxmire Act for First Amendunpasgs are

irrelevant. Furthermore, these changes were explicitly made in order to Omake it easier to prosecute perpetrators of
genocide.O 155 Cong. Rec. S7002at 4 (daily ed. July 20, 200@&tatement of Sen. Richard Durbin). It would be
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Lacking any authority or justification to extend the protections of the First Amendment to

the speech of Defendant, the court should decline to do so.

2. DefendantOs speech that aids and abets the violations allegedts n
protected under the First Amendment.

Defendant appears to argue as follows: because the First Amendment protects speech
including the printed word, even if Defendant uses the printed word to aid, abet and carry out
torture and other crimes, the First Andment protects his printed word. DefendantOs argument
is flawed. Olt has never been deemed an abridgment of freedom of speechEto make a course of
conduct illegal merely because the conduct was in part initiated, evidenced, or carried out by
means of langage.@iboney v. Empire Storage & Ice ¢836 U.S. 490, 502 (1949)Fhe First
Amendment thus does not providdefense to a criminal charge simply because Defendant uses
words to carry out an illegal purpod&S v. Barnett 667 F.2d 835, 84@®th Cir. 1982)

Speechthat aids and abets criminal conduct is beyond the protection of the First
AmendmentBarnett 667 F.2d at 84gciting U.S. v. Bttorff, 572 F.2d 6198th Cir. 1978)
(holdingthat speech constituting aiding and abetting dnigeswas not entitled to First
Amendment potection);Rice v. Paladin Enterprises, Ind.28 F.3d 233, 244 (4th Cir. 1997)
(speech Ohas long beavoked to sustain convictions for aiding and abetting the commission of
criminal offenses.OA defendant can be held liable for aiding and abetiogme everwhere
he did not have direct contact with the principBlatnett 667 F.2d at 842

DefendantOs specific conduahd@g protected under the First Amendmé@efendantOs
indoctrination videos, includingi HongzhN The Man and His Deedonstituted thénstrument

by which Plaintiffs were torture@AC |} 21" 24, 105, 110Mental torture, as both a matter of

L e

strange if, in attempting to pass a law to make it easier to prosecute perpetrators of genocide, the political branches
also erected a substave First Amendment defense when this conduct took place abroad. It would also be a

remarkable reach to believe that what the political branches believed to be one of multiple mere Otechnical changes,O
id., to the Proxmire Act was at the same time th@oancement of thexpansion of First Amendment protections

abroad, given their previously limited scofee, e.gLaker, 604 F. Supp. at 28&dditionally, as an element of

substantive First Amendment law, the reach of the First Amendment is for the courts, and not Congress, to decide.

Cf. City of Boerne v. Flore§21 U.S. 507, 5361997)(O[l]t is this CourtOs precedent, not [congressional statutes]

which must controlO the substance of the First Amendment). For these reasons, the Proxmire Act cannot support the
extraterritorial each of the First Amendment.



international and domestic law, can be achieved through sgee28 U.S.C. & 13500te ©
3(b)(2)(BEX(D); supraSectionll.C.1. When speech is thastrument bywhich a crime is
achieved, it is beyond the protection of the First AmendnSsd.U.S. v. Rahmah89 F.3d 88,
117 @dCir. 1999)(First Amendment protection not available where speech constituted criminal
solicitation);U.S. v. White610 F.3d 956, 9607¢h Cir. 2010)(speech Ointegral to solicitationO is
unprotected)Moreover,O[t]he provision of instructions that aid and abet another in the
commission of a criminal offense is unprotected by the First AmendniRine28 F. 3d at
245 Defendantengaged in the provision of such instructions, as well as other conduct that aided
and abetted the international law violations alleged, as disdsgpraat Section 111.B.2
DefendantGmalls for the persecution dllaintiffs is similarly unprotected. DefendantOs
application ofBrandenburgo this casagnoresthe fundamental principles that animéte
speeclprotections in the United Statgsptectionghat are conspicuously absenttie PRC
O[l]f there be time to expose through discussion the falsehood and fallacies, to avert the evil by
the processes of education, the remedy to be applied is more speech, not enforced silence.O
Whitney v California, 274 U.S. 357, 377 (192{Brandeis, J., concurring). Such discussion is
not possible in the PRC due to widespread censorglithou the possibility of contrary views
to mitigatediscriminatoryor otherviewpoints, theBrandenburgnquiry and corollary
protections are withounerit, makingits strict application inappropriate.
In any eventDefendantOs calls for the persecution hifFGong do far more than
merely advocatéor or expressn idea to otherRatherjt Osolicits,0 Oinduces,O commands, or in
other ways persuades other persons to engage in unlawful conduct. In similar cases
Brandenburghas not precluded a finding of aiding and abetting liabiigeU.S. v. Rowlee899
F. 2d 1275, 1280 (2d Cir. 199(irst Amendment ot a defense if defendant aided and abetted
the violation of tax laws)}J.S. v. Buttorff572 F. 2cat 624(speech aiding and abetting the filing
of fraudulent income tax forms not entitled to FAshendment protection).
The First Amendment does not protect DefendantOs aiding and abidttingan rights
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3. The First Amendment would not protect the incitement of lawless
action, which Defendant engaged in here.

