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About the Series

The Foreign Relations of the United States series presents the official
documentary historical record of major foreign policy decisions and
significant diplomatic activity of the United States Government. The
Historian of the Department of State is charged with the responsibility
for the preparation of the Foreign Relations series. The staff of the Office
of the Historian, Bureau of Public Affairs, under the direction of the
General Editor of the Foreign Relations series, plans, researches, com-
piles, and edits the volumes in the series. Secretary of State Frank B.
Kellogg first promulgated official regulations codifying specific stand-
ards for the selection and editing of documents for the series on March
26, 1925. These regulations, with minor modifications, guided the series
through 1991.

Public Law 102-138, the Foreign Relations Authorization Act, es-
tablished a new statutory charter for the preparation of the series,
which was signed by President George H.W. Bush on October 28, 1991.
Section 198 of P.L. 102-138 added a new Title IV to the Department of
State’s Basic Authorities Act of 1956 (22 U.S.C. 4351, et seq.).

The statute requires that the Foreign Relations series be a thorough,
accurate, and reliable record of major United States foreign policy deci-
sions and significant United States diplomatic activity. The volumes of
the series should include all records needed to provide comprehensive
documentation of major foreign policy decisions and actions of the
United States Government. The statute also confirms the editing prin-
ciples established by Secretary Kellogg: the Foreign Relations series is
guided by the principles of historical objectivity and accuracy; records
should not be altered or deletions made without indicating in the pub-
lished text that a deletion has been made; the published record should
omit no facts that were of major importance in reaching a decision; and
nothing should be omitted for the purposes of concealing a defect in
policy. The statute also requires that the Foreign Relations series be pub-
lished not more than 30 years after the events recorded. The editors are
convinced that this volume meets all regulatory, statutory, and schol-
arly standards of selection and editing.

Sources for the Foreign Relations Series

The Foreign Relations statute requires that the published record in
the Foreign Relations series include all records needed to provide com-
prehensive documentation of major U.S. foreign policy decisions and
significant U.S. diplomatic activity. It further requires that government
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IV About the Series

agencies, departments, and other entities of the U.S. Government en-
gaged in foreign policy formulation, execution, or support cooperate
with the Department of State historians by providing full and complete
access to records pertinent to foreign policy decisions and actions and
by providing copies of selected records. Most of the sources consulted
in the preparation of this volume have been declassified and are avail-
able for review at the National Archives and Record Administration
(Archives II), in College Park, Maryland.

The editors of the Foreign Relations series have complete access to
all the retired records and papers of the Department of State: the central
files of the Department; the special decentralized files (“lot files”) of the
Department at the bureau, office, and division levels; the files of the De-
partment’s Executive Secretariat, which contain the records of interna-
tional conferences and high-level official visits, correspondence with
foreign leaders by the President and Secretary of State, and the memo-
randa of conversations between the President and the Secretary of State
and foreign officials; and the files of overseas diplomatic posts. All of
the Department’s central files for 1977-1981 are available in electronic
or microfilm formats at Archives II, and may be accessed using the
Access to Archival Databases (AAD) tool. Almost all of the Depart-
ment’s decentralized office files covering this period, which the Na-
tional Archives deems worthy of permanent retention, have been trans-
ferred to or are in the process of being transferred from the
Department’s custody to Archives IL

Research for Foreign Relations volumes is undertaken through spe-
cial access to restricted documents at the Jimmy Carter Presidential Li-
brary and other agencies. While all the material printed in this volume
has been declassified, some of it is extracted from still-classified docu-
ments. The staff of the Carter Library is processing and declassifying
many of the documents used in this volume, but they may not be avail-
able in their entirety at the time of publication. Presidential papers
maintained and preserved at the Carter Library include some of the
most significant foreign-affairs related documentation from White
House offices, the Department of State, and other federal agencies in-
cluding the National Security Council, the Central Intelligence Agency,
the Department of Defense, and the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

Editorial Methodology

This volume is divided into three compilations: one compilation
on human rights policy, one compilation on world hunger and food
policy, and one compilation on population growth, water policy, inter-
national health, and international women’s issues. Within each compi-
lation, documents are presented chronologically according to Wash-
ington time. Memoranda of conversation are placed according to the
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time and date of the conversation, rather than the date the memoran-
dum was drafted.

Editorial treatment of the documents published in the Foreign Rela-
tions series follows Office style guidelines, supplemented by guidance
from the General Editor and the Chief of the Editing and Publishing Di-
vision. The documents are reproduced as exactly as possible, including
marginalia or other notations, which are described in the footnotes.
Texts are transcribed and printed according to accepted conventions
for the publication of historical documents within the limitations of
modern typography. A heading has been supplied by the editors for
each document included in this volume. Spelling, capitalization, and
punctuation are retained as found in the original text, except that ob-
vious typographical errors are silently corrected. Other mistakes and
omissions in documents are corrected by bracketed insertions: a correc-
tion is set in italic type; an addition in roman type. Words repeated in
telegrams to avoid garbling or provide emphasis are silently corrected.
Words and phrases underlined in the source text are printed in italics.
Abbreviations and contractions are preserved as found in the original
text, and a list of abbreviations is included in the front matter of each
volume.

Bracketed insertions are also used to indicate omitted text that
deals with an unrelated subject (in roman type) or that remains classi-
fied after declassification review (in italic type). The amount and,
where possible, the nature of the material not declassified has been
noted by indicating the number of lines or pages of text that were omit-
ted. Entire documents withheld for declassification purposes have been
accounted for and are listed with headings, source notes, and number
of pages not declassified in their chronological place. All brackets that
appear in the original text are so identified in footnotes. All ellipses are
in the original documents.

The first footnote to each document indicates the source of the doc-
ument, original classification, distribution, and drafting information.
This note also provides the background of important documents and
policies and indicates whether the President or his major policy ad-
visers read the document.

Editorial notes and additional annotation summarize pertinent
material not printed in the volume, indicate the location of additional
documentary sources, provide references to important related docu-
ments printed in other volumes, describe key events, and provide sum-
maries of and citations to public statements that supplement and eluci-
date the printed documents. Information derived from memoirs and
other first-hand accounts has been used when appropriate to supple-
ment or explicate the official record.
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The numbers in the index refer to document numbers rather than
to page numbers.

Advisory Committee on Historical Diplomatic Documentation

The Advisory Committee on Historical Diplomatic Documenta-
tion, established under the Foreign Relations statute, reviews records,
advises, and makes recommendations concerning the Foreign Relations
series. The Advisory Committee monitors the overall compilation and
editorial process of the series and advises on all aspects of the prepara-
tion and declassification of the series. The Advisory Committee does
not necessarily review the contents of individual volumes in the series,
but it makes recommendations on issues that come to its attention and
reviews volumes as it deems necessary to fulfill its advisory and statu-
tory obligations.

Declassification Review

The Office of Information Programs and Services, Bureau of Ad-
ministration, conducted the declassification review for the Department
of State of the documents published in this volume. The review was
conducted in accordance with the standards set forth in Executive
Order 13526 on Classified National Security Information and appli-
cable laws.

The principle guiding declassification review is to release all infor-
mation, subject only to the current requirements of national security as
embodied in law and regulation. Declassification decisions entailed
concurrence of the appropriate geographic and functional bureaus in
the Department of State, other concerned agencies of the U.S. Govern-
ment, and the appropriate foreign governments regarding specific doc-
uments of those governments. The declassification review of this vol-
ume, which began in 2011 and was completed in 2012, resulted in
minor excisions of less than a paragraph in 7 documents.

The Office of the Historian is confident, on the basis of the research
conducted in preparing this volume and as a result of the declassifica-
tion review process described above, that the documentation and edito-
rial notes presented here provide a thorough, accurate, and reliable rec-
ord—given the limitations of space—of the Carter administration’s
policy toward human rights and humanitarian affairs.

Adam M. Howard, Ph.D. Stephen P. Randolph, Ph.D.
General Editor The Historian

Bureau of Public Affairs
August, 2013



Preface

Structure and Scope of the Foreign Relations Series

This volume is part of a subseries of volumes of the Foreign Rela-
tions series that documents the most important issues in the foreign
policy of the administration of Jimmy Carter. This volume documents
human rights policy and significant humanitarian affairs from 1977 to
1980, focusing on the institutionalization of human rights policy within
the United States Government; world hunger and food policy; interna-
tional health, water policy, population growth, and international
women’s issues. It does not include documentation on specific human
rights problems; for U.S. human rights policy with a particular country
or region, readers should consult the relevant geographically-focused
volume of the Foreign Relations series. Readers interested in the intellec-
tual foundations of U.S. human rights policy should consult Foreign Re-
lations, Volume I, Foundations of Foreign Policy. For information on
North-South relations, economic summits, and overall U.S. trade
policy, see Foreign Relations, Volume III, Foreign Economic Policy.
Readers should also consult Foreign Relations, Volume E-7, Documents
on United Nations; Law of the Sea for documentation on other transna-
tional global issues, including space and telecommunications, trust ter-
ritories, narcotics, and the Olympics.

Focus of Research and Principles of Selection for Foreign Relations,
1977-1980, Volume 11

This volume documents the Carter administration’s efforts to de-
fine and implement a broad-based human rights policy. It also illus-
trates various steps undertaken by the Carter administration to amelio-
rate hunger, launch a global health initiative, and advocate for
women’s rights. The section on human rights focuses on overall human
rights policy, including the establishment of the Bureau of Human
Rights and Humanitarian Affairs within the Department of State, the
creation of human rights coordinating and review groups, issuance of a
Presidential Directive on human rights, institutionalization and stand-
ardization of human rights reporting, and pursuit of human rights
within the United Nations and other multilateral venues. The section
on world hunger and food policy documents efforts to revitalize the
Food for Peace program (Public Law 480) and connect it more firmly to
human rights concerns, the establishment of the Presidential Commis-
sion on World Hunger, the administration’s support for both domestic
and international grain reserves and a food corps, and the U.S. re-
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sponse to famine in Kampuchea and East Africa. The international
health, population growth, and international women’s issues compila-
tion chronicles the administration’s efforts to initiate a global health
program emphasizing food aid, nutrition, family planning, community-
based health care, and disease prevention and treatment. It documents
the U.S. global population strategy, a strategy that advocated women'’s
rights, improved living conditions, and integration of family planning
in community life. The compilation also illustrates the administration’s
efforts to implement the recommendations generated as an outgrowth
of the 1975 International Women’s Year conference and details the U.S.
preparations for the 1980 United Nations World Conference for
Women. Other issues documented in this compilation include U.S. sup-
port for the United Nations Water Decade and the preparation and re-
lease of the Global 2000 Report, which assessed current environmental
and global trends and posited probable outcomes by the century’s end.
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Sources

Sources for Foreign Relations, 1977-1980, Volume 1I, Human Rights and
Humanitarian Affairs

The presidential papers of Jimmy Carter are the best source of
high-level decision making documentation on human rights and hu-
manitarian affairs from 1977 to 1980. A number of collections from the
National Security Affairs (NSA) files are relevant to research in this
area. Within the NSA files, the Brzezinski Material (especially the Sub-
ject File), Brzezinski Office File (particularly the Subject Chron File),
and Staff Material collections yield important documentation. The Staff
Material is of particular note, as it contains the files of the National Se-
curity Council’s Global Issues Cluster, which assumed responsibility
for human rights policy and related issues within the NSC. The Global
Issues files contain memoranda prepared by NSC staff members Jessica
Tuchman Mathews, Leslie Denend, Lincoln P. Bloomfield, and Gerald
Oplinger, including the Evening Reports prepared each night for Presi-
dent’s Assistant for National Security Affairs Zbigniew Brzezinski. The
NSC Institutional Files contain records related to the issuance of Presi-
dential Directives.

The Carter Library also holds a number of other significant collec-
tions essential for research on world hunger and international health.
The Office of the Staff Secretary, President’s Handwriting File contains
copies of various memoranda associated with the establishment of the
Presidential Commission on World Hunger, including Carter’s hand-
written comments on the size and composition of the Commission. Vo-
luminous documentation on the Commission’s establishment, mem-
bership, research, and findings can be found in the records of the
Presidential Commission on World Hunger (Record Group 220). The
documents contained within the Staff Office Files, notably Director of
the Domestic Policy Staff Stuart Eizenstat’s Files and Special Assistant
for Health Issues Peter Bourne’s Files, and the White House Central
Files also help illuminate the Executive Office of the President’s role in
the world hunger and health initiatives.

The Department of State played a significant role in the develop-
ment and implementation of human rights policy. Of particular impor-
tance are the Department’s lot files for this period. The files of Secretary
of State Cyrus R. Vance do contain high-level documentation on
human rights; however, given that Vance designated responsibility for
most human rights matters to Deputy Secretary of State Warren M.
Christopher, Christopher’s files, available at the National Archives and

XI
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Records Administration, yield significantly more documentation on a
wider range of human rights and humanitarian issues, including the
deliberations of the Inter-Agency Group on Human Rights and Foreign
Assistance. The files of Director of the Policy Planning Staff Anthony
Lake contain briefing memoranda, Policy Planning Staff-authored
studies, and the Department’s responses to the world hunger and inter-
national health programs. The Bureau of Human Rights and Humani-
tarian Affairs files provide the best documentation on the Bureau's es-
tablishment and history, staffing patterns, responses to Congressional
inquiries, and coordination of the annual Human Rights Reports. The
files for this period contain subject files, country files, and the chrono-
logical and official records of Assistant Secretary of State for Human
Rights and Humanitarian Affairs Patricia Murphy Derian. A number of
additional Department of State lot files are also of value, including the
records of Secretary of State Edmund S. Muskie; Under Secretaries of
State for Security Assistance, Science, and Technology Lucy Wilson
Benson and Matthew Nimetz; and the Bureau of International Organi-
zation Affairs UNESCO and IDA files. The Department of State’s Cen-
tral Foreign Policy File, consisting of D, P, and N reels, replaced the
pre-1973 paper subject-numeric file. The P (Paper) reels consist of mi-
crofilmed versions of memoranda of conversation, letters, briefing
papers, airgrams, and memoranda to principals.

In addition to the paper files cited below, a growing number of
documents are available on the Internet. The Office of the Historian
maintains a list of these Internet resources on its website and en-
courages readers to consult that site on a regular basis.

Unpublished Sources

Department of State, Washington, D.C.

Central Foreign Policy File. These files have been transferred or will be transferred to the
National Archives and Records Administration in College Park, Maryland.

P Reels
D Reels
N Reels

Lot Files. These files have been transferred or will be transferred to the National Archives
and Records Administration in College Park, Maryland.