Even if the First Amendmentere to apply to DefendantOs conduct, and even if it was
necessary to analyze its content urBlemdenburgit would offer no protection to Defendant,
because his speech was Odirected to inciting or producing imminent lawless action andElikely to
incite a produce such actionBdandenburg v. Ohia395 U.S. 444, 447 (1969pefendantOs
speech here, which explicitly advocated violence against Falog @actitioners in widespread
media outlets while a persecutory campaign ag&alun Gong was being waged throughibiat
PRGC constitutes incitement.

Whether advocacy of violence constitutes incitement hinges on two considerations: (1)
the imminence of the violence, and (2) the likelihood of producing viol&e®=People v. Rubin
96 Cal.App.3d 968, 978 (Cal. Ct. App. 1979)n Rubin the defendant advocated on television
that viewers kill or injure members of the American Nazi Party at a demonstration they were to
hold five weeks latedd. The court noted that the question of the imminence of an event is
Orelated to [the eventOs] nature,O and found that the Nazi demonstration, which had attracted
nafonal attention, Ocould be said to have been proximate and immidekte@e, DefendantOs
propaganda calling for and instigating violent persecution were broadcast in the labor camps and
prisons where security guards were subjecting Plaintiffs to torture and persecution. SAC |} 18,
19, 34, 50, 96, 9%eeMarsh Decl. at Exh.. T his propaganda, together with the fact that the
mass campaign of torture and persecution against Falun Gorangeisag and
contemporaneous with DefendantOs advocacy, renders the violent action even more proximate
and imminent than iRubin

The court inRubinalso found that the Oserious reportage by respectable news mediaO of
the defendantOs advocacy of violerseilted in a reasonable likelihood of producing violent
action.ld. at 979 Here, the advocacy of violence was presented on television in the form of

2L Whether or not the advocacy engaged in by Defendant incited imminent acts of torture and other violations of law
is a factual issue to be decided by the-fader at trial. See Rubin96 Cal.App.3d at 976



respectable news media, just aRurin. Moreover, the fact that Defendant did not merely
advocate violence to the general public but also provided instructions on how to OtransformO
Falun Gong practitioners through torture, greatly increased the likelihood that torture and other
forms of vidence would occurThe past uses aiouzhengs a means of mobilizing violence
also indicate the likelihood that DefendantOs propaganda would have its desiredaf§éct.
Decl. at Eh. K.

The First Amendment does not protBetfendantOs inciteent ofviolence against

Plaintiffs.

C. DefendantOs Conduct Is Not Protected Speech Under International Law.

DefendantOs speech is also unprotected under internationaétansehie use of mass
media toaid and abebr in other ways facilitatéhe allegedviolations is not protected under
international law.

In Prosecutor v. NahimanahelCTR considered the liability of three defendants who
produced content across a range of media, including radio broadcasts and journals, for crimes
including incitement to comrhgenocide and crimes against humanity. Case No. 1@FB2-A,
Judgment (Nov. 28, 2007 he ICTRtrial courtstated that Othe power of the media to create and
destroy fundamental human values comes with great responsibility® and O[t]hose who control the
media are accountable for its consequend@®m&ecutor v. Nahimanaase NolCTR-99-52-T,
Judgment and Semteg | 979 (Dec. 3, 2003)The Appeals Chamber upheld these incitement to
genocide convictions, reasoning both that broadcasts undertaken in the midst of the genocide
which called on listeners Oto wipe [Tutsis] from human meay well as journal articles
published in the immediate rwup to the genocide which threatened the elimination of the Tutsis
were sufficient to trigger liabilityNahimana AppealsJudgment}} 755 £68, 76375. The
Appeals Chamber stated that it was irrelevant whether the defendants® hate speech amounted to
independent crimes under international l&dv.) 985. Rather, whether the speech fulfilled the

elements of the international crime of persecution was the relevant inquirg87.