HA Files: Lot 80D177

Human Rights Subject Files and Country Files, 1976-1977
S/S Files: Lots 80D135 and 84D241

Records of Secretary of State Cyrus Vance,1977-1980
S/S (D) Files: Lot81D117

Memoranda to/from S, D, P, E, C, T, and M
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HA Files: Lot 82D102

Human Rights Subject Files, 1979
HA Files: Lot 82D180

Human Rights Subject Files, 1980
HA Files: Lot 85D366

Chronological files and official records of Assistant Secretary of State for Hu-
man Rights and Humanitarian Affairs Patricia Murphy Derian

National Archives and Records Administration, College Park, Maryland

Record Group 59, General Records of the Department of State

Lot Files
T Files: Lot 80D72 (Entry 4)

Records of Under Secretary of State for Security Assistance, Science, and Tech-
nology Lucy W. Benson

C Files: Lot 81D85 (Entry 75)

Records of Counselor and Under Secretary of State for Security Assistance, Sci-
ence, and Technology Matthew Nimetz

D Files: Lot 81D113 (Entry P-14)
Records of Deputy Secretary of State Warren Christopher, 1977-1980
T Files: Lot 81D321 (Entry 108)

Chronological Files, Speeches, and Papers of Under Secretaries of State for Se-
curity Assistance, Science, and Technology Lucy W. Benson and Matthew
Nimetz

10/CU/UNESCO Files: Lot 81D337 (Entry 110)

General subject files on United Nations issues, includes UNESCO, Human
Rights, Women, Population

HA Files: Lot 82D274 (Entry 25)
Human Rights Country Reports and General Information, 1980
S/P Files: Lot 82D298 (Entry P-9)
Records of the Director of the Policy Planning Staff Anthony Lake, 1977-1981
IO/HNP Files: Lot 83D343 (Entry 122)
General subject files on Health and Narcotics Programs
I0/IDA/ Agriculture Files: Lot 88D305 (Entry 126)

Subject Files of the Food and Agriculture Organization, US Mission, Interna-
tional Food Organizations

S/S Files: Lot 83D66 (Entry P-10)
Subject Files of Secretary of State Edmund S. Muskie, 1963-1981

Jimmy Carter Library, Atlanta, Georgia
RG 220, Records of Temporary Committees, Commissions, and Boards: Records of the
Presidential Commission on World Hunger
Linowitz’s Subject Files
Subject File, 1978-1980

Donated Historical Materials
Vice Presidential Papers
Mondale Papers
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National Security Issues Collection
Office of the Vice President

Records of the Office of the National Security Adviser
Brzezinski Material
Agency File
Brzezinski Office File
Subject Chron File
Inderfurth and Gates Chron File
General Odum File
Subject File
Trip File
VIP Visit File
Staff Material
Defense/Security
Huntington Files
Molander Files
Europe/USSR/East/West
Putnam Subject Files
Global Issues
Bloomfield Subject File
Mathews Subject File
Oplinger/Bloomfield Subject File
North/South Pastor Files
Subject File
Outside the System File
Special Projects File
Owen Files
Denton Files

National Security Council Institutional Files

Presidential Determinations

Office of the Staff Secretary
Handwriting File

Plains File
Cabinet Meeting Minutes
Presidential Daily Diary

Staff Office Files
Domestic Policy Staff
Eizenstat Files
Special Assistant for Health Issues
Bourne Files
Subject Files
White House Office File on International Health
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White House Office Files on World Hunger Group
White House Office of the Counsel to the President
Lipshutz Files

White House Central Files
Subject Files and Confidential Files

HE-3: Includes general information on international health and food policy and
Peter Bourne’s international health initiatives

HU-3: Includes information on foreign human rights matters usually generated
by or directed to the National Security Council staff or Zbigniew Brzezinski

FG-311: Includes information on the Presidential Commission on World
Hunger

PC-1: Includes information related to all peace programs including Peace Corps
and Food for Peace

Central Intelligence Agency

Community Management Staff
Job 83M00171R

National Intelligence Council
Job 91M00696R

Office of Congressional Affairs
Job 81M00980R

Office of the Director of Central Intelligence
Job 80B01554R
Job 80M01048A

Office of Support Services (DI)
Job 80T00634A

Department of the Treasury, Washington, D.C.

Office of the Secretary, Executive Secretariat, 1978 and 1980 Files

Minnesota Historical Society, St. Paul, Minnesota

Walter F. Mondale Papers
Vice Presidential Papers
Central Files
AG 8: World Food Problem

Published Sources

Brzezinski, Zbigniew. Power and Principle: Memoirs of the National Security Adviser,
1977-1981. New York: Farrar, Straus, Giroux, 1983.

Carter, Jimmy. White House Diary. New York: Farrar, Straus, Giroux, 2010.

Chicago Tribune

The Christian Science Monitor

Foreign Policy

Los Angeles Times



XVI Sources

National Academy of Sciences. World Food and Nutrition Study: The Potential Contributions
of Research. Washington, D.C.: National Academy of Sciences, 1977.

The New York Times.

Office of the Federal Registrar. Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents. Washington,
D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1978.

Presidential Commission on World Hunger. Overcoming World Hunger: The Challenge
Ahead, Report of the Presidential Commission on World Hunger—March 1980. Wash-
ington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1980.

Presidential Commission on World Hunger. Technical Papers. Washington, D.C.: Govern-
ment Printing Office, 1980.

United Nations. Colombo Declaration on Population and Environment. New York: United
Nations Fund for Population Activities, 1979.

United Nations. Report of the United Nations Water Conference, Mar del Plata, 14-25 March
1977. United Nations publication: E.77.I1.A.12.

United Nations. Treaty Series.

United Nations. Yearbook of the United Nations.

United Nations Educational Scientific and Cultural Organization. New Developments Re-
garding the Follow-up of the United Nations Water and Desertification Conferences and Fol-
low-up of the United Nations Conference on Science and Technology for Development.
SC-79/CONF.214/Col.l4. Paris: UNESCO, May 28, 1979.

United Nations Food and Agriculture Organization. Report of the Conference of FAO, Twen-
tieth Session, Rome, 10-28 November 1979, FAO-GIC—C-79/REP. Rome: Food and
Agriculture Organization, 1979.

United States Agency for International Development. Report on Women in Development:
Submitted to the Committee on Foreign Relations, U.S. Senate and the Speaker, U.S. House
of Representatives in Fulfillment of Section 113 (b) of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 as
amended, August 3, 1977. Washington, D.C.: Office of Women in Development, Au-
gust 1978.

United States Department of State. American Foreign Policy, Basic Documents, 1977-1980.
Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1980.

. Bulletin, 1974-1980. Washington, D.C.: 1974-1981.

. Report of the United States Delegation to the World Conference on the UN Decade for
Women: Equality, Development, and Peace (Copenhagen, Denmark, July 14-30, 1980).
Washington, D.C.: Bureau of International Organization Affairs, 1981.

United States House Committee on International Relations and U.S. Senate Committee
on Foreign Relations. Legislation on Foreign Relations Through 2002. Washington, D.C.:
Government Printing Office, 2003.

United States National Archives and Records Administration. Public Papers of the Presi-
dents of the United States: Gerald R. Ford, 1975,1976. Washington, D.C.: Government
Printing Office, 1976, 1977.

. Public Papers of the Presidents of the United States: Jimmy Carter, 1977-1981. Wash-
ington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1978-1982

United States Senate. Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry and U.S. De-
partment of Agriculture. New Directions for U.S. Food Assistance: A Report of the Special
Task Force on the Operation of Public Law 480. Washington, D.C.: Government Printing
Office, 1978.

United States Senate. Committee on Foreign Relations. Hearings Before the Subcommittee on
Foreign Assistance of the Committee on Foreign Relations, United States Senate, Ninety
Fifth Congress, First Session, on Human Rights Issues and Their Relationship to Foreign As-
sistance Programs, March 4 and 7, 1977. Washington, D.C.: Government Printing
Office, 1977.

United States Senate. Committee on Labor and Public Welfare. National Academy of Sci-
ences, National Academy of Engineering, Institute of Medicine, National Research Council
Annual Report Fiscal Year 1975-76. Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office,
1976.
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Vance, Cyrus R. Hard Choices: Critical Years in America’s Foreign Policy. New York: Simon
and Schuster, 1983.

The Wall Street Journal.

The Washington Post.

White House. New Directions in International Health Cooperation: A Report to the President.
Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1978.

White House. World Hunger and Malnutrition: Improving the U.S. Response: A Report to the
President by the World Hunger Working Group. Washington, D.C.: Government
Printing Office, 1978.

White House Conference on Food, Nutrition, and Health Final Report. Washington, D.C.: Gov-
ernment Printing Office, 1969.

World Bank/International Bank for Reconstruction and Development. World Develop-
ment Report, 1980. New York: Oxford University Press for the World Bank, August
1980.

World Health Organization. Primary Health Care: Report of the International Conference on
Primary Health Care, Alma-Ata, USSR, 6-12 September 1978. Geneva: World Health Or-
ganization, 1978.






Abbreviations and Terms

A, Bureau of Administration, Department of State

A/AID or AID/A, Office of the Administrator, Agency for International Development

AA/AFR or AID/AA/AFR, Bureau for Africa, Agency for International Development

AA/ASIA or AID/AA/ASIA, Bureau for Asia, Agency for International Development

AA/IIA or AID/IIA, Bureau of Intragovernmental and International Affairs, Agency for
International Development

AA/LAC or AID/AA/LAC, Bureau for Latin America and the Caribbean, Agency for In-
ternational Development

AA/NE or AID/AA/NE, Bureau for the Near East, Agency for International Development

AA/PHA, Bureau for Population and Humanitarian Assistance, Agency for International
Development

AA/WID or AID/WID, Office of Women in Development, Agency for International
Development

A/S, assistant secretary

ACDA, Arms Control and Disarmament Agency

ACDA/IR, International Relations Bureau, Arms Control and Disarmament Agency

ACLU, American Civil Liberties Union

ACTION, federal agency created by the merger of VISTA and the Peace Corps

AD, Adolph Dubs

ADB, Asian Development Bank

ADF or AFDF, African Development Fund

Adm., Admiral

Adn., addition

AECB, Arms Export Control Board

AF, Bureau of African Affairs, Department of State

AF/C, Office of Central African Affairs, Bureau of African Affairs, Department of State

AF/E, Office of East African Affairs, Bureau of African Affairs, Department of State

AF/EPS, Economic Policy Staff, Bureau of African Affairs, Department of State

AF/1, Office of Inter-African Affairs, Bureau of African Affairs, Department of State

AF/NSC-IG, National Security Council Interdepartmental Group, Bureau of African Af-
fairs, Department of State

AF/S, Office of Southern African Affairs, Bureau of African Affairs, Department of State

AF/W, Office of West African Affairs, Bureau of African Affairs, Department of State

Al, Amnesty International

AID, Agency for International Development

AID/AFR/DR/ARD, Agriculture and Rural Development Division, Office of Develop-
ment Resources, Bureau for Africa, Agency for International Development

AID/ASIA/TR/RD, Agriculture and Rural Development Division, Office of Technical
Resources, Bureau for Asia, Agency for International Development

AID/DS/POP, Office of Population, Bureau for Development Support, Agency for Inter-
national Development

AID/GC, Office of the General Counsel, Agency for International Development

AID/II A/I A/UN R, United Nations Relations, Office of International Affairs, Bureau of
Intragovernmental and International Affairs, Agency for International Development

AID/LACDR, Office of Development Resources, Bureau for Latin America and the Ca-
ribbean, Agency for International Development

XIX



XX Abbreviations and Terms

AID/MP/A, Office of Management Planning, Bureau for Program and Management
Services, Agency for International Development

AID/NE/TECH, Office of Technical Support, Bureau for Near East, Agency for Interna-
tional Development

AID/OPA/PP, Press and Publications Division, Office of Public Affairs, Agency for Inter-
national Development

AID/PDC, Bureau for Private and Development Cooperation, Agency for International
Development

AID/PPC, Bureau for Program and Policy Coordination, Agency for International
Development

AID/PPC/PDPR, Office of Policy Development and Program Review, Bureau for Pro-
gram and Policy Coordination, Agency for International Development

AID/TA/AGR, Office of Agriculture, Bureau for Technical Assistance, Agency for Inter-
national Development

AMGT, subject tag for management operations

AP, action program

ARA or ARA/LA, Bureau of Inter-American Affairs, Department of State/Bureau for
Latin America, Agency for International Development

ARA/CCA, Office of the Coordinator of Cuban Affairs, Bureau of Inter-American Affairs,
Department of State

ARA/CHP, Office of Congressional, Human Rights, and Public Affairs, Bureau of
Inter-American Affairs, Department of State

ARA/ECP, Office of Regional Economic Policy, Bureau of Inter-American Affairs, De-
partment of State

ARA/ECP/FDA, Finance, Development, and Analysis Chief, Office of Regional Economic
Policy, Bureau of Inter-American Affairs, Department of State

ARA/PPC, Office of Policy Planning, Public, and Congressional Affairs, Bureau of
Inter-American Affairs, Department of State

ARA/RPP, Office of Regional Political Programs, Bureau of Inter-American Affairs, De-
partment of State

ASAP, as soon as possible

ASEAN, Association of Southeast Asian Nations

BHN, basic human needs
BIFAD, Board for International Food and Agricultural Development
BUCEN, U.S. Bureau of the Census (Census Bureau)

C, Counselor of the Department of State

C-130, four-engine, turboprop military transport aircraft

CA, Bureau of Consular Affairs, Department of State

CAE, Central African Empire

CARE, Cooperative for Assistance and Relief Everywhere

CAS, Corps D’Alimentation du Sahel

CBS, Columbia Broadcasting System

CCC, Commodity Credit Corporation

CDC, Centers for Disease Control

CEA, Council of Economic Advisers

CEQ, Council on Environmental Quality

CERDS, UN Charter of Economic Rights and Duties of States

CFA, Committee on Food Aid Policies and Programs

CFS, Committee on World Food Security

CGFPI, Consultative Group on Food Production and Investment
CGIAR, Consultative Group on International Agricultural Research
Cherokee, special telegraphic channel for Department of State messages
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CIA, Central Intelligence Agency

CIEC, Conference on International Economic Cooperation
CINCEUR or USCINCEUR, Commander in Chief, European Command
CINCPAC or USCINCPAC, Commander in Chief, Pacific Command
CINCSO or USCINCSO, Commander in Chief, Southern Command
COB, close of business

CPD, congressional presentation document

CPR, consolidated policy recommendations

CRYV, Cyrus R. Vance

CSCE, Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe

CSW, Commission on the Status of Women

CU, Bureau of Educational and Cultural Affairs, Department of State
CUPs, currency use payments

CV, Cyrus Vance

CWM, Charles William Maynes

CWS, community water and sanitation

D, Office of the Deputy Secretary of State; also, Democrat

D/HA, Coordinator for Human Rights and Humanitarian Affairs, Office of the Deputy
Secretary, Department of State

D/HA/HR, Deputy Coordinator for Human Rights, Office of the Deputy Secretary, De-
partment of State

D/HA/ORM, Deputy Coordinator for Refugees and Migration Affairs, Office of the Dep-
uty Secretary, Department of State

D/HA/PW, Deputy Coordinator for POW /MIA Matters, Office of the Deputy Secretary,
Department of State

DA, David Aaron

DAC, Development Assistance Committee, Organization for Economic Cooperation and
Development

DAP, Development Assistance Program

DAS, deputy assistant secretary

DB, Douglas Bennet

DC, Domestic Council; also, Denis Clift

DCI, Director of Central Intelligence

DCI/IC, Director of Central Intelligence for the Intelligence Community

DCM, deputy chief of mission

DD2, second United Nations Development Decade (1971-1980)

DD3, third United Nations Development Decade (1981-1990)

Del, delegate

Deloff, delegation officer; delegation official

DFL, Minnesota Democratic-Farmer-Labor Party

DG, Director-General of the Foreign Service, Department of State

DINA, Direccion de Inteligencia Nacional (Chilean secret police under Pinochet)

DL, development loan; also, Denis Lamb

DOD, Department of Defense

DOD/ISA, Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Security Affairs, Department
of Defense

Dols, dollars

DPC, Domestic Policy Council

DR, Dominican Republic

E, Under Secretary of State for Economic Affairs
EA, Bureau of East Asian and Pacific Affairs, Department of State
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EA/EP, Office of Economic Policy, Bureau of East Asian and Pacific Affairs, Department
of State

EA/], Office of Japan, Bureau of East Asian and Pacific Affairs, Department of State

EA/NSC-IG, National Security Council Interdepartmental Group, East Asian and Pacific
Affairs, Department of State

EA/PRCM, Office of People’s Republic of China and Mongolia Affairs, Bureau of East
Asian and Pacific Affairs, Department of State

EA/RA, Office of Regional Affairs, Bureau of East Asian and Pacific Affairs, Department
of State

EAID, subject tag for foreign economic assistance

EB, Bureau of Economic and Business Affairs, Department of State

EB/ICD/CPD, Commodity Policy Division, Office of International Commodities, Interna-
tional Resources and Food Policy, Bureau of Economic and Business Affairs, Depart-
ment of State

EB/IFD, Deputy Assistant Secretary for International Finance and Development, Bureau
of Economic and Business Affairs, Department of State

EB/IFD/ODF, Office of Development Finance, International Finance and Development,
Bureau of Economic and Business Affairs, Department of State

EB/IFD/OIA, Office of Investment Affairs, International Finance and Development, Bu-
reau of Economic and Business Affairs, Department of State

EB/OFP or EB/ORF/OFP, Office of Food Policy and Programs, International Resources
and Food Policy, Bureau of Economic and Business Affairs, Department of State

EB/OFP/FFD or EB/ORF/OFP/FFD, Food for Freedom Division, Office of Food Policy
and Programs, International Resources and Food Policy, Bureau of Economic and
Business Affairs, Department of State

EB/OFP/FPD or EB/ORF/OFP/FPD, Food Policy Division, Office of Food Policy and Pro-
grams, International Resources and Food Policy, Bureau of Economic and Business
Affairs, Department of State

EB/ORF, Deputy Assistant Secretary for International Resources and Food Policy, Bu-
reau of Economic and Business Affairs, Department of State

EB/ORF/ICD, Office of International Commodities, International Resources and Food
Policy, Bureau of Economic and Business Affairs, Department of State

EB/ORF/ICD/ISM, Industrial and Strategic Materials Division, Office of International
Commodities, International Resources and Food Policy, Bureau of Economic and
Business Affairs, Department of State

EB/PAS, Planning and Economic Analysis Staff, Bureau of Economic and Business Af-
fairs, Department of State

EC, European Community

EC-9 or Nine, reference to the nine member states of the EC: Belgium, Denmark, France,
Federal Republic of Germany, Ireland, Italy, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, and the
United Kingdom

ECE, United Nations Economic Commission for Europe

ECOSOC, United Nations Economic and Social Council

EDs, executive directors of the International Financial Institutions

EE, Eastern Europe

EEZ, exclusive economic zones

EM-9, Emergency Measure 9 (South Korea)

EO, Executive Order

EOB, Executive Office Building

EOP, Executive Office of the President

EPA, Environmental Protection Agency

ERDA, Energy Research and Development Administration

ESCAP, Economic and Social Commission for Asia and Pacific

ESCR, economic, social, and cultural rights



Abbreviations and Terms XXIII

ESF, Economic Support Fund

EUR, Bureau of European Affairs, Department of State

EUR/NSC-IG, National Security Council Interdepartmental Group, European Affairs,
Department of State

EUR/PP, Special Assistant for Policy Planning, Bureau of European Affairs, Department
of State

EUR/RPE, Office of OECD, European Community, and Atlantic Political-Economic Af-
fairs, Bureau of European Affairs, Department of State

EUR/RPM, Office of NATO and Atlantic Political-Military Affairs, Bureau of European
Affairs, Department of State

EUR/SOV, Office of Soviet Union Affairs, Bureau of European Affairs, Department of
State

EWS, early warning system

EXDIS, exclusive distribution

Ex-Im, Export-Import Bank

F-5, light, supersonic fighter aircraft

FAA, Foreign Assistance Act, also, Federal Aviation Administration

FAC, Food Aid Convention

FAM, Foreign Affairs Manual

FAO, United Nations Food and Agriculture Organization

FAO/EWS, Food and Agriculture Organization’s early warning system

FFP/AID, Office of Food for Peace, Agency for International Development

FM, Frank Moore; also from

FMS, foreign military sales

FODAG, United States Mission to the United Nations Agencies for Food and Agriculture

FP, family planning; also, Frank Press

FRG, Federal Republic of Germany

FSI, Foreign Service Institute, Department of State

FSO, Fund for Special Operations, International Development Bank; also, foreign service
officer

FSP, Food Stamp Program

FSR, Foreign Service Reserve

FVN, Frank V. Nash

FW, Frank Wisner; also, forward

FY, fiscal year

FYI, for your information

G-7, Group of 7 (Canada, France, Federal Republic of Germany, Italy, Japan, United
Kingdom, United States)

G-77, Group of 77 (group of developing countries established at the conclusion of
UNCTAD in 1964)

G-2000, Global 2000 Report

GA, United Nations General Assembly

GATT, General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade

GDP, gross domestic product

GDR, German Democratic Republic

GNP, gross national product

GOA, Government of Argentina

GOES, Government of El Salvador

GOG, Government of Guatemala; Government of Guinea

GOI, Government of India; Government of Indonesia

GOP, Government of Paraguay

GSP, generalized system of preferences
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GORM, Goals, Objectives, and Resource Management

H, Bureau of Congressional Relations, Department of State

HA, Bureau of Human Rights and Humanitarian Affairs, Department of State

HA/AF, African Affairs, Office of Human Rights, Bureau of Human Rights and Humani-
tarian Affairs, Department of State

HA/ARA, Inter-American Affairs, Office of Human Rights, Bureau of Human Rights and
Humanitarian Affairs, Department of State

HA/EA, East Asian Affairs, Office of Human Rights, Bureau of Human Rights and Hu-
manitarian Affairs, Department of State

HA/EUR, European Affairs, Office of Human Rights, Bureau of Human Rights and Hu-
manitarian Affairs, Department of State

HA/HR, Office of Human Rights, Bureau of Human Rights and Humanitarian Affairs,
Department of State

HA/HR/CRP or HA/CR, Country Reports Project, Office of Human Rights, Bureau of
Human Rights and Humanitarian Affairs, Department of State

HA/NEA, Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs, Office of Human Rights, Bureau of
Human Rights and Humanitarian Affairs, Department of State

HA/ORM, Office of Refugee and Migration Affairs, Bureau of Human Rights and Hu-
manitarian Affairs, Department of State

HA/P, Public Affairs, Bureau of Human Rights and Humanitarian Affairs, Department of
State

HEW or DHEW, Department of Health, Education, and Welfare

HEW/OIH, Office of International Health, Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare

HFAC, House Foreign Affairs Committee

HHH, Hubert Horatio Humphrey

HIRC or HCIR, House International Relations Committee

HLG, high level group

HLT, health

HO, Henry Owen

HR, House Resolution; also, human rights

HRC, United Nations Human Rights Commission

HRCG, Human Rights Coordinating Group, Department of State

HRD, United Nations Human Rights Division

HRF, Human Rights Foundation

HSTF, Hunger Staff Task Force

IADB or IDB, Inter-American Development Bank

IAEA, International Atomic Energy Agency

IAF, Inter-America Foundation

IAG, inter-agency group

TAGHRFA or IGHRFA, Interagency Group on Human Rights and Foreign Assistance
(Christopher Group)

IAHRC, Inter-American Human Rights Commission

IBM, International Business Machine Corporation

IBRD, International Bank for Reconstruction and Development

ICA, International Communication Agency

ICCPR, International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights

ICESCR, International Covenant on Economic, Social, and Cultural Rights

IC]J, International Commission of Jurists

ICP, Industry Cooperative Program, United Nations Food and Agriculture Organization

ICRC, International Committee of the Red Cross
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IDC/AID, Office of Interagency Development Coordination, Agency for International
Development

IDCA, International Development Cooperation Agency

IDCA/PO, Planning Office, International Development Cooperation Agency

IDLI, international development lending institution

IDS, international development strategy

IEFR, International Emergency Food Reserve

IFAD, International Fund for Agricultural Development

IFC, International Finance Corporation

IFIs, international financial institutions

IFPRI, International Food Policy Research Institute

IG, interdepartmental group

IGA, International Grains Arrangement or Agreement; also, Inter Agency Group

ILO, International Labor Organization

IMCO, Inter-Governmental Maritime Consultative Organization

IMET, International Military Education and Training

IMETP, International Military Education and Training Program

IMF, International Monetary Fund

IMYV, Office of Assistant Director (Motion Pictures and Television), United States Infor-
mation Service

INA, Immigration and Naturalization Act

INM, Bureau for International Narcotics Matters, Department of State

INR, Bureau of Intelligence and Research, Department of State

INR/DDC, Deputy Director for Coordination, Bureau of Intelligence and Research, De-
partment of State

INR/DDR, Deputy Director for Research, Bureau of Intelligence and Research, Depart-
ment of State

INR/DDR/GIS, Global Issues Staff, Directorate for Research, Bureau of Intelligence and
Research, Department of State

INR/DDR/REC, Office of Economic Research and Analysis, Directorate for Research, Bu-
reau of Intelligence and Research, Department of State

INR/DDR/RGE, Office of the Geographer, Office of Economic Research and Analysis,
Directorate for Research, Bureau of Intelligence and Research, Department of State

INR/REC/CDC, Commodity and Developing Country Division, Office of Economic Re-
search and Analysis, Directorate for Research, Bureau of Intelligence and Research,
Department of State

INS, Immigration and Naturalization Service

IO, Bureau of International Organization Affairs, Department of State

IO/AGR, Agency Director for Agriculture, Office of the Deputy Assistant Secretary for
Economic and Social Affairs, Bureau of International Organization Affairs, Depart-
ment of State

I0/DHP, Agency Director for Development and Humanitarian Programs, Bureau of In-
ternational Organization Affairs, Department of State

I0/EX, Office of the Executive Director, Bureau of International Organization Affairs, De-
partment of State

IO/EX/OB, Director, Office of the Budget, Office of the Executive Director, Bureau of In-
ternational Organization Affairs, Department of State

I0/HDC, Agency Director for Health and Drug Control, Bureau of International Organi-
zation Affairs, Department of State

IO/HNP, Agency Director for Health and Narcotics Programs, Bureau of International
Organization Affairs, Department of State

IO/HR, Office of Human Rights Affairs, Office of the Deputy Assistant Secretary for Po-
litical and Multilateral Affairs, Bureau of International Organization Affairs, Depart-
ment of State
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IO/IEP, International Economic Policy Staff, Bureau of International Organization Af-
fairs, Department of State

IO/IWP, Agency Director for International Women'’s Programs, Office of the Deputy As-
sistant Secretary for Human Rights and Social Affairs, Bureau of International Orga-
nization Affairs, Department of State

I0/ML, Office of Multilateral Affairs, Office of the Deputy Assistant Secretary for Politi-
cal and Multilateral Affairs, Bureau of International Organization Affairs, Depart-
ment of State

IO/PPR, Policy Planning and Reports Staff, Bureau of International Organization Affairs,
Department of State

IO/UNA, Washington Office of the Permanent Representative to the United Nations, Bu-
reau of International Organization Affairs, Department of State

IO/UNESCO, Agency Director for UNESCO Affairs, Office of the Deputy Assistant Sec-
retary for Human Rights and Social Affairs, Bureau of International Organization
Affairs, Department of State

IO/UNP, Office of United Nations Political Affairs, Office of the Deputy Assistant Secre-
tary for Political and Multilateral Affairs, Bureau of International Organization Af-
fairs, Department of State

IOP/P, Office of Policy and Plans, United States Information Agency

IPPF, International Planned Parenthood Foundation

IPS, Office of Assistant Director (Press and Publications), United States Information
Agency

IRA, Irish Republican Army

IRG, interdepartmental regional group

ISTC, International Science and Technology Center; also, Institute for Scientific and
Technological Cooperation

IUD, intrauterine device

IVS, international visitors

IWA, International Wheat Agreement

IWC, International Wheat Council

IWY, International Women’s Year

J or JC, Jimmy Carter

JCS, Joint Chiefs of Staff

JT or JTM, Jessica Tuchman (Mathews)
JW, Jenonne Walker

KCIA, Korean Central Intelligence Agency

L, Office of the Legal Adviser, Department of State

L/EB, Assistant Legal Adviser for Economic and Business Affairs, Office of the Legal Ad-
viser, Department of State

L/HR, Assistant Legal Adviser for Human Rights, Office of the Legal Adviser, Depart-
ment of State

L/OES, Assistant Legal Adviser for Oceans, International Environmental, and Scientific
Affairs, Office of the Legal Adviser, Department of State

L/PM, Assistant Legal Adviser for Politico-Military, Office of the Legal Adviser, Depart-
ment of State

L/UNA, Assistant Legal Adviser for United Nations Affairs, Office of the Legal Adviser,
Department of State

LACIE, Large Area Crop Inventory Experiment

LANDSAT, land + satellite (satellite imagery program)

LB or LWB, Lucy Wilson Benson

LDC, lesser developed country
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LIG, legislative interagency group
LIMDIS, limited distribution
LOS, law of the sea

M, Deputy Under Secretary of State for Management

M/EEO, Equal Opportunity Office, Department of State
M/FSI, Director, Foreign Service Institute, Department of State
M/MO, Management Operations, Department of State
M/WCW, Office of the Secretariat of the World Conference for the Decade on Women
MA, Michael Armacost

MAAG, military assistance advisory group

MAP, military assistance program

MBFR, Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions

MDB, multilateral development bank

MEFN, most-favored nation

MIA, missing-in-action

Misoff, mission officer

MIT, Massachusetts Institute of Technology

MN, Matthew Nimetz

MS, Mark Schneider

MT, metric ton

Mtg., meeting

MTNs, multilateral trade negotiations

MWRA, married women of reproductive age

N/S, north/south

NAACP, National Association for the Advancement of Colored People

NAS, National Academy of Sciences

NASA, National Aeronautics and Space Administration

NATO, North Atlantic Treaty Organization

NATO/CCMS, NATO Committee on the Challenges of Modern Society

NBC, National Broadcasting Company

NCC, National Council of Churches

NEA, Bureau of Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs, Department of State

NEA/NSC-IG, National Security Council Interdepartmental Group, Near Eastern and
South Asian Affairs, Department of State

NEA/RA, Office of Regional Affairs, Bureau of Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs, De-
partment of State

NGO, non-governmental organization

NIACT, night action

NICHD/CPR, Center for Population Research, National Institute of Child Health and
Human Development, National Institutes of Health

NIEO, New International Economic Order

NIH, National Institutes of Health

NIO, National Intelligence Officer, Central Intelligence Agency

NODIS, no distribution

NRC, National Research Council

NSC, National Security Council

NSCWGP, National Security Council Ad Hoc Working Group on Population

NSDM, National Security Decision Memorandum

NSF, National Science Foundation

NSSM, National Security Study Memorandum

NVA, North Vietnamese Army
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OAS, Organization of American States

OASIA, Office of the Assistant Secretary for International Affairs, Department of the
Treasury

OAU, Organization of African Unity

OBE, overtaken by events

ODA, official development assistance

ODAP, White House Office of Drug Abuse Policy

OECD, Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development

OES, Bureau of Oceans and International Environmental and Scientific Affairs, Depart-
ment of State

OES/CP, Coordinator for Population Affairs, Bureau of Oceans and International Envi-
ronmental and Scientific Affairs, Department of State

OES/E, Deputy Assistant Secretary for Environment, Health and Natural Resources, Bu-
reau of Oceans and International Environmental and Scientific Affairs, Department
of State

OES/ENP, Office of Environmental and Population Affairs, Bureau of Oceans and Inter-
national Environmental and Scientific Affairs, Department of State

OES/ENP/EN, Directorate for Environmental Affairs, Office of Environmental and Popu-
lation Affairs, Bureau of Oceans and International Environmental and Scientific Af-
fairs, Department of State

OES/ENP/PO, Directorate for Population Affairs, Office of Environmental and Popula-
tion Affairs, Bureau of Oceans and International Environmental and Scientific Af-
fairs, Department of State

OES/ENR, Office of Food and Natural Resources, Bureau of Oceans and International
Environmental and Scientific Affairs, Department of State