The defendants® conducN@himanais remarkably similar to the conduct of Defendant
here: the widespread dissemination of media that advocates fear, hatred, and violence toward a
particular group, in the midst of a persecutory campaign against that §emgopraSection
11I.B. Indeed, DefendantOs conduct here goes even further, because he not only produced and
disseminated media advocating hatred and violbntprovided instruction and training
manuals on torturand mediaused during the mental torture of PlaintiffaipraSecton I11.B.

These cases stand for the proposition that international law provides no protection to the
use of mass media that acts to incite or in other ways facilitate violatijues a@igensiorms,
including genocideNahimanagas well aghe ICTRproseutions inAkayeswand theNuremberg
prosecution ofluliusStreichey which are explained belgwll dealt with violations ojus cogens
norms.SeeRestatemen(Third) of the Foreign Relations Law of the United Stat&®2 cmt. n
(1987) (hereinafterRestatemeft)(noting the prohibition against genocide igis cogens
norm);infra SectionVI.A.1. (noting the prohibition againstimes against humanity igws
cogensnorm). Speech when used as part of the mass mobilization to violatgusthegens
normslike torture should receive no greater protection.

Speech haslsoconstituted the basis for aiding and abetting liability under international
law. In Prosecutor v. Akayesthe ICTR convicted the defendant of aiding and abetting sexual
violence as a crime against humanity Oby facilitating the commission of such sebemalevi
through his words.O Case No. IGIR4-T, Judgment, | 694 (Sept. 2, 1998)ere,Defendant
by producing and disseminating media that facilitated torture and the other human rights abuses
suffered by Plaintiffs, is similarly liable for aiding and abetting regardless of whether portions of
his conduct were carried out through spe&sesupraSectionlll.B.

The prosecutions iNahimanaandAkayesthave a fiftyyear pedigree in international
law. The Nuremberg Tribunal, in prosecuting various members of the Nazi Party for crimes of
genocide, punished the publisher Julius Streicher for his role imi¢ite persecution of the
Jews in Germany. ZPRIALS OF THEMAJORWAR CRIMINALS BEFORE THEINTERNATIONAL

MILITARY TRIBUNAL 547 (1948)In articles andther publicationsonly some of them written by
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the defendant himself, Streicher called for the persecution of the Jewish people, whom he
depicted as Oa parasite, aaray, and an evilloer,a disseminator of diseasesO @swvarms of
locusts which must be exterminated completdly.@t548 Thetribunalconvicted Streicher of
crimes against humanity based upon his dissemirmdteunch propagandarough whichthe
defendant Oinfected the German mind with the virus oBamiitismO and Oinjected poisonO into
the minds of thousands of Germans, causing them to fatleNazi policy of Jewish
persecution and exterminatidd. at 4748

International law thus provides no protectiorDiefendantQOsseof mass media to aid and

abetand in other ways facilitathe allegediolations of international law.

V. DEFENDANT IS NOT ENTITLED TO FEDERAL COMMON LAW
IMMUNITY.

No rule of federatommon lawimmunity bars this suit. DefendantOs actions and position
are beyond the bounds of those that have traditionally qualified for immunity under the common
law. Defendant has not occupied any position entitling him to immunity; he is not entitled to
immunity for the acts he committed beyond the scope of his authority; and, in any event, foreign
officials are not entitled to immunity for violations jok cogensiorms such as those alleged by

Plaintiffs.

A. The Positions Defendant Has Held Do Not Entitle Him to &deral Common
Law Immunity.

None of the positions that Defendant has occupiatthe CACA, WTV, or WTREI
entitles him to federal common law immunity protections.

First, as cefounder and a director of the CACA, a private-fastprofit association,
Defendamhdoes not merit federal common law immunBDefendant took significant actions in
his capacity as a elmunder and director of the CACA. Defendant was essential to the
development, production, and distribution of instruction manuals on the Otransfo@raitio
Falun Gong practitioners through torture and other illegal means. SAC |} 4, 19, 48, 82, 92.

Defendant, directly or through hssibordinatesdistributed media materials used during the



mental torture of Plaintiffs. SAC |} 21, 24, 27, 96, 110. Defemdaversaw the production of
propaganda necessarykiong about thelouzhendgralun Gong practitioners. SAC |} 18, 25, 27,
41,51, 59, 68, 71, 72, 92, 100, 102, 105, 125, 129. All of these actions are independently
sufficient to support DefendantOs liapilDefendant does not dispute that the CACA is not a
state instrumentality. He is therefore not entitled to immunity for these acts.

Second, as president of WTV, Defendant is not a government official and does not
otherwise merit federal common law imnityn Defendant himself has acknowledged that a OTV
station president is not a government official. O SAC ! 35. As astata actor, he may not cloak
himself in the immunity reserved for foreign state actors under federal common law. There is no
authority hat expands the reachfefleralimmunity so as to include nesiate actors. Rather,
derivative immunity for norstate actors, even when closely affiliated with heads of state, has
been deniedSee Tachiona v. Mugap®69 F.Supp.2d 259, 305 (S.D.N.Y. 20Q0.

Even if DefendantOs position as president of WTV were an official one, he would not be
entitled to immunity under federal common lavine Supreme Court held Dole Food Co. v.
Patrickson 538 U.S. 468 (2003)hat a subsidiary of an instrumentality is not itself entitled to
instrumentality status under the FSIA. Only direct ownership of an instrumentality by the foreign
state satisfies thetatutory requirement that a majority of the entity's shares or other ownership
interest be owned by a foreign state or political subdivision thdeaft 473 WTV is a
subsidiary of the statmedia instrumentality WRTB, aras such would not be entitled to
immunity under the FSIATherefore, DefendantOs argument that he is entitled to immunity as
Oan official of [an]...instrumentalityO is without merit. MTD at 38.

Third, Defendant is not enliéd to federal common law immunity protection as the head
of the municipal media instrumentality, WRTB. Defendant is not a Oforeign officialO for the
purpose of federal common law immunity. Federal common law immunity has been afforded
only to a limited rage of foreign dignitaries that has included diplomats, individuals on missions,
and other higfranking foreign representativedee, e.g. Schooner Exchange v. McFaddan

U.S. 116, 13839 (1812)(foreign sovereigns and minister8)atar v. Dichter, 563 F.3d 9 (2d
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Cir. 2009)(director of state security agencifeaney v. Government of Spadd5 F.2d 501 (2d
Cir. 1971)(foreign diplomas). Defendant cites no case extending common law immunity to
those in a position comparable to his, because his position not does qualify him as an official

under federal common laimnmunity.??

As a municipal media instrumentality head, Defendant doestnuttin any of these
immunities. He does not qualify as a hedétate, an ambassador, foreign minister, diplomat, an
individual on an official mission, or a higlanking official. Rather, as head of the municipal
instrumentality WRTB, he functioned adow level functionary. Thus, no federal common law

immunity covers his status.

B. Defendant Is Not Entitled to Federal Common Law Immunity for Acts
Beyond the Scope of His Authority.

Even if any of DefendantOs positions entitled him to federal common law immunity, the
Supreme Court made clear$amantathat foreign officials are not presumptively entitled to
immunity for all acts committed under color of laBamantar v. Yousut30S. Ct.2278,2292
(2010) Immunity is inappropriate here because Defendant comnuilttedvires acts outside the
scope of his authority.

Fedeal common lawmmunity extads to an individual office®for acts committed in his
official capacityO but not to Oan official who acts beyond the scope of this autBaritaday
130 S. Ct. at 2291 n.17 (citir@huidian v. Philippine NatOl Barik12 F2d 1095 (9th Cir.

1980); Hilao v. Marcos 25 F.3d 1467, 147Trajano v. Marcos978 F.2d 493, 49@th Cir.
1992) Thus, the proper question is not whether Defendant acted under color of law with other

state actors, as Defendant asserts, but whether he acted beyond the scope of his authority by