OES/PAS, Policy Assessment Staff, Bureau of Oceans and International Environmental
and Scientific Affairs, Department of State

OES/S, Deputy Assistant Secretary for Science and Technology Affairs, Bureau of Oceans
and International Environmental and Scientific Affairs, Department of State

OGCR, Office of Geographic and Cartographic Research, Central Intelligence Agency

OMB, Office of Management and Budget

OPEC, Organization of Petroleum Exporting Countries

OPIC, Overseas Private Investment Corporation

ORPA, Office of Regional and Political Analysis, Central Intelligence Agency

OSACA, White House Office of the Special Assistant for Consumer Affairs

OSD, Office of the Secretary of Defense

OSRO, Office for Sahelian Relief Operations, United Nations Food and Agriculture
Organization

OSTP, White House Office of Science and Technology Policy

P, Under Secretary of State for Political Affairs

PA, Bureau of Public Affairs, Department of State

PAK, Paul A. Kreisberg

Pan-Am, Pan-American Airlines

Para, paragraph

PARM, policy analysis resource memorandum

PB, Peter Bourne

PBS, Public Broadcasting System

PC/ACTION, Peace Corps, ACTION

PCWH, Presidential Commission on World Hunger

PD, Presidential Determination or Directive; also, Patricia (Patt) Derian

PDC/FFP, Office of Food for Peace, Bureau for Private and Development Cooperation,
Agency for International Development (after mid-1978)

PDRY, Peoples Democratic Republic of Yemen
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PEN, international organization of poets, playwrights, essayists, editors, and novelists

PFIAB, President’s Foreign Intelligence Advisory Board

PGOV, subject tag for internal government affairs

PHA/AID, Bureau for Population and Humanitarian Assistance, Agency for Interna-
tional Development

PHA/POP, Office of Population, Bureau for Population and Humanitarian Assistance,
Agency for International Development

PL, Public Law

P.L. 480, Public Law 480; Food for Peace

PLO, Palestinian Liberation Organization

PM, Bureau of Politico-Military Affairs, Department of State

PM/DCA, Office of Disarmament and Arms Control, Bureau of Politico-Military Affairs,
Department of State

POL, political officer; also, petroleum, oil, and lubricants

PORG, subject tag for policy relations with international organizations

POW, prisoner of war

PPC/WID, Office of Women in Development, Bureau for Program and Policy Coordina-
tion, Agency for International Development (after mid-1978)

PPOM, Presidential Policy Options Memorandum

PRC, People’s Republic of China; also, Policy Review Committee

Prepcom, preparatory committee

Pres, President

PRM, Presidential Review Memorandum

PT, Peter Tarnoff

PVO, private voluntary organization

PWB, program of work and budget

RB, Reginald Bartholomew

R&D, research and development

Rept, report

RCA, Radio Corporation of America

Ref, reference

Reftel, reference telegram

Res, resolution

RFE/RL, Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty
RG, Record Group

RHOB, Rayburn House Office Building
RI, Rick Inderfurth

ROK, Republic of Korea

ROKG, Republic of Korea Government
RP, Office of Refugee Programs, Department of State

S, Office of the Secretary of State; also, Senate

S/AA, Ambassador at Large Alfred Atherton

S/AG, Ambassador at Large Arthur ]. Goldberg

S/AO, Ambassador at Large Henry L. Owen

S/MS, Special Adviser to the Secretary of State Marshall Shulman
S/P, Policy Planning Staff, Department of State

S/PRS, Office of Press Relations, Office of the Secretary, Department of State
S/R, Ambassador at Large and Coordinator for Refugee Affairs

S/S, Executive Secretariat, Department of State

S/SN, Personal Representative of the President Sol Linowitz

S/S-0, Operations Center, Executive Secretariat, Department of State
S/S-S, Secretariat Staff, Executive Secretariat, Department of State
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SA/DDCI, Special Assistant, Deputy Director of Central Intelligence

SALT, Strategic Arms Limitation Treaty

SAO or SO, Steven A. Oxman

SAVAK, Farsi language acronym for Iranian National Bureau of Security and
Intelligence

SCA, Bureau for Security and Consular Affairs, Department of State

SCC, Special Coordinating Committee

Secdef, Secretary of Defense

Septel, separate telegram

Sess, session

SFRC, Senate Foreign Relations Committee

SHUM, subject tag for human rights

SIG, senior interdepartmental group

SSA, security supporting assistance

STADIS, distribution within the Department of State only

STR, White House Office of the Special Trade Representative

SWAPO, South West African People’s Organization

SYG, United Nations Secretary-General

T, Office of the Under Secretary of State for Security Assistance, Science, and Technology

TAGS, traffic analysis by geography and subject

TCDC, technical cooperation among developing countries

THP, The Hunger Project

TIAS, Treaties and Other International Acts series

TL, Tony Lake

Tosec, series indicator for telegrams to the Secretary of State while away from
Washington

UAW, United Auto Workers of America

UDHR, Universal Declaration of Human Rights

UFW, United Farm Workers

UK, United Kingdom

UN, United Nations

UNA, United Nations Association

UNCSTD, United Nations Conference on Science and Technology for Development

UNCTAD, United Nations Conference on Trade and Development

UNDP, United Nations Development Programme

UNEP, United Nations Economic Programme; also, United Nations Environmental
Programme

UNESCO, United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization

UNFPA, United Nations Fund for Population Activities

UNGA, United Nations General Assembly

UNHCR, United Nations High Commissioner for Human Rights

UNICEF, United Nations Children’s Emergency Fund

US, United States

USA, United States Army; also, United States of America

USAF, United States Air Force

USC, United States Code

USDA, United States Department of Agriculture

USDAVJFAS, Foreign Agricultural Service, Department of Agriculture

USDA/IDS, International Development Staff, Department of Agriculture

USDA/OICD, Office of International Cooperation and Development, Department of
Agriculture

USG, United States Government
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USIA, United States Information Agency

USIA/IOP, Office of Policy and Plans, United States Information Agency
USICA, United States International Communications Agency

USINT, United States Interests Section

USIS, United States Information Service

USN, United States Navy

USSR, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics

UST, United States Treaty

USUN, United States Mission to the United Nations

VA, Veterans’” Administration

VC, Viet Cong

VISTA, Volunteers in Service to America
VOA, Voice of America

VP, Vice President

WC, Warren Christopher

WCARRD, United Nations Food and Agriculture Organization World Conference on
Agrarian Reform and Rural Development

WEOG, Western European and Others Group, United Nations High Commissioner for
Refugees

WFC, World Food Council; also, World Food Conference

WEFP, World Food Program

WG, working group

WHIGA, White House Intergovernmental Relations Office

WHO, World Health Organization

WHWG, World Hunger Working Group

WOLA, Washington Office for Latin America

WPPA, World Population Plan of Action

WR, weekly report to the President

WRC, Water Resources Council

WTC, Wheat Trade Convention

Z, Zulu (Greenwich Mean Time)
Z/R, Zionism/Racism

7B, Zbigniew Brzezinski

ZBB, zero-based budgeting






Persons

Aaron, David L., Deputy Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs from
1977 until 1981

Abourezk, James G., Senator (D-South Dakota) until January 3, 1979

Albert, Eddie, actor

Albright, Madeleine, Congressional Relations Officer, National Security Council Staff,
from March 1978 until January 1981

Aldrich, George H., Deputy Legal Adviser, Department of State; Deputy Special Repre-
sentative of the President for the Law of the Sea Conference and Deputy Chief of the
Delegation

Allen, James B., Senator (D-Alabama) until June 1, 1978; member, Senate Committee on
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry

Allende Gossens, Salvador, former President of Chile

Amin, Idi, President of Uganda until April 1979

Anderson, David, Deputy Executive Secretary of the Department of State from 1977 until
1978; thereafter Executive Secretariat staff

Anderson, Edwin M., Colonel, staff member, Joint Chiefs of Staff

Andrew, Robert F., Agency Director for Health and Drug Control (later Narcotics), Bu-
reau of International Organization Affairs, Department of State, until 1979; alternate
delegate, U.S. Delegation to the 30th session of the World Health Assembly, 1977

Andrews, Wallace, Chief, Food and Population Team, Environment and Resource Anal-
ysis Center, Central Intelligence Agency; member, National Security Council Ad
Hoc Group on Population Policy

Andrus, Cecil D., Secretary of the Interior from January 23, 1977, until January 20, 1981

Angarola, Robert T., General Counsel, White House Office of Drug Abuse Policy; Assist-
ant Director for International Affairs and Legal Counsel, Domestic Policy Staff

Armacost, Michael H., member, Policy Planning Staff, Department of State, until 1977;
member, East Asia/China Cluster, National Security Council Staff, from January
1977, until July 1978; Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for East Asia, Pacific,
and Inter-American Affairs from July 1978 until January 1980; Deputy Assistant Sec-
retary of State for East Asian and Pacific Affairs from January 1980

Arthur, Lawrence L., Refugee and Migration Officer, Office of Refugee and Migration
Affairs, Bureau of Human Rights and Humanitarian Affairs, Department of State,
from 1977 until 1979; Asylum Officer, Office of Human Rights, Bureau of Human
Rights and Humanitarian Affairs, from 1979; Chief, Asylum Unit, Office of Human
Rights, Bureau of Human Rights and Humanitarian Affairs, from 1980

Atherton, Alfred L., Jr., Assistant Secretary of State for Near Eastern and South Asian Af-
fairs until April 13, 1978; Ambassador at Large from April 11, 1978, until May 22,
1979; Ambassador to Egypt from July 2, 1979

Atkinson, Richard C., Acting Director, National Science Foundation, until May 1977; Di-
rector from May 1977 until June 1980

Atlas, Liane W., Co-Director, Office of Developing Nations Finance, Department of
Treasury; alternate, National Security Council Ad Hoc Group on Population Policy

Atwood, J. Brian, legislative assistant to Senator Thomas Eagleton until 1977; Deputy As-
sistant Secretary of State for Congressional Relations and Legislative Officer for
Atomic Energy, Bureau of Intelligence and Research, and Legal Adviser, from 1977
until 1979; Assistant Secretary of State for Congressional Relations, from August 3,
1979, until January 14, 1981
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Averch, Harvey A., economist; Assistant Director for Science Education, National Sci-
ence Foundation, until June 1977; thereafter Assistant Director for Scientific, Techno-
logical, and International Affairs; member, National Security Council Ad Hoc Group
on Population Policy

Baer, Bernice, member, National Commission on the Observance of International
Women’s Year task force, Office of the Deputy Secretary of State until late 1978;
thereafter Office of International Women’s Programs, Bureau of International Orga-
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Human Rights and
Humanitarian Affairs

Human Rights

1. Memorandum From the Coordinator for Human Rights and
Humanitarian Affairs (Wilson) to All Regional and
Functional Assistant Secretaries of State and the
Administrator of the Agency for International Development
(Parker)’

Washington, January 5, 1977

SUBJECT
Guidelines on U.S. Foreign Policy for Human Rights

Observance of internationally recognized human rights is impor-
tant, both in the general formation of US foreign policy and in specific
implementation of recent US legislation. In order that the Department
may proceed most consistently and effectively in promoting progress
in this area, a set of guidelines has been drafted on “US Foreign Policy
for Human Rights.” These are intended to formalize and make more
systematic our ongoing procedure for dealing with human rights
matters.

Should you wish to provide written comments and suggestions on
the attached set of guidelines, I would appreciate receiving them by
COB, Wednesday, January 12.

1Source: Department of State, Bureau of Human Rights and Humanitarian Affairs,
1976-1977 Human Rights Subject Files and Country Files, Lot 80D177, SHUM—Policies.
Limited Official Use. Addressed to Habib, Rogers, Jordan, Lord, Jenkins, Vest, Leigh,
Schaufele, Shlaudeman, Hummel, Hartman, Atherton, Katz, Lewis, and Parker. A type-
written note on the first page reads: “Human rights policy meeting chaired by Deputy
secretary decided to bury this—2/14/77.”
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Attachment

Paper Prepared in the Department of State’

Washington, undated

Guidelines on US Foreign Policy for Human Rights
General Policy

Progress toward full observance of internationally recognized
human rights throughout the world is one of the central goals of U.S.
foreign policy. To help achieve that objective, we seek social, economic,
and political conditions in all countries which foster observance of
human rights and encourage attitudes within each country that con-
tribute to progress in this field.

Pertinent Legislation

The Congress has recently enacted legislation designed to help as-
sure the observance of human rights abroad, in the context of certain
U.S. bilateral and multilateral relations:

—The Harkin Amendment to bills authorizing increased US par-
ticipation in the Inter-American Development Bank (IDB) and initi-
ating US participation in the African Development Fund (ADF) re-
quires that the US Executive Directors to those banks vote against any
loan or grant to any country that “engages in a consistent pattern of
gross violations of internationally recognized human rights ... unless
such assistance will directly benefit the needy people of the country.”
Similar provisions have been incorporated into the legislation author-
izing foreign development assistance.*

2 No classification marking. No drafting information appears on the paper.

3 Representative Harkin attached an amendment to H.R. 9721, a bill that increased
U.S. participation in the Inter-American Development Bank and authorized U.S. partici-
pation in the African Development Fund. President Ford signed the bill into law on May
31, 1976. (P.L. 94-302).

4 Presumable reference to the International Development and Food Assistance Act
of 1975 (H.R. 9005; P.L. 94-161), signed into law by Ford on December 20, 1975. In addi-
tion to authorizing a 2-year, $3.1 billion foreign economic aid program, the act, in Section
116, prohibited development aid to any nation engaging in a consistent pattern of gross
violations of internationally-recognized human rights unless Congress determined that
such aid benefited the needy. (Congress and the Nation, Volume IV, 1973-1976, pp.
867-869) Harkin authored the human rights amendment to the legislation. (“House Votes
to Ban Foreign Aid For Human-Rights Violations,” The New York Times, September 11,
1975, p. A-18)
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—The International Security Assistance and Arms Export Control
Act of 1976 states that the US should not provide security assistance
“to any country the government of which engages in a consistent pat-
tern of gross violations of internationally recognized human rights”
and that whatever security assistance is provided should “promote and
advance human rights and avoid identification” of the United States
with governments that deny their people human rights. The Act calls
on the Secretary of State to provide “full and complete” reports on the
human rights practices in each country receiving security assistance.

Checklist for Guidance

Judgments about human rights are necessarily difficult. The De-
partment cannot provide one set of definitive guidelines for all cases.
We think it necessary, however, that our personnel at least ask the same
questions and proceed as consistently as possible on the basis of com-
parable data and standards.

To that end, Department officers—whether preparing reports in
the field or making findings in Washington—should proceed with the
following sequential checklist of questions:

1. What information is available? Embassy investigative reporting,
while essential, is not enough. Department officers should seek out evi-
dence provided by the intelligence community, non-governmental or-
ganizations, multilateral organizations and Congressional hearings
and weigh carefully the reliability of these varied sources. Such data
should provide the basis for answering the questions in the following
paragraphs.

2. Are there violations of “internationally recognized” human rights?
The prime point of reference for this determination, in the view of the
Department and the Congress, is the UN Universal Declaration of
Human Rights. The main focus for purposes of both field reporting and
Department decision-making should be on crimes against the person as
described in Articles III, V, VIII, IX, X, and XI of the Universal Declara-
tion. (See attachment.)®

3. If there are such violations of “internationally recognized
human rights,” were those violations “gross” in nature? Present legisla-
tion makes clear that primary attention centers on government-
perpetrated or tolerated torture or cruel, inhuman, or degrading treat-

% Signed into law by Ford on June 30, 1976, the International Security Assistance
and Arms Export Control Act (P.L. 94-329; 90 Stat. 729) amended the Foreign Assistance
Actof 1961 (P.L. 87-195; 75 Stat. 424), specified that a principal goal of U.S. foreign policy
was to promote observance of human rights, prohibited the extension of security assist-
ance to nations that violated human rights except under extraordinary circumstances,
and established the position of Coordinator for Human Rights and Humanitarian Affairs
within the Department of State. (Congress and the Nation, Volume 1V, 1973-1976, pp.
874-877) The position of Coordinator for Humanitarian Affairs had been established in
1975. See Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, volume E-3, Documents on Global Issues,
1973-1976, Document 250.