%2 The Restatementelied on by the Court iSBamantar130 S. Ct. at 2290, supports a restricted definition of OofficerO
for the purposes of common law immunifihe Restatement describes government agencies as those that Ohavle]
the nature of a government department or minisRg§atement (Second) of Foreign Relations k&6 Comment

a (196465) (hereinaftefRestatemer(Second)). Nothing produced by Defendant, gives rise to an inference that

the WRTB has such a nature. Furthermore, officers of these agencies are only immune if the Oeffeisiraf exerc
jurisdiction would be to enforce a rule of law against the st&estatement (Secone)66(f). There is no indication

that the state will, or could be, implicated by the exercise of jurisdibtos



aiding and abetting and in other ways furthering the human rights violations alleged by Plaintiffs.
See Hilao, 25 F.3d at 1471; Trajano, 978 F.2d at 498; Al-Quraishi v. Nakhla, 728 F. Supp. 2d
702, 753 (2010) (“[T]here is no contradiction in finding that Defendants acted under color of law
but that their actions were individual and not official actions.”); Liu Qi, 349 F. Supp. 2d 1258.%
Defendant’s only support for the proposition that his acts were within the scope of his
authority is based on his misreading of the SAC. Nowhere in the SAC do Plaintiffs allege that
Defendant’s aiding and abetting and furthering of the crimes alleged herein were authorized by
the state.”* The SAC makes clear that Defendant’s alleged acts were not authorized and were
carried out ultra vires and in violation of PRC law and policy. SAC 99 4, 18, 20, 48"9, 50, 112;
see also CHINA’S THIRD PERIODIC REPORT TO THE UN COMMITTEE AGAINST TORTURE,
ADDENDUM, CAT/C/39/Add.2, arts. 4, 10, 11 (Jan. 5, 2000) (stating that the PRC has expanded
laws against torture and strengthened penalties for violations of such laws, and further stating
that the PRC has launched educational campaigns against torture and investigations into police
misconduct); Doe v. Liu Qi, Statement of the Government of the People’s Republic of China on
“Falun Gong” Unwarranted Lawsuits, No. C 02 0672 CW (EMC) (stating that the “[p]rohibition
of torture has always been a consistent position of the Chinese Government” and that acts of
torture, extrajudicial killing or due process violations are unlawful and unauthorized).
Defendant’s reliance on Matar and Keller is equally unpersuasive. The court opted to
cede jurisdiction in Matar after the United States granted Israel’s request for a suggestion of

immunity. Matar, 563 F. 3d at 15. Here, there has been no suggestion of immunity. Moreover,

3 See Jane Wright, Retribution but No Recompense: A Critique of the Torturer’s Immunity from Civil Suit, 30
OXFORD J. OF LEGAL STUD. 143, 172 (2010). More generally, “both U.S. and international law make individuals
liable for engaging in certain types of conduct precisely because they act under color of law.... [I]t makes no sense
for the very criteria that define a violation (such as a requirement that the defendant act under color of law) to shield
the defendant from legal consequences.” See Chimene 1. Keitner, Officially Immune? A Response to Bradley and
Goldsmith, 36 YALE. L.J. ONLINE 1, 3, 6 (2010), http://www.yjil.org/docs/pub/o-36-keitner-officially-immune.pdf.

 Defendant’s citations to the SAC do not accurately reflect the Plaintiffs’ position. Paragraphs 24 and 25, which
Defendant cites for his proposition, make clear that the CCP, as distinct from the state, initiated and carried out the
propaganda campaign. Moreover, insofar as Defendant has disavowed that his acts were in an official capacity, see
Gang v. Zhizhen, No. 3:04-cv-01146 (RNC), Declaration of Zhao Zhizen 9 20 (Docket Entry no. 44), Defendant’s
current claim, that these acts were undertaken in an official capacity, or that a judgment against him would bind the
state, lacks credibility. !



the defendants in Matar and Keller were charged with acts which, according to the involved
foreign states or the United States, fell within their lawful official authority. Matar, 563 F. 3d at
11, 14; Keller v. Cent. Bank of Nigeria, 277 F.3d 811, 821 (6th Cir. 2002). Here, the acts alleged
in the SAC violate PRC law and policy, and the PRC has not stated that it authorized the acts

alleged.”” Defendant is thus not entitled to foreign common law immunity for these acts.