¢ Not found attached.
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ment or punishment, prolonged detention without charges, or other
flagrant denial to the right to life, liberty, and the security of person.

4. If there are such “gross” violations, is there a “consistent pattern”
of same? Since no mathematical formula is appropriate to the wide va-
riety of existing cases, Department personnel should look instead for
regular recurrences (for regional, class, ethnic or political patterns), and
for changes in the extent of violations over time. The numbers of viola-
tions in each category should be reported as precisely as possible.

5. If there does appear to be a case of “consistent pattern of gross
violations of internationally recognized human rights,” what is the role
of the government in question? Department personnel should try to pro-
vide documentary evidence such as laws, decrees, directives on in-
ternal security, etc. showing whether the government itself, through
acts of commission or omission, bears responsibility for violations
against human rights; whether the government has taken steps to im-
ﬁrove the protection of human rights; and whether that government

as cooperated with outside inquiries on human rights.

6. Finally, what special circumstances should the Department, in
consultation with the Congress, consider as it formulates policies for
achieving progress on human rights? Our efforts in behalt of human
rights may require us to weigh the following: the degree and character
of other U.S. interests in the country; the degree of U.S. influence in the
country; likely third-country reaction to U.S. action or inaction on
human rights; reaction of democratic elements in the country con-
cerned to possible U.S. actions; and possible retaliation by the host
country against U.S. positions on human rights. We may also take into
consideration the past and present legal and cultural environment of a
given country, the existence of an internal or external threat to national
security, the violent or non-violent character of the government and its
opposition. However, with specific regard to implementation of legis-
lation governing development assistance and international financial in-
stitutions, the only exception to making judgments wholly on the basis
of observance of human rights is for situations on which assistance
goes directly to “needy people.”

Procedure

The above guideline questions for thinking and acting in behalf of
human rights are part of a continuing Department effort to assure
greater progress in this area. To help assure specific implementation of
this goal, the following actions will be taken:

1. In complying with human rights legislation relating to U.S. par-
ticipation in international financial institutions, the Bureau of Eco-
nomic and Business Affairs will provide a schedule of pending loans
together with information on whether the Harkin amendment is appli-
cable to the loan or not.

D/HA in conjunction with appropriate geographic bureaus and H,
L, EB and S/P will review this material to determine whether, in cases
that do not fall under the “needy people” provision of the Harkin
amendment, there is evidence of a consistent pattern of gross violations
of internationally recognized human rights.
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Should this review result in agreement, D/HA will so notify the
Deputy Secretary, who will make the final decision. Should there be
disagreement, there will be a meeting of the Assistant Secretaries con-
cerned with the Deputy Secretary, who will either make the final deci-
sion or refer the matter to the Secretary.

2. In the case of human rights legislation regarding AID’s develop-
ment assistance programs, necessary steps will be taken by the AID
Administrator, in coordination with D/HA and the concerned bureaus
in the Department, to take the foregoing criteria into consideration in
reaching necessary determinations.

3. In the case of security assistance, the foregoing criteria will be
applied in the development and review of program proposals by
D/HA and concerned bureaus of the Department through the regular
processes of the Security Assistance Review Committee and any suc-
cessor organizations.

2. Memorandum From the Assistant Secretary of State for
International Organization Affairs (Lewis) to the Coordinator
for Human Rights and Humanitarian Affairs (Wilson)'

Washington, January 14, 1977

SUBJECT
Guidelines on U.S. Foreign Policy for Human Rights

I have the following comments and suggestions on the set of
guidelines circulated with your memorandum of January 5, 1977.2

Generally the guidelines would be much improved if they gave
greater prominence, other than the single reference in the first question
of the checklist, to multilateral organizations. I think special treatment
is due to multilateral organizations because of the extensive human
rights activity in which the three principal ones, the Council of Europe,
the OAS and the UN, are engaged. This activity is usually well publi-
cized and is well known to those in Congress who are interested. We
should, therefore, take special pains to canvass thoroughly the devel-

! Source: Department of State, Bureau of Human Rights and Humanitarian Affairs,
1976-1977 Human Rights Subject Files and Country Files, Lot 80D177, SHUM—Policies.
Limited Official Use. Harold Heilsnis (D/HA) initialed in the bottom-right hand corner.

2See Document 1.
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opments in that broad field because of the readily available evidence
they will supply of the human rights posture of many governments. An
important byproduct would also be the greater assurance that our offi-
cial positions in multilateral forums will be coordinated with those
taken bilaterally and with the Congress. I think the problem of coordi-
nation between the multilateral and bilateral in our international
human rights posture will be assuming greater importance as the re-
porting under the new legislation grows and more of the reports are
publicized.

The basic standard discussed in the guidelines is that of a “con-
sistent pattern of gross violations of internationally recognized human
rights.” This key standard had its origin in the United Nations in the
human rights framework, namely, in ECOSOC Resolution 1503 which
established the new procedures for dealing in the United Nations with
private human rights communications.? Practice in the United Nations
in applying this standard certainly should be consistent with our appli-
cation of the same standard in our bilateral relations, particularly in our
reporting to the Congress, and the guidelines should provide for this. I
would therefore suggest as a minimum the following amendments to
the guidelines:

1. In the sequential checklist of questions, there should be added a
question which would assure a determination with respect to a partic-
ular country of that country’s general posture on human rights ques-
tions in international forums, e.g., the Council of Europe, the Organiza-
tion of American States, or the United Nations. This would include the
government’s support for effective measures through these organiza-
tions to render their human rights activities effective, support for multi-
lateral human rights conventions and their measures for implementa-
tion, and of course information on instances in which a particular
government may be the object of charges of human rights violations. In
the latter case, it would be important to assure that account was taken
of the substance of the government’s response to the allegations, as
well as the extent of cooperation by such government in procedures un-
dertaken by the organization concerned to study or investigate the
allegations.

2. In questions 2, 3, 4, and 5 specific reference should be made to
possible United Nations actions.

3. Under the section on procedure in paragraph 1, IO should be in-
cluded among those bureaus which will play a role in reviewing the
material relating to compliance with human rights legislation. This

3 ECOSOC Resolution 1503 (XLVIII), adopted on May 27, 1970, concerns the confi-
dentiality of communication regarding human rights violations. For the text, see Yearbook
of the United Nations, 1970, pp. 530-531.
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would be of particular pertinence in cases involving a judgment as to
the existence of a consistent pattern of gross violations of internation-
ally recognized human rights. An IO role in this procedure would also
be important to assure that the positions taken by the United States rep-
resentatives in the United Nations and other international human
rights forums with respect to particular countries would reflect and be
consistent with the determinations made by the Department in com-
plying with the requirements of human rights legislation.

3. Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs-Designate (Brzezinski) to Jessica Tuchman
of the National Security Council Staff'

Washington, January 17, 1977

SUBJECT
Human Rights

Please start giving some thought to how we might inject, in a real-
istic fashion, greater concern for human rights into our foreign policy
initiatives. I do not want human rights to become merely a slogan or a
contentious issue between the Executive and Legislative branches.

Accordingly, you might give some thought both to substantive
proposals as well as to procedural initiatives within the government.

You might review the existing state of affairs regarding the above,
as well as develop some initial thoughts, and be back to me by Monday
next week.?

1Source: Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Staff Material, Global Issues—
Mathews Subject File, Box 7, Human Rights (HR): 12/75-1/77. No classification marking.

2 January 24.
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4. Memorandum From Jessica Tuchman of the National
Security Council Staff to the President’s Assistant for
National Security Affairs (Brzezinski)'

Washington, January 24, 1977
SUBJECT

Human Rights

Attached is an initial summary of policy options in the area of
human rights. It pretty well covers the ground of those actions recom-
mended by members of congress and by various interest groups, and of
course, those deadlines set by law which the Administration must meet
in the near future. There is virtually nothing innovative in it, but it does
contain enough substance so that if Administration action were taken
on some or all of these options it would amount to a very major initia-
tive on the President’s part.

On rereading it, I find one major weakness which concerns South
Africa. I am very concerned that in the process of making major deci-
sions on resolving the crises in Rhodesia and Namibia, that the U.S. not
become locked into a South African policy which precludes us from
exerting major pressures on that nation. Our past support of South Af-
rica in the UN is viewed by many as our single most repugnant policy
in the area of human rights. Continuing that posture—particularly if
the violence in South Africa continues to escalate—might negate every
other human rights initiative the Administration takes. This issue obvi-
ously requires much more thought—soon.?

1'Source: Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Staff Material, Global Issues—
Bloomfield Subject File, Box 17, Human Rights: Policy Initiatives: 1/77-10/78. No classi-
fication marking. Another copy is in the Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Staff
Material, Global Issues—Mathews Subject File, Box 7, Human Rights (HR): 12/75-1/77.

2 Brzezinski added a handwritten note at the end of the memorandum: “re: # 9
Could he say anything he hasn’t said in his B'nai B'rith speech? You might organize a
meeting with your interagency counterparts to discuss this memo—or to develop a pro-
gram or a PRM. Let me know by mid-next week. ZB.” Reference is to Presidential candi-
date Carter’s September 8, 1976, speech at the National Convention of B'nai B'rith, held in
Washington, wherein he commented that the United States “cannot look away when a
government tortures people, or jails them for their beliefs or denies minorities fair treat-
ment or the right to emigrate.” (Charles Mohr, “Carter Suggests That U.S. Foster Rights
Overseas: Sees Foreign Policy as Lever to Aid Others,” The New York Times, September 9,
1976, p. A-1)
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Attachment

Memorandum From Jessica Tuchman of the National
Security Council Staff to the President’s Assistant for
National Security Affairs (Brzezinski)®

Washington, January 24, 1977

SUBJECT
Human Rights

Background

The pattern of Congressional-Executive relationships in the area
of human rights is probably the best example of what happened during
the last Administration when congressional concern met executive dis-
dain—with results that satisfy no one. When all other efforts to influ-
ence Administration policy proved useless, Congress used its ultimate
weapon and attempted to write into law human rights guidelines for
military and economic foreign assistance. Recognizing the Executive’s
prerogative in this area, Congress attempted to keep its language flex-
ible enough for appropriate diplomacy, with the result that the Admin-
istration completely ignored it. Forced to the wall, the Congress re-
sponded by limitations or outright prohibitions of aid to certain
nations.

Kissinger was then free to make the case that the only alternative
to his own quiet and effective diplomacy was ineffective and inflexible
Congressional action. At no time in the past eight years, could
Congress elicit from the Administration any action on—or even recog-
nition of—the policy alternatives that lay between these two extremes,
including: restricting the amenities of normal diplomatic intercourse;
public statements by American Ambassadors, the Secretary of State, or
the President; initiatives taken in international forums and support by
the U.S. of initiatives taken by others; and Sense of the Congress Reso-
lutions supported—rather than undercut—by the Administration.

International human rights is an issue on which the new Adminis-
tration has one of its best opportunities to radically improve execu-
tive—congressional relations. Any action which the Administration
takes in the direction of Congressional concerns will be warmly wel-
comed, particularly by the House and Senate Foreign Relations Com-
mittees, which fully recognize the inappropriateness of congressional
attempts to manage foreign policy.

3 Limited Official Use. Tuchman did not initial the memorandum.
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Possible Early Actions

1. Military Aid.

The Administration will have to submit its Fiscal ‘78 budget re-
quest for military aid under the Security Assistance Act in March. Sec-
tion 502(b) of this Act (enacted last summer),* requires that no security
assistance be provided to any government “which engages in a con-
sistent pattern of gross violations of internationally recognized human
rights” except under extraordinary circumstances. Because of this pro-
vision, and the last Administration’s flagrant violation of it, the content
of these budget requests will be taken as the single most important signal
of this Administration’s policies on human rights.

In Fiscal '77, Congress cut off all military aid to Chile and Uru-
guay, and attention is now focused on a total prohibition of military aid
to Argentina (current level: $49 million) and a cutback for South Korea,
as well as on Iran, Indonesia and the Philippines. Although time is ex-
tremely short, if decisions can be reached quickly enough, there is some
opportunity for quiet diplomacy to show results by March, or at least
before Congressional action occurs. For example, a government’s will-
ingness to allow field visits by representatives of international organi-
zations and non-governmental organizations and to provide all data
requested by them, might be taken to weigh significantly in favor of
continuing security assistance.

Another option—going one step further—would be to cut from the
requests of the worst violators, anything that might be directly used for
maintaining a repressive regime in power. In other words, to distin-
guish between items necessary to maintaining internal security and
those used for external defense.

Simultaneous with the budget request, the State Department is
also required by Section 502(b) to send up reports on the status of
human rights in each country for which a budget request is made. In
the past, these reports have become another bone of contention because
they have been intentionally incomplete and evasive. If this Adminis-
tration is serious about human rights, a major effort should be taken to
see that these reports are as honest, complete and unclassified as secu-
rity requirements allow.

In sum, Congress—if kept informed—will welcome a gradual im-
plementation of Section 502(b) as long as the Administration shows its
clear intent to support the spirit of the language. On a case-by-case
basis (no attempt should be made to establish global guidelines) the
Administration can request signals from the more extreme violators
which would indicate their willingness to improve the human rights

4See footnote 5, Document 1.
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situation. Congress will understand that because time is so short, little
concrete evidence of change can be expected, but the Administration
can make clear its intention to monitor the situation in the coming year,
and its determination to take more serious action next year if there is no
improvement.

2. Economic Aid.

The situation is very similar to that outlined above. Budget re-
quests must be submitted in March for economic aid under the Devel-
opment Assistance Act, and this Act contains language similar to Sec-
tion 502(b).?

In the case of more extreme violators, the Administration might
recommend that no new programs be initiated unless there is an over-
riding humanitarian consideration, and that existing programs be
phased out unless they can be shown to (a) be directly beneficial to
people in need, and (b) provide minimal support to maintaining a re-
pressive government in power. In a more positive sense, priority can be
clearly assigned to those governments in the third and fourth worlds
which respect international standards of human rights.

3. Food Aid.

Under the past Administration, the Food for Peace program
(PL—480, Title 1)° was frequently used to bolster the foreign exchange
positions of several extremely repressive governments through the
congressional loan program. The worst instances were South Korea
and Chile which received disproportionate amounts of Title 1 aid. A
thorough review of this program, whose purpose purports to be hu-
manitarian, is needed.

4. International Organizations.

There are some immediate steps the United States could take in the
UN to signal its intent to take serious action on human rights. The first
would be ratification of the Genocide Convention of 1949, and the
second would be ratification of the International Covenant on Civil and
Political Rights and the International Covenant on Economic, Social

5 Presumable reference to the International Development and Food Assistance Act
of 1975 (P.L. 94-161) and Section 116; see footnote 4, Document 1.

® The Agricultural Trade Development and Assistance Act (P.L. 480), signed into
law by Eisenhower on July 10, 1954, established the Food for Peace program. Under the
provisions of the law, the United States could make concessional sales of surplus grains
to friendly nations, earmark commodities for domestic and foreign disaster relief, and
barter surplus for strategic materials. Title I authorized concessional sales.

7 Reference is to the Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of
Genocide, adopted by the United Nations General Assembly on December 9, 1948.
(A/RES/260(IIT)A)
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and Cultural Rights.® Both of these covenants were written in 1966, and
have now acquired more than the required number of 35 ratifications to
bring them into force. All of these actions require a two-thirds vote by
the Senate which in turn requires active support and lobbying by the
Administration to push them through.