C. Foreign Officials Are Not Entitled to Federal Common Law Immunity for
Jus Cogens Violations.

Defendant asserts that a foreign official is immune even if the act constitutes a jus cogens
violation. MTD at 39. This is inaccurate. While this circuit has held that there is no general jus
cogens exception to FSIA immunity, it has deferred to the Executive’s suggestion of immunity
when a foreign officer commits jus cogens violations. Matar, 563 F.3d at 13.%°

In the absence of an Executive determination, courts have declined to extend immunity
protection to foreign officers for jus cogens violations precisely because a sovereign state cannot
define these acts as official.”’” See, e.g., Hilao, 25 F.3d at 1471; Trajano, 978 F.2d at 498. Thus,

in Talisman, the district court held that all states may exercise universal jurisdiction over acts

2% The immunity entitlement of the state itself may be extended to an individual for acts authorized by the state if
“the effect of exercising jurisdiction would be to enforce a rule of law against the state” or where the lawsuit would
directly affect an interest of the foreign state or compel the state to act. Samantar, 130 S. Ct. at 2290-92. Similarly,
lawsuits against individual officials may be dismissed where the state is a necessary or indispensable party under
Fed. R. Civ. P 19(a)(1)(b). Id. Here, the PRC would not be bound by a judgment issued against Defendant. Plaintiffs
do not make any claim for damages or seek any relief from the PRC, and the PRC is neither an indispensable nor
necessary party to this litigation.

26 Defendant’s reliance on Herbage v. Meese, 747 F. Supp. 60, 67 (D.D.C. 1990), is not persuasive. Herbage did not
hold that “individuals acting in their official capacities as agents of a foreign government are entitled to immunity
‘no matter how heinous the alleged illegalities.”” MTD at 39. Herbage actually states that “[t]he [statutory authority
of the] FSIA is absolute in this regard, no matter how heinous the alleged illegalities,” referring to acts committed
within the defendant’s official capacities. 747 F. Supp. at 67 (emphasis added). However, as Samantar made clear,
the statutory limits of FSIA do not apply to individual officials, in part because the officer (unlike the state) may or
may not operate within the authority of the state.

27 Defendant’s reliance on the Kadic court’s opinion, stating that “we doubt that the acts of even a state official,
taken in violation of a nation's fundamental law and wholly unratified by that nation's government, could properly be
characterized as an act of state” to support non-immunity for jus cogens violations under federal common law is
equally unpersuasive and in fact supports Plaintiffs’ argument. The court’s statement does not suggest or imply that
the act must be “wholly unratified,” only that such an act is unlikely to be properly characterized as an act of state.
See also infra at note 29.
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committed in violation of jus cogens norms because these violations are fundamentally different

from other international law violations. 582 F. Supp. 2d at 306.

Defendant is not entitled to foreign common law immunity.

VI. NO PRUDENTIAL CONSIDERATION OR JUSTICIABILITY DOCTRINE
BARS THE ADJUDICATION OF THIS ACTION.

The backend of the MTD is a miscellany of prudential and justiciability arguments that

Defendant claims bar adjudication of this suit. MTD at 41-48. None are availing.”®

A. The Act of State Doctrine Does Not Bar Adjudication of This Suit.

This circuit has counseled that “it would be a rare case in which the act of state doctrine
precluded suit” in actions brought under the ATS. Kadic, 70 F.3d at 250. That rare case is not
now before this court. First, adjudicating this suit will not require this court to pass on any
official act of state. Second, the factors laid out in Banco Nacional de Cuba v. Sabbatino, 376

U.S. 398 (1964), do not bar adjudication of this suit.

1. This case does not require the court to pass on an official act of state.

“[T]he factual predicate for application of the act of state doctrine ... [is] the official act
of a foreign sovereign.” W.S. Kirkpatrick & Co., Inc., v. Enviro. Tectonics. Corp., Inter., 493 U.S.
400, 405 (1990) (emphasis added). This factual predicate does not exist in this case.”

First, violations of jus cogens norms such as torture and crimes against humanity can
never be official acts. Sarei v. Rio Tinto, PLC, 2011 WL 5041927, at *17 (9th Cir. Oct. 25, 2011)
(“Sarei IV”’) (internal quotations omitted); see also Kadic, 70 F. 3d at 250; Filartiga, 630 F. 2d at
889-90; Talisman, 244 F. Supp. 2d at 345. The prohibition of torture is indisputably a jus cogens
norm of international law. See Hilao, 103 F.3d at 777; Talisman, 244 F. Supp. 2d at 345;

Restatement (Third) § 702 cmt. n. The TVPA, Defendant’s only asserted basis on which the act

%% These arguments are truncated based on Defendant’s similarly cursory treatment of them. Should the court require
further briefing on these or any other issues, plaintiffs are willing to oblige.

% Actions of military officers and police are not automatically acts of state. Trajano, 978 F.2d at 496. Widespread
abuses cannot be assumed to be acts of state without evidence. Kadic, 70 F.3d at 250.
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of state doctrine applies, was passed with the express understanding that the “act of state doctrine
cannot shield former officials from liability,” because “no state commits torture as a matter of
public policy.” S. Rep. 102-249, at 8 (1991). The prohibition of crimes against humanity is also a
jus cogens norm. See Sarei v. Rio Tinto, 487 F. 3d 1193, 1202 (2008) (“Sarei III’) (en banc).
Prohibition of prolonged and arbitrary detention should also be considered a jus cogens norm.
Restatement (Third) § 702 cmt. n.

Second, ultra vires acts, such as torture, taken contrary to the law and policy of the PRC
and wholly unratified by the PRC, are not acts of a foreign sovereign. Kadic, 70 F. 3d at 250;
Filartiga, 630 F.2d at 889; Trajano, 978 F.2d at 498 n.10; Siderman de Blake v. Republic of
Argentina, 965 F.2d 699, 713 (9th Cir. 1992). Torture and violations of due process are contrary
to the law and policy of the PRC. The government has “categorically denied” that the “alleged
violations of human rights” have even occurred, while stating that “any such violations would be
contrary to Chinese law.” Liu Qi, 349 F. Supp. 2d at 1306; see also CHINA’S THIRD PERIODIC
REPORT TO THE UN COMMITTEE AGAINST TORTURE, ADDENDUM, CAT/C/39/Add.2, arts. 4, 10,
11 (Jan. 5, 2000). Plaintiffs allege that the acts of torture, crimes against humanity, and arbitrary
arrest and detention were committed ultra vires. SAC 99 12, 18, 20, 28, 34, 48-50, 106, 111, 120,
125, 129.

The act of state doctrine is inapplicable in this case.

2. Sabbatino does not require dismissal on act of state grounds.

Sabbatino also does not require the court to dismiss Plaintiffs’ claims even if they are
found not to be jus cogens norms. As a procedural matter, the burden of proving the applicability
of the doctrine rests on Defendant. Bigio v. Coca-Cola Co., 239 F.3d 440, 453 (2d Cir. 2000).
Defendant has not carried this burden. Defendant cites no relevant case which has been

dismissed on act of state grounds.*® Of the factors laid out in Sabbatino, only the third, the

3% Liu Qi does not command the outcome of this case. To the extent that Liu Qi depended on the proposition that
“the act of state doctrine is not rendered inapposite simply because international law or jus cogens norms are
violated,” Liu Qi, 349 F. Supp. 2d at 1306, this is an incorrect statement of the law. To the extent that the court in
Liu Qi believed it was confronted with a question of “first impression” with respect to state ratification of ultra vires
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continued existence of the foreign government, counsels in favor of the application of the act of
state doctrine.

The first factor, “the degree of codification or consensus concerning a particular area of
international law,” Sabbatino, 376 U.S at 428, weighs against barring this case. Crimes such as
torture and crimes against humanity are jus cogens norms from which “no derogation is
permitted.” Sarei IV, 2011 WL 5041927, at *17. All of Plaintiffs’ claims are based on causes of
action under the ATS that meet Sosa’s strict requirements. Sosa, 542 U.S. at 732; see supra
Section II.C.1-3. They thus do not implicate the act of a foreign state.

The second factor, “implications for foreign relations,” likewise weighs against dismissal
on act of state grounds. Sabbatino, 376 U.S. at 428. The Executive has repeatedly denounced the
treatment of Falun Gong in the PRC in numerous State Department reports on human rights.
SAC 9 28-31. Congress, likewise, has denounced the treatment of Falun Gong in numerous
resolutions. See, e.g., H. Con. Res. 304, 108th Cong. (2004); see also supra Factual Background
at 7. This suit is thus consistent with U.S. foreign relations with respect to the treatment of Falun
Gong.*!

The continued existence of the foreign government is the only factor that weighs in favor
of the applicability of the act of state doctrine in this case. Sabbatino, 376 U.S. at 428. However,
the Supreme Court has stated that the “act of state doctrine does not establish an exception for
cases and controversies that may embarrass foreign governments.” W.S. Kirkpatrick & Co. v.

Environmental Tectonics Corp., Intern., 493 U.S. 400, 409 (1990). The “crucial element” of the

acts, the court is unpersuasive in determining that such ultra vires acts could be “covertly” ratified. /d. at 1293-96.
No principle of Kadic or Filartiga suggested as much. In fact, both implied that ratification must be public in order
to render an unlawful act an act of state. See Kadic, 70 F. 3d at 250; Filartiga, 630 F. 2d at 889-90.