The UN Commission on Human Rights will meet in February-
March, 1977. If possible by that date, consideration should be given to
U.S. initiatives to strengthen the working procedures of the Commis-
sion and other UN affiliated bodies concerned with human rights, as
well as substantive initiatives on international efforts to prevent tor-
ture, and arrest and detention without charge or trial.

Finally, to bring the U.S. into line with established UN policy, the
Administration should work for repeal of the Byrd amendment,” and
consider a change in U.S. policy toward South Africa, particularly con-
cerning U.S. investment there.

5. Multilateral Banks.

Currently the multilateral banks show small regard for human
rights in deciding on financial support to particular countries. The
Inter-American Bank, (which greatly increased its support for the
Chilean junta over what had been given to the Allende government) is
particularly at fault here. The Harkin amendment to the Inter-
American Bank Authorization Act'® requires the U.S. delegate to the
Bank to vote against loans to repressive regimes. However in practice
the Administration has flouted this requirement by making sure that a
particular loan has enough votes to pass, even while the U.S. delegate
formally votes against. Also, the Latin states are strongly opposed to
U.S. actions to influence the Bank’s actions in this way. In the World
Bank, however, many of the European delegates have been actively

8 The UN opened both covenants, which were first presented to the General As-
sembly in 1954, for signature on December 19, 1966. The first covenant commits signa-
tories to respecting the civil and political rights of individuals, including the right to life;
freedoms of speech, religion, and assembly; and right to due process and fair trial. The
second covenant upholds an individual’s economic, social, and cultural rights (ESCR), in-
cluding self-determination, participation in cultural life, and the right to work. (A/RES/
2200(XXI)A) For additional information, see Foreign Relations, 1964-1968, volume XXXIII,
Organization and Management of Foreign Policy; United Nations, Documents 381 and
393.

° The Byrd Amendment, Section 503 of the 1971 Military Appropriations Authori-
zation Act (H.R. 8687; P.L. 92-156; 85 Stat. 423-430), prohibited the President from re-
fusing to import strategic materials from non-Communist countries. The Amendment
thus permitted the United States to import Rhodesian chrome and other strategic mate-
rials, thus circumventing UN trade sanctions instituted in 1966 against Southern
Rhodesia. (Congress and the Nation, Volume, V, 1977-1980, p. 47)

10 See footnote 3, Document 1. Public Law 94-302 funded the U.S. replenishment of
the Inter-American Development Bank (IDB) at $2.25 billion through fiscal year (FY)
1979. (Congress and the Nation, Volume 1V, 1973-1976, p. 888)
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pressing for greater consideration of human rights. Therefore one
policy option for the Administration would be to take an active sup-
porting role of European efforts in the World Bank, and an initiating
role in exploring with Latin American delegations how human rights
considerations can become an integral factor in the Banks’ decisions.

7. Executive Branch Organization and Personnel.

The greatest need in this regard is for the appointment of indi-
viduals who will act as strong advocates for human rights. In partic-
ular, the office of the Coordinator for Human Rights and Humanitarian
Affairs in the State Department should be given department-wide in-
fluence and direct access to the Secretary, and be filled with an indi-
vidual of recognized commitment to these concerns.'! A list of possible
nominees is attached.'? Interest in human rights should be a consider-
ation in the appointment of ambassadors to countries which take the
lead on international human rights actions (UK, Sweden, Tanzania,
Netherlands) and to countries which have serious human rights
problems (South Korea, Philippines, Haiti, Chile, Argentina, South Af-
rica, Iran, etc.).

8. Influencing Communist Nations.

While one can make a convincing case of our right as a nation to
decide how we are going to spend our money in assisting other nations,
the situation becomes much more complicated when we consider those
nations—particularly in the Communist bloc—which we do not sup-
port, and over whom we exercise very limited influence. The more the
Administration pushes its concern over violations of human rights by
rightist regimes, the stronger will be the reaction in Congress (and out-
side it) over what will be pictured as an emerging double standard, and
Administration “countenancing” of massive violations of human rights
by Communist nations. In this regard, the Administration must make
two important decisions:

11 Wilson, former Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for East Asian and Pacific Af-
fairs, served as the Department’s Coordinator for Humanitarian Affairs from April 1975.
(Memorandum drafted in D/HA, March 1976; Department of State, Bureau of Human
Rights and Humanitarian Affairs, 1976-1977 Human Rights Subject Files and Country
Files: Lot 80D177, AMGT—Establishment of Office (HA) ) In November 1976, pursuant
to P.L. 94-329 (see footnote 5, Document 1), Wilson’s title became Coordinator for
Human Rights and Humanitarian Affairs; he served in this position until his retirement
on April 28, 1977. In a January 26, 1977, memorandum to Vance, Christopher recom-
mended that Patricia Murphy Derian serve as Coordinator upon Wilson's retirement: “I
believe she would serve with great imagination and distinction, with high appreciation
for the importance of human rights in foreign policy decisions, but also with an under-
standing that other considerations may sometimes prevail.” (National Archives, RG 59,
Office of the Deputy Secretary: Records of Warren Christopher, 1977-1980, Lot 81D113,
Box 16, Human Rights—Early Efforts)

12 Attached but not printed. Tuchman listed the following names: Don Ronard,
John Salzberg, Don McHenry, Leonard Meeker, and Goler Butcher.
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—There is strong sentiment in Congress that the Jackson-Vanik
amendment' has been counter-productive, and that something should
be changed, although no one knows exactly what. I hear phrases like:
“step-by-step dismantling”.

—The administration must also decide what it intends to do by
way of implementing “Basket I11” of the Helsinki Agreement.'* This de-
cision must balance the need to avoid a double standard, with a real-
istic appraisal of what we can in fact accomplish.

9. Presidential Speech.

Because this is an issue on which Administration policy may differ
radically from past policies, President Carter may want to consider
making a major speech on this issue in the near future. Such a speech
would not only serve as a signal to the Congress, the federal bureau-
cracy, and the American public of the President’s new policies, but
would also be an important tool in informing foreign governments of
the Administration’s serious intention to see that human rights are
served by more than rhetoric.

10. Congressional Coordination.

The Administration will enjoy much greater flexibility and cooper-
ation from Congress if efforts are made from the very beginning to
undo past damage and to keep the key Congressional leaders on this
issue fully informed. They are, in the House: Democrats Fraser, Lee
Hamilton, Koch and Drinan; and Republicans Buchanan and Whalen.
In the Senate: Jackson, Humphrey, McGovern, Cranston and Kennedy
and Republicans Percy and Javits.

13 During the spring of 1973, the House Ways and Means Committee initiated
hearings and markups on the Nixon administration’s trade legislation. The House ver-
sion of the legislation (H.R. 10710) contained an amendment introduced by Vanik, which
prohibited most-favored nation (MFN) status to Communist nations unless the President
certified to Congress that the recipient nation had not imposed restrictive emigration pol-
icies. Jackson introduced similar legislation in the Senate. On October 18, 1974, the Ford
administration and the Senate reached a compromise. Jackson offered an amendment to
the bill that allowed the President to waive the ban on MFN and export credits for 18
months if Ford could report to Congress that the Soviet Union had made progress in re-
laxing emigration curbs. Both houses of Congress approved the Trade Act of 1974 (H.R.
10710; P.L. 93-618; 88 Stat.178) on December 20, 1974. Ford signed the bill into law on Jan-
uary 3, 1975. (Congress and the Nation, Volume IV, 1973-1976, pp. 129, 131, and 133)

14 Reference is to the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE)
Final Act, or Helsinki Accords, comprised of four “baskets” or categories. For the text of
the Final Act, signed on August 1, 1975, see Department of State Bulletin, September 1,
1975, pp. 323-350. Basket III emphasized humanitarian cooperation, human contacts,
freedom of information, and cultural and educational exchanges.
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5. Editorial Note

According to a memorandum for the record prepared by Executive
Secretary of the Department of State C. Arthur Borg on January 27,
1977, Secretary of State Cyrus Vance devoted a portion of his first
“large” assistant secretaries meeting on January 25 to outlining the re-
sponsibilities of Deputy Secretary of State-designate Warren Christo-
pher, the functional assistant secretaries, Department Counselor Mat-
thew Nimetz, and Director of the Policy Planning Staff Anthony Lake:

“ After introductory remarks conveying his sense of pleasure of be-
coming Secretary, Secretary Vance set forth his view of the role of the
Seventh Floor Principals. He said that Mr. Christopher would be his
‘alter ego in every respect’ and that Christopher should receive all
paper that comes to the Secretary. Christopher will attend all meetings
if he so desires. He will have direct responsibility for overseeing Law of
the Sea matters, human rights questions, International Women'’s Year
and the Board of the Foreign Service and he may be given additional
special assignments in the future. The Secretary said that P, E, and T
would have the ‘usual responsibilities” except that T would also have
the responsibility for ‘oversight and integration’ of non-proliferation
policy as well as arms transfer questions. The Secretary said that the
Counselor would assist him in many areas as a ‘trouble shooter.” He
has been given two specific assignments at the outset: the Greece,
Turkey and Cyprus complex and the Micronesian Negotiations. The
Secretary noted that a Cyprus fact finder would be designated later in
the week and that the Counselor will accompany that individual on a
fact-finding mission to Greece, Turkey and Cyprus.

“With regard to 6th floor responsibilities, the Secretary said that
Tony Lake would be responsible within the building for coordinating
the preparation of responses to Presidential Review Memoranda
(PRMs). Secretary made the general comment that all Assistant Secre-
taries have direct access to him whenever they feel it is necessary and
he wants them to use their prerogative. He stressed that the Principals
perform an oversight function but that this will not interfere with their
access to him.” (National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File,
P840101-0910)

In his memoirs, Vance further explained the extent of Christo-
pher’s role in the formulation and management of foreign policy:

“] wanted Warren to have the same relationship of mutual trust
and confidence that I had enjoyed with [former Secretary of Defense]
Bob McNamara, and he did. He was truly my alter ego, and his deci-
sion on any issue was the equivalent of mine. When I traveled, Warren
was fully in charge of the department. I did not want to try to manage
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the State Department from an airplane in the middle of hectic travels
and intense negotiations.

“In day-to-day activities Warren was to play a leading role in
many areas, including human rights policy, ratification of the Panama
Canal Treaties, passage of legislation governing our relations with Ta-
iwan after we normalized relations with China, critical Central Amer-
ican issues and, of course, the Iran hostage crisis, when he finally re-
ceived the long-overdue recognition of his great skills.” (Vance, Hard
Choices, page 41)

6. Memorandum From the Coordinator for Human Rights and
Humanitarian Affairs (Wilson) to the Deputy Secretary of
State-Designate (Christopher)'

Washington, February 2, 1977

D/HA Monthly Report

Human Rights Reports for the Congressional Presentation Document—
In accordance with legislative requirements, unclassified human rights
reports have been prepared on all countries proposed for security
assistance programs in FY 1978 for submission to Congress as part of
the annual program presentation. The 79 reports have been cleared at
the Assistant Secretary level in the geographic bureaus and are now
ready for the printers in DOD.

Evaluation of Human Rights Reports on the Philippines Declassified—
At Congressman Don Fraser’s request, the Department agreed by letter
of January 19 to declassify its evaluation of two human rights reports
on the Philippines by Amnesty International and Major Religious Su-
periors, which the Department had earlier submitted to Congress in
classified form. Fraser’s House Subcommittee on International Organi-
zations plans to distribute the evaluations to interested human rights
organizations, but not to release them to the press.

Human Rights Contacts with Congress—On January 5, in response
to an invitation, I briefed staff members of the House International
Relations Committee on human rights work in the Department. The

1 Source: National Archives, RG 59, Bureau of Human Rights and Humanitarian
Affairs, Chron and Official Records of the Assistant Secretary for Human Rights and Hu-
manitarian Affairs, Lot 85D366, Monthly Report—Deputy Secy. Confidential.
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meeting was cordial and there was a good exchange of information and
views. On January 13, Congressman Fraser held an informal meeting to
discuss ratification of the international human rights instruments. I and
other representatives from the Department who attended pointed out
some of the problems which will have to be faced in submitting these to
the Senate.

Indochinese Refugees—The flight of refugees from Vietnam, Cam-
bodia, and Laos continues. There are now almost 80,000 refugees in
Thailand and more than 2,000 Viethamese who escaped by small boat
with temporary safehaven in countries around the periphery of the
South China Sea. We are providing financial support (More than $11
million in 1976 and $10 million planned for 1977) to the United Nations
High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR) program of care and main-
tenance for those in camps. We also plan to participate in the UNHCR
international resettlement effort by admitting up to 100 “boat case” ref-
ugees per month plus dependents under the conditional entry provi-
sions of the immigration act. But first the Government of Hong Kong
must be persuaded by us and the UNHCR to permit those selected for
admission to the U.S. under this program to be given centralized final
processing in Hong Kong. With such approval, we will begin moving
approved refugees without dependents as soon as U.S. private volun-
tary agencies find sponsors, and will move refugees with dependents
as soon as non-preference numbers are available. Alternative plans to
the use of Hong Kong are also under consideration in the event we get a
turndown.

Admitting Soviet Refugees from Italy—The “drop out” rate in Vienna
of Soviet refugees with exit permits for Israel has continued to hover for
some time near 50 percent. Since many of these refugees wish to come
to the United States, this has resulted in a mounting backlog (now
about 3,000) of such refugees in Rome, where they apply for immigra-
tion to the U.S. To cope with this at our recommendation the Attorney
General on January 13 approved use of the “parole” provisions of the
immigration act. The program is supported by Jewish resettlement
agencies and on Capitol Hill. Not included are those Soviet refugees
who had previously proceeded to Israel and subsequently went to
Rome with hopes of immigrating here. These are not considered ref-
ugees since they could return to Israel without persecution.

Haitian Asylum Seekers—Haitians are the most numerous single
group of asylum seekers. Our advisory opinions to INS recommend
against granting asylum to most, on the grounds that they seek eco-
nomic betterment and would not suffer persecution if returned to Haiti.
In January, responding to a recommendation from the Subcommittee
on Immigration of the House Judiciary Committee, we sent an officer to
Miami and to Port au Prince for a review. With the agreement of the
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Haitian authorities procedures were set up with cooperation from the
Haitian Red Cross for review of persons deported to Haiti to insure
they are not subjected to persecution.

We are also drawing on the experience of the Canadians, who have
had a similar Haitian problem, and have instituted a procedure
whereby representatives of the UNHCR will review all Haitian asylum
requests we receive and give us advisory but non-binding opinions.

Southern African Refugees—One million dollars in refugee emer-
gency funds was approved on December 28 for help to southern Af-
rican refugees through the UNHCR. We are consulting with our mis-
sion in Geneva and concerned posts regarding the adequacy of the
overall UNHCR program.

Parole for Refugees from Latin America’s Southern Cone—A parole
program for 400 Chilean detainees and their families is finally near
completion, with 365 cases (more than 1,100 persons) now in the U.S.
and a sufficient pool to fill the remaining spaces. The parole program
for 200 refugees from Chile, Uruguay, and Bolivia and their families,
approved in October, now has 106 active cases being processed by the
UNHCR and our Embassy in Buenos Aires. Most of the 200 cases will
be from the ranks of refugees in Argentina; a few will come from de-
tainee cases in Chile. Representatives of U.S. voluntary agencies and
the INS will be in place very shortly to provide assistance. Both pro-
grams constitute the U.S. contribution to international appeals made by
the UNHCR. Pressure is mounting in Congress to establish a program
for admitting Argentine political detainees and for Argentine refugees
in other countries who seek resettlement.