3! Defendant’s hypotheses regarding the potential implications of this case for foreign relations, more often than not
phrased as rhetorical questions, are not persuasive. MTD at 42—44. Absent any authority, they are not entitled to any
deference. Likewise, Defendant’s suggestion that the rule of Burnham v. Superior Court, 495 U.S. 604 (1990), is no
longer appropriate in an “age of globalism,” MTD at 43 n.44, is an argument best addressed in an alternative venue.
See U.S. v. Higdon, 638 F. 3d 233, 247 (3rd Cir. 2011) (noting no court “can tolerate a situation where a judge
decides to follow his/her own custom and concepts of justice, rather than the precedent of the applicable appellate
court or the United States Supreme Court.”).
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Sabbatino analysis is “the potential for interference with our foreign relations,” Timberlane
Lumber Co. v. Bank of America, 549 F.2d 597, 607 (9th Cir. 1976), which does not exist here, as
discussed above. The Sabbatino factors thus weigh heavily against application of the act of state

doctrine.

B. The Defendant Acted Under Color of State Law.

Defendant states that if he is not a “state actor,” then Plaintiffs cannot “assert a TVPA
claim” because “[w]here the State is not responsible for a private decision to behave in a certain
way, the private action generally cannot be considered ‘state action.”” MTD at 42 n.42 (citing
Blum v. Yaretsky, 457 U.S. 991, 1004-5 (1982)). However, Defendant’s actions in concert with
state actors meet the state action requirement under the TVPA and any other applicable ATS
claims.” See Kadic, 70 F.3d at 245; Aldana, 416 F.3d at 1248.

When construing the state action requirement, courts look to jurisprudence under 42
U.S.C. § 1983 for guidance. Kadic, 70 F.3d at 245. The Supreme Court has articulated four tests
to determine when private acts constitute state action. See Johnson v. Knowles, 113 F.3d 1114
(9th Cir. 1997). Satisfaction of any one of these tests can be sufficient to find state action. See
Brentwood Acad. v. Tennessee Secondary School Athletic Ass’n, 531 U.S. 288, 303 (2001).
Whether a private actor has acted under color of law is a highly factual inquiry.*®> Howerton v.
Bagica, 708 F.2d 380, 383 (9th Cir. 1983). In the present case, two of these tests satisfy the state
action requirement: (1) the “joint action” test, and (2) the “governmental nexus” test.

Under the joint action test, private actors who act in concert with the government or its
agents can be considered state actors. Dennis v. Sparks, 449 U.S. 24, 27 (1980); Kadic, 70 F.3d
at 245. A private party’s participation with state officials in the alleged illegal conduct is
sufficient to meet the state action requirement even where the private party’s conduct is not the

ultimate cause of the injury alleged. Lugar v. Edomonson Oil Co., Inc., 457 U.S. 922, 939 (1982).

32 Defendant does not contest the status of state-owned media and PRC police and security officials as state actors.

33 The state action tests are not mutually exclusive and often overlap. See Brentwood, 531 U.S. 288.
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Plaintiffs repeatedly allege that Defendant acted in concert with and participated in the
persecutory campaign waged by state-owned media and PRC security and police officials (acting
ultra vires). Defendant provided training manuals and instructions to police and security officials
explaining how to best “transform” Falun Gong practitioners through torture and other illegal
means, and his propaganda encouraged and instigated police and security officials to violently
persecute Falun Gong practitioners. SAC at 9 4, 19, 48, 82, 92. He was a key player in the state-
owned media’s propaganda campaign, which was essential to the persecution of Falun Gong
practitioners. SAC at 4 18, 25, 41, 100, 102, 105, 125, 129. See also, supra Section I11.B—C.
Thus, Defendant meets the state action requirement under the joint action test.

Under the governmental nexus test, a private party can be considered a state actor when
he enters into an agreement with the state or its agents that confers mutually derived and
interdependent benefits on both. See Burton v. Wilmington Parking Authority, 365 U.S. 715
(1961). Plaintiffs repeatedly allege specific facts showing the interdependent, mutually beneficial
relationship between Defendant and state-owned media and PRC security forces. SAC 9 33, 34,
38, 39, 40, 46, 56. Plaintiffs allege that Defendant engaged in a “symbiotic exchange” with PRC
mid-level state actors such tha