MIA’s—Deputy Coordinator for POW/MIA’s Frank Sieverts rep-
resented the President and the Secretary at a meeting of the National
League of MIA Families Jan. 27-28, marking the fourth anniversary of
the Paris agreement on Vietnam. The families were reassured by the
President’s and the Secretary’s statements giving priority to the MIA
problem in any contacts with the Vietnamese, and they hope for a
meeting soon with the President. The President met January 31 with
Rep. G. V. Montgomery, Chairman of the House Select Committee on
Missing Persons in Southeast Asia, which filed its final report De-
cember 15.2 According to Montgomery and the NSC staff, the President
said he considered the MIA question to be a primary aspect of our rela-
tions with the Vietnamese. Montgomery advised the President against
appointing a new Presidential Commission on MIA’s and recom-
mended that he act soon to resume contacts with the Vietnamese.

2 According to the President’s Daily Diary, Carter met with Montgomery and other
members of the House Committee from 11:38 a.m. to 12:06 p.m. (Carter Library, Presi-
dential Materials, President’s Daily Diary) No record of this meeting has been found.
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7. Memorandum From Robert Gates, Center for Policy Support,
Central Intelligence Agency, to Acting Director of Central
Intelligence Knoche, the Deputy Director for Intelligence
(Stevens), and the Deputy Director for Operations (Wells)'

Washington, February 3, 1977

SUBJECT

Brzezinski Meeting on Human Rights

Summary

1. Dr. Brzezinski and Jessica Tuchman, NSC Staff Member for
Global Issues, convened an interdepartmental meeting on 2 February?
to discuss translating the President’s commitment to promoting human
rights abroad into “consistent and responsible” action. A list of partici-
pants is attached.? In his opening remarks, Brzezinski referred to recent
“complications” (the State Department pronouncements on Czechoslo-

! Source: Central Intelligence Agency, Office of the Director of Central Intelligence,
Job 80M01048A: Box 11, Folder 6: SA/DDCI (Lew Lapham) Chrono. Secret. Sent through
the Acting Director of the CIA’s Center for Policy Support. Forwarded to Knoche under
cover of a February 10 memorandum from Lewis Lapham. (Ibid.) A February 15 memo-
randum from Knoche to Brzezinski noted that Meyer would serve as “the Agency’s prin-
cipal referent on matters concerning Human Rights in the international field.” (Carter Li-
brary, National Security Affairs, Staff Material, Global Issues—Oplinger/Bloomfield
Subject File, Box 41, Presidential Determinations, Directives, and Review Memoranda
[IT]: 1/77-5/80)

2 On February 1, Tuchman transmitted the proposed agenda to members of the Na-
tional Security Council Staff and invited those with an interest to attend. (Carter Library,
National Security Affairs, Staff Material, North-South Pastor Files, Subject Files, Box 55,
Human Rights: 1-5/77) Tuchman transmitted a brief synopsis of the meeting in the NSC
Global Issues Cluster’s February 2 evening report to Brzezinski. (Carter Library, National
Security Affairs, Staff Material, Global Issues—Oplinger/Bloomfield Subject File, Box 36,
Evening Reports: 2-4/77)

3 Not printed. Participants included Brzezinski, Tuchman, and Kimmitt (NSC);
Sanders (OMB); Lamb, Ericson, Jenkins, Vogelgesang, Lowenstein, Leurs, Preeg, Hol-
brooke, Derian, Gleysteen, Wilson, Patton, and Holloway (State); Bergsten and Richard
Erb (Treasury); Weil, Downey, and Haslam (Commerce); Gates (CIA); Thompson (De-
fense); Packer and Anderson (JCS); Birnbaum (AID); Bastian (USIA); and Tyson (USUN).
A February 10 routing sheet described why Gates was selected to represent CIA at the
February 3 meeting: “Gates was apparently chosen to represent the Agency because of
his past NSC service, rather than by virtue of his current assignment which is concerned
with Soviet/East European affairs.” (Central Intelligence Agency, Office of the Director
of Central Intelligence, Job 80M01048A: Box 11, Folder 6: SA/DDCI (Lew Lapham)
Chrono))
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vakia and the USSR),* but said that the President specifically told Soviet
Ambassador Dobrynin last week that the US would be raising such
issues again in the future.’

2. After lengthy discussion, summarized below, the following
major points emerged:

—A Presidential Review Memorandum concerning human rights
probably will be issued this week. It will direct an examination of im-
mediate actions the Administration can take to signal its intentions to
the Congress and foreign states with respect to human rights and for-
eign policy, and will call for a longer range study reviewing all the
issues, complications and options relating to human rights consider-
ations and measures in framing US foreign policy. The first part of the
study will have a very short deadline, probably next week. The second
will be due in March or April.

—No tasks were assigned at the meeting pending issuance of the
PRM. While State, Commerce and Treasury will have the leading role
in responding to both parts of the PRM, CIA probably will have a part
to play primarily in the longer range study.

—TFollowing the meeting, Dr. Tuchman indicated to me that, at the
outset, the Agency might give attention in its reporting to human rights
problems and conditions abroad and probably will have a role in the
PRM and other interagency forums in analyzing the effectiveness of
measures under consideration or already taken. She admitted that a
clearer role probably will emerge as the Administration’s policy
develops.

—Tuchman said that the importance the White House attaches to
the human rights question abroad is demonstrated by the President’s
designation of Brzezinski as the White House contact on foreign human
rights questions, a position filled in recent years by domestic advisers
such as David Lissy, Myron Kuropas and Leonard Garment.

—DBrzezinski told the participants that similar interagency
meetings are likely to be called in the future for discussion of human
rights issues and US policy. (It would seem appropriate for CIA to designate

% On January 27 the Department released a statement regarding Soviet treatment of
Nobel laureate Andrei Sakharov, concluding that “any attempts by the Soviet authorities
to intimidate Mr. Sakharov will not silence legitimate criticism in the Soviet Union and
will conflict with accepted international standards in the field of human rights.” The pre-
vious day, the Department had issued a statement regarding the harassment of Czecho-
slovakian citizens following their petition to the government to guarantee their rights
under the ICCPR, ICESCR, and Helsinki Final Act, which reads in part: “All signatories
of the Helsinki Final Act are pledged to promote, respect, and observe human rights and
fundamental freedoms for all. We must strongly deplore the violation of such rights and
freedoms wherever they occur.” See Department of State Bulletin, February 21, 1977,
pp- 138 and 154.

® Carter and Dobrynin met on February 1; see footnote 3, Document 18.
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a senior officer to serve as the Agency’s representative at these meetings, and to
coordinate Agency participation in preparation of the PRM and subsequent
intelligence support.)

The Discussion

3. Discussion at the meeting centered on three problems: how to
proceed organizationally, signals to the Congress versus effective ac-
tion abroad in promoting human rights, and the necessity of making a
distinction in our human rights policy between Communist and non-
Communist states.

How to Proceed

4. A key consideration determining the need for prompt action is
that final decisions on the FY 78 FMS (foreign military sales) budget—
the most convenient and obvious means to signal both the Congress
and foreign countries of Administration intentions vis-a-vis human
rights—must be made within two weeks. Therefore, there was general
agreement that any study must involve examination both of short-term
options and a longer-range, comprehensive review of the problem.
Brzezinski and Tuchman left us with the impression that a PRM will be
issued in a day or so calling for proposed options for action within five
to ten days. The PRM will also call for a longer range study of the
problem to be due later in the spring.

Signals to Congress Versus Effective Action Abroad

5. This subject dominated the meeting, with the NSC Staff more
concerned for the near term with signalling the Congress of serious Ad-
ministration intentions than with effective action abroad. The most ob-
vious means proposed to send such signals immediately is to cut the FY
78 FMS budgets of offending countries, although Brzezinski was inter-
ested in other options. State informed the other participants that Secre-
tary Vance has decided, on the basis of human rights considerations, to
recommend reduction of FY 78 FMS to Argentina by 50 percent, elimi-
nation of FMS assistance to Uruguay, and elimination of MAP to Ethi-
opia. He did not cut Zaire or Korea, the latter because it will be severely
attacked by so many others. The Department of State participants
added, however, that this represents a very weak signal inasmuch as
only one country—Argentina—out of 79 reported “sinners” is being
cut. (Uruguay had already been tapped for loss of FMS and Chile had
earlier been cut; other considerations as well as human rights influ-
enced the decision on Ethiopia.)

6. Brzezinski said he was uneasy about singling out one or two
countries for cuts. A State Department participant expressed particular
concern that Latin America is being singled out because there are so
few conflicting US interests and the decision therefore seems easy. Sev-



22 Foreign Relations, 1977-1980, Volume II

eral participants pointed out that FMS cuts would have little effect in
the countries concerned and, in fact, could prove counterproductive—
for example, in Korea. Others expressed concern that cutting FMS
would neither satisfy the Congress nor be effective abroad.

7. The NSC representatives asked for options other than cutting
FMS to demonstrate our concern for human rights and there was some
discussion of juggling PL-480 funds, economic assistance and multila-
teral initiatives. Representatives from State and the US Mission to the
UN urged a serious effort to obtain US ratification of the Genocide
Treaty and the International Covenants on Human Rights, as well as re-
peal or amendment of the Byrd Amendment.® These, they argued,
would be effective, early signals to the Congress that would buy time
for study of the problem and US options in a rational way. It was
agreed that the PRM would address these and other possible options.

Human Rights Policy Toward Communist Versus Non-Communist States

8. The NSC Staff was concerned about the existence of a double
standard in US human rights policy between Communist and non-
Communist countries—i.e., that we take firm action against non-
Communist countries while merely tut-tutting Communist states. The
State Department participants asserted that, in fact, there is no pressure
from the Congress to have a single approach to both Communist and
non-Communist countries and that there is recognition on the Hill of
the existence of a double standard. State contended that public pres-
sure or actions against the USSR would doom to failure efforts to pro-
mote human rights there. Kempton Jenkins, Acting Assistant Secretary
of State for Congressional Relations, added that there is considerable
disenchantment in the Congress with the Jackson/Vanik Amendment’
and a desire to find a way out of the problems it has created. (Tuchman
noted that the President has made no decision whether to break with
the Jackson/Vanik Amendment, although he has decided to go
“all-out” on the Byrd Amendment.) The discussion of this aspect of the
human rights problem closed on an inconclusive note.

6 See footnotes, 7, 8, and 9, Document 4.
7 See footnote 13, Document 4.
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8. Telegram From the Department of State to Multiple
Diplomatic Posts'

Washington, February 3, 1977, 16352

24394. Subject: United Nations Human Rights Commission Meet-
ing—Geneva, February 7-March 11, 1977. Ref: State 13714 (Notal).

1. Action posts are accredited to governments of states members of
the UN Commission on Human Rights, which will meet in regular an-
nual session in Geneva February 7-March 11, 1977. The U.S. Govern-
ment attaches importance to our participation in this Commission.
President Carter has stressed the high priority which his administra-
tion will attach to the promotion of human rights. Prior to the Commis-
sion’s opening, Dept considers it would be useful if appropriate offi-
cials in host governments were apprised of the elements of the overall
approach to international human rights matters which the Carter ad-
ministration intends to follow. In discussion with appropriate host gov-
ernment officials, posts should be guided by paras 2-6.

2. In presenting the following outline of the emphasis and direc-
tions to be followed by the Carter administration in the field of pro-
moting international human rights, posts should stress our desire that
the renewed impetus which we hope to bring to human rights pro-
grams through the United Nations will be a collaborative effort carried
out in close consultation with other governments. We will be fully re-
ceptive to new ideas which these governments may propose. We hope
to work closely with them in the appropriate UN organs to maximize
the opportunities which we feel are present in these bodies to
strengthen respect for human rights in the world.

3. Throughout his campaign President Carter placed priority
among his concerns that of human rights, not only for the American
people but for the peoples of the world. A human rights theme flowed
through the President’s inaugural address, as exemplified by his state-
ment that “The world itself is now dominated by a new spirit. Peoples

1 Source: National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File, D770039-0463.
Confidential; Priority. Drafted by Hewitt; cleared by Baker, Pascoe, Wilson, Whiting,
Holly, Lake, Runyon, Bray, and Sebastian; approved by Habib. Sent priority to Bonn,
London, Ottawa, Rome, Stockholm, Vienna, San Jose, Nicosia, Quito, Cairo, New Delhi,
Tehran, Amman, Maseru, Lagos, Islamabad, Kigali, Dakar, Ankara, Ouagadougou, Trip-
oli, Damascus, Lima, and Belgrade. Sent for information priority to Brussels, Copen-
hagen, Dublin, Luxembourg, Paris, The Hague, the Mission to the EC, the Mission in Ge-
neva, and USUN. Lowenstein served as head of the U.S. delegation to the HRC meeting.

2 Telegram 13714 to multiple diplomatic and consular posts, January 20, empha-
sized the desirability of communicating U.S. policy regarding human rights to the EC-9
political directors, who were scheduled to meet in London January 25-26. (National Ar-
chives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File, D770022-0119)
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more numerous and more politically aware are craving and now de-
manding their place in the sun—not just for the benefit of their own
physical condition, but for basic human rights.”

4. Athis news conference held on January 31, Secretary Vance dis-
cussed the issue of human rights as follows:

Qte. On the issue of human rights, the President has often ex-
pressed his deep concern in this area, and has reaffirmed that deep con-
cern in the inauguration address.

“We will speak frankly about injustice, both at home and abroad.
We do not intend, however, to be strident or polemical, but we do be-
lieve that an abiding respect for human rights is a human value of fun-
damental importance, and that it must be nourished. We will not com-
ment on each and every issue, but we will from time to time comment,
when we see a threat to human rights, when we believe it is construc-
tive to do so. Unqte.

5. Reflecting the high priority which has been assigned to human
rights, we will be developing new policies and seeking new opportu-
nities for the promotion of human rights in the world through the UN
Human Rights Commission and other UN organs dealing with human
rights questions, such as ECOSOC and the General Assembly. Our pol-
icies will be based upon the principle of equal rights for all peoples ev-
erywhere. We must avoid selective application of this principle in the
United Nations.

6. We are conscious of the Charter commitment of all United Na-
tions members to promote respect for basic human rights. While we
recognize the virtues of diversity and do not expect uniform acceptance
of our own standards, we cannot in any case ignore such basic trans-
gressions of internationally recognized human rights as genocide,
apartheid, torture, jailing of people for their beliefs, denials of fair treat-
ment to minorities and denials of the right to emigrate and the right to
worship, or denial of many other basic rights and freedoms. Basic civil
and political human rights reinforce and promote basic economic
rights and needs of peoples, and vice versa. Consequently, we will also
seek to provide leadership in the pursuit of measures to alleviate suf-
fering and deprivation due to lack of food and economic opportunity,
to environmental abuses and to deficient health care. And finally, we
will firmly and vigorously advocate the concept of majority rule in
places such as Southern Africa where that concept is not yet realized.

% The President’s inaugural address is printed in Public Papers: Carter, 1977, Book 1,
pp- 1-4. An excerpt of the President’s inaugural address is scheduled for publication in
Foreign Relations, 1977-1980, volume I, Foundations of Foreign Policy.

4For a transcript, see Department of State Bulletin, February 21, 1977, pp. 137-146.
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7. For Damascus: You may wish to tailor the presentation to reflect
recent developments in Syria.

8. For Bonn, London, Ottawa, Rome, Stockholm and Vienna: Sup-
plementing discussion points as presented in reftel, posts should in ad-
dition to paras 2-6 above include the following in their presentation. In
his inaugural address President Carter stressed the interrelationship of
national and international freedom and respect for international
human rights as follows: Qte. Because we are free we can never be in-
different to the faith [fate] of freedom elsewhere. Our moral sense dic-
tates a clearcut preference for those societies which share with us an
abiding respect for individual human rights. We do not seek to intimi-
date, but it is clear that a world which others can dominate with impu-
nity would be inhospitable to decency and a threat to the well-being of
all people. Unqte. In the coming months we will be seeking to develop
with those governments that share our human rights traditions pro-
grams which we hope will make more effective international efforts
through the United Nations to cope with those situations of serious
human rights abuses. There is an impression of a vacuum in leadership
in this field in the United Nations. We stress the urgency of our belief
that the vacuum needs to be filled by our countries working together.
Unless we do act with increased vigor and determination forces which
deny the basic values which we share will fill that vacuum.

9. For Bonn and Rome: While we assume that UK presidency
passed on to other EC-9 members points and views covered in reftel,
suggest that in discussion of this message with host government offi-
cials posts also cover reftel issues (as supplemented by USUN 152° and
Geneva 412,° repeated to you).”

Vance

5 Telegram 152 from USUN, January 19, indicated that the Western European and
Others Group (WEOG) of the Human Rights Commission had met in order to discuss
strategy for the upcoming HRC session and had reviewed the provisional agenda. (Na-
tional Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File, D770021-0174)

6 Telegram 412 from Geneva, January 21, reported on a U.S.-hosted luncheon of the
WEOG and described possible agenda items and approaches related to the upcoming
HRC meeting. (National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File, D770023-0319)

"In telegram 2217 from Bonn, February 4, the Embassy reported that the West
German Government looked forward to “closer consultation” with the United States re-
garding international human rights matters. (National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign
Policy File, D770041-0087)



26 Foreign Relations, 1977-1980, Volume II

9. Action Memorandum From the Director of the Policy
Planning Staff (Lake) to Secretary of State Vance'

Washington, February 4, 1977

Human Rights

Issue for Decision

Interest in human rights continues to grow. A PRM on human
rights may result from an interagency meeting convened by the NSC,
February 2.2 Brzezinski's stress there on finding a “constructive way to
infuse human rights into foreign policy” reflects a gathering belief that
one of the main questions before the Carter Administration is, not
whether we will help promote human rights, but how. This memo-
randum thus suggests both short- and longer-term measures for imple-
menting the President’s commitment to internationally recognized
human rights.

Background/Analysis

The Administration’s strong interest in human rights is clear. The
President’s statements on this subject reflect the expressed will of the
Congress, specific US endorsement of the UN Charter and Universal
Declaration of Human Rights, and the belief that there is a connection
between what we believe at home and what we do abroad.

How to act on the President’s statements is, of course, less clear.
Implementation depends on our designing an overall strategy—with a
coherent set of goals, sense of priorities, and assessment of US leverage.
The State Department now lacks such a strategy. Attempts to deal with
pending problems are often uncoordinated. There is no focal point for
considering future initiatives or establishing a general context that
could reduce the need for tough decisions in other areas under crisis
conditions.

Several approaches (singly or in combination) could help:

1. Agenda for immediate consideration. Although we would caution
against rushing into word or deed without more careful review of our
overall objectives in human rights, there are some steps that could be
taken quickly. Such measures could give immediate substance to state-

! Source: National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File, P770038-0003. Con-
fidential. Sent through Christopher. Drafted by Vogelgesang. Another copy is in the Na-
tional Archives, RG 59, Policy and Planning Staff—Office of the Director, Records of An-
thony Lake, 1977-1981, Lot 82D298, TL 2/1-15/77. Ortiz initialed the memorandum and
wrote: “2-11."

2See Document 7.
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ments from the Carter Administration without constraining later
choices. Among items for your priority consideration are the following:

a. Expedited announcement of well-known and well-qualified coordinator
for the human rights office (D/HA). The authority of that person and his/
her access to you would be a useful signal to the Congress and else-
where and a needed channel for in-house decision-making.

b. Authorization for the Deputy Secretary to establish an ad hoc Human
Rights Coordinating Group, administered by D/HA and to include, as
appropriate, representatives from P, T, L, H, S/P, 10, PM, EB, and the
regional bureaus—initially at the Deputy/Assistant Secretary level.
Such a mechanism could help assure Department-wide consensus and
coordination on cross-cutting issues in the human rights area. Among
matters for immediate attention: the security assistance package due
for Presidential decision next week, votes this month in the Inter-
American Development Bank, agreement on general guidelines for
press inquiries, and reference to human rights in PRM’s and other in-
teragency exercises.

¢. Recommendation that the President declare US intention to sign UN
human rights covenants. Since the President is already on record in be-
half of ratifying the genocide convention, the convention against racial
discrimination, and the two covenants on political and economic
rights,® and since the next session of the UN Human Rights Commis-
sion convenes February 7, the time may be ripe for the State Depart-
ment to support a Presidential push for ratification of all four. Al-
though L’s study on this subject is not finished, preliminary findings
suggest that we could defuse Congressional opposition by indicating
that we would accompany signature and ratification with appropriate
reservations and statements of understanding on points where there is
incompatibility between these instruments and the Constitution and
relevant US legislation and court decisions.

d. Action on bilateral issues. The Department will be under increased
pressure from the Congress (most predictably, in upcoming hearings
before the Humphrey Subcommittee)* to explain how we factored
human rights into our positions on security assistance. Given the immi-
nence of a Presidential decision on the security assistance package next
week, we should urgently consider our public position on the human
rights aspects of the package and how decisions on individual coun-
tries could be best communicated, perhaps by the Deputy Secretary, to
the countries concerned and to the Congress. There will also be several
Harkin Amendment votes this month in the Inter-American Develop-

3 See footnotes 7 and 8, Document 4.

4 Reference is to the Subcommittee on Foreign Assistance of the Senate Foreign Re-
lations Committee, chaired by Humphrey.
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ment Bank® which could involve comparably difficult decisions and
similar needs for communication.

e. Consultations with the Congress. You could talk with several
leading Congressional advocates of human rights—both in the near fu-
ture and after the completion of the Department’s overall review of
human rights policy. In your early meetings with such Hill repre-
sentatives, you could seek out their views, promise close cooperation,
and report on the first steps taken by this Administration. Other De-
partment officers could meet with members of Congress and staff to
seek ideas for our own policy review.

2. Development of longer-term strategy. Although we do not advocate
prolonged study, we do see value in putting specific decisions into a
larger and more balanced context. We believe that either State Depart-
ment studies or any possible PRM’s on human rights should avoid pre-
cipitate recommendations and instead stress formulation of a more
general framework for US decisions. We therefore suggest consider-
ation of the following:

a. Formulation of overall policy strategy. Such an exercise should in-
clude general principles, factors to be considered on a case-by-case
basis, the range of available responses, potential risks and/or limits to
human rights initiatives, and elements of a proposed strategy. (See Tab
A for draft S/P outline for human rights strategy paper.) S/P could
take the lead on this exercise, in conjunction with D/HA and the rele-
vant bureaus. An initial draft could be available for review by the
Deputy Secretary this month.

b. Statement of criteria for implementation of human rights provisions in
current legislation. Because there is so much confusion about what con-
stitutes a “consistent pattern of gross violations of internationally rec-
ognized human rights” (basis for decisions on US economic assistance,
security assistance, and loans to some international financial organiza-
tions), the Department of State, in consultation with the Congress,
should try to clarify criteria so that we can be more responsive, both to
the Hill and overall US foreign policy objectives. S/P, in consultation
with D/HA, has taken a preliminary cut at this problem (see Tab B).®
We could refine a draft for review by the Deputy Secretary.

c. Drafting and coordination of bureau strategy papers. Papers, to be
done in parallel with the above, could help provide balance between,
on the one hand, stress on human rights and Congressional concerns
and, on the other, broader regional/functional foreign policy concerns.
They should concentrate on identifying those national governments

5 See footnote 10, Document 4.
6 Printed as the attachment to Document 1.
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permitting or perpetrating a consistent pattern of gross violations of in-
ternationally recognized human rights, suggesting what US actions
could help or hurt the situation, and how such actions might affect
other US national interests.

d. Proposal for Presidential attention. At some later point, you may
want to encourage the President to complement his already consider-
able support for human rights with such initiatives as a major foreign
policy address (dealing entirely or in part with human rights) or a well
publicized meeting with outside spokesmen/experts on this subject.

e. High-level speech on human rights. In the not-too-distant future,
you could make a speech or present a statement before the Humphrey
hearings in early March.”

f. Consideration of change in current legislation. Working together
with the Congress on promotion of human rights may lead to opportu-
nities to amend some current legislation which either does not serve the
intended purpose of furthering human rights or runs counter to other
foreign policy objectives—or both. In addition, we may find more ways
to shift from legislation with a punitive cast to more positive measures
that reward nations improving their observance of human rights.

Recommendations for Action

1. Authorize the Deputy Secretary to establish an ad hoc Human
Rights Coordinating Group, as described above.®

2. Instruct the Deputy Secretary, with or without the Coordinating
Group, to consider the action items noted above.

3. Mandate S/P, together with D/HA and other interested bu-
reaus, to draft (as per above and Tabs A and B):

a. overall strategy paper;
b. %uidelines for implementation of human rights provisions in
current legislation.

4. Sign the memorandum on human rights at Tab C.” Attached for
your information at Tab D are the instructions on regional strategy
papers on human rights to be issued by the Executive Secretary."

7 In a February 9 action memorandum to Christopher, Jenkins proposed that Chris-
topher testify before the Humphrey subcommittee, owing to Christopher’s eventual “di-
rect supervision over the [Department’s] Office of Human Rights.” (National Archives,
RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File, P770043-2533) For Christopher’s March 7 subcom-
mittee testimony, see Department of State Bulletin, March 28, 1977, pp. 289-291 or
Hearings Before the Subcommittee on Foreign Assistance of the Committee on Foreign Relations,
United States Senate, 95th Congress, First Session on Human Rights Issues and Their Relation-
ship to Foreign Assistance Programs, March 4 and 7, 1977, pp. 62—69.

8 Vance’s special assistant Jacklyn Cahill initialed Vance’s approval of all four rec-
ommendations on February 11.

9 Attached and printed as Document 14.
10 Attached and printed as Document 15.
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Tab A

Paper Prepared by the Policy Planning Staff"'

Washington, undated

Draft Outline for
A Human Rights Strategy for the United States

BACKGROUND
L. Justification for a Human Rights Policy

A. Moral reasons
B. Legal justifications
C. Political advantages

II. General Implementation Principles

A. Posture of general concern re all human rights violations on a
universal basis and of special concern re gross violations

B. Need for long-range objective of gradual raising of world
standards

C. Avoidance of tone or implications of US moral arrogance

D. Realization of the complexities of issues involved and need for
careful and coordinated handling of all responses

E. Impossibility of uniform, automatic responses to specific viola-
tions and consequent need for case-by-case responses

F. Need for common and coordinated approach of all relevant ele-
ments of US Government

G. Need to establish credibility with US Congress and public for
the Administration’s efforts

H. Preference, wherever possible and appropriate, for multilateral
and cooperative international and regional efforts

II1. Factors to be Considered in Each Case

A. Factors relating to the human rights situation itself

1. Nature and extent of violations

2. Level of political development

3. Direction of human rights trend

4. Degree of governmental control and responsibility for violations
5. Validity 0% internal and external security justifications

1 No classification marking. Drafted by Sirkin on February 2.
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B. Other factors affecting potential US response

1. Range and significance of other US national interests involved

2. Nature of US association with regime

3. Degree of estimated US influence on human rights behavior of
regime

4. Attitude of internal democratic opposition, if any, and of poten-
tial alternative political leaders to any particular US response

5. Degree of US Congressional, media and public interest in
situation

6. Attitudes and roles of other governments

7. Estimate of likely consequences of any US response in terms of
human rights conditions and of other US interests

C. Regional factors
1. In Latin America

a. Historic sensitivity to US penchant for interventionism
b. Need for balanced approach to regimes of different political and
ideological orientations

2. In Africa

a. Overriding interest of countries in racial issues
b. Sensitivity of leaders to any statement or action which may ap-
pear to have colonial overtones

3. In Soviet Bloc

a. Potential impact of US response on issues of world peace
b. Potential impact on Eastern European volatilities
c. CSCE considerations

4. In East Asia

a. External and internal security factors
b. Current intractability of communist regimes

5. In Near East and South Asia

a. Problem of even-handedness among traditional adversaries
b. Impact on oil supplies

IV. Choice of Available Responses
A. What are the objectives of any US response?

1. To help individual victims?

2. To raise general human rights standards in a country?

3. To dissociate the US from repressive policies and regimes?
4. Or some mix of the above?

B. Choice of appropriate responses from a range of options between:

1. quiet diplomacy and publicized approaches or statements
2. symbolic acts/statements and substantive measures
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3. negative measures and positive statements or moves to encour-
age favorable trends
4. multilateral and bilateral approaches

V. Potential Risks in Human Rights Policy

A. Possible consequences of impinging on sovereignty sensitivities
of individual countries

1. Strained US relations with regime leaders, with possible nega-
tive impact on other US national interests

2. Opportunities for regime leaders to arouse popular nationalistic
support for resistance to foreign interference

3. Possible counterproductive results of US response leading to
more severe repression

B. Possible negative consequences for human rights efforts
generally

1. Widespread loss of faith in human rights efforts if expectations
are raised too high in this relatively intractable area and results are
meager

2. Loss of impact of public statements if employed too frequently,
with the US ultimately ignored as a tiresome (and ineffective) interna-
tional scold

3. Danger that authoritarian regimes in a region, or around the
world, will join forces, especially at the UN and OAS, to resist
large-scale, across-the-board human rights campaign

4. Inhibiting effect on whole effort if one or two major fiascos
occur—such as replacement of authoritarian regime by one more re-
pressive following US criticism

C. Problem of inconsistencies in US responses

1. Likely pressure for US to be obviously even-handed in treatment
of human rights violations in strong and in weak countries, in left and
in right regimes, in allied and in adversary states

2. Difficulty of demonstrating even-handedness if quiet diplomacy
is used in some cases and publicized approach is used in others of an
apparently similar nature

3. Use of argument about inevitable inconsistencies (“lack of bal-
ance,” “double standard”) as excuse for US not taking action in this
field at all

D. Risks of inaction

1. Continued erosion of politically valuable US image as supporter
of freedom everywhere

2. Injury to US interests and loss of US influence in a country
whenever its authoritarian regime, with which the US is identified, is
swept away

3. Loss of opportunities to identify with future leadership elements
in many countries

4. Weakened US posture in ideological contest with totalitarian
adversaries



Human Rights 33

5. Prospect of growing greponderance of nations in the world that
do not share our values and consequent danger to our own values at
home if we fail to oppose this treng

6. Loss of US puglic and media support for US foreign policy

7. Continued loss of Executive Branch initiative to Congress on im-
portant aspects of foreign policy

RECOMMENDED STRATEGY
L. Procedural Steps

A. Development and approval of a carefully considered strategy
and detailed plans to implement a more vigorous national policy to ad-
vance human rights around the world, including special implementing
strategies for each geographic region to take common regional factors
into account

B. Public announcement and clarification of US policies in state-
ments that establish a general US posture of concern for human rights,
but which present some of the complexities involved, which avoid
raising unrealistic expectations and which allay fears that we are em-
barked on a crusade to drastically alter or topple 100-odd governments
around the world

C. Common and coordinated line on human rights by all US
agencies operating overseas so that diplomatic efforts of US missions
are not undermined by contrary signals from other US sources; reex-
amination of US contacts with repressive internal security elements
abroad and their implications for human rights

D. Establishment with Congress of Department’s credibility on
human rights policy to permit Executive Branch to regain initiative in
this field and to have more flexibility on use of levers such as aid and
arms policies, public reporting on human rights conditions, and voting
in international financial institutions, all of which are now mandated
by the Congress

E. Establishment in Department of procedure for making recom-
mendations to Secretary on major decisions on human rights issues,
whether in bilateral context or in multilateral framework so that impact
on all Departmental elements can be carefully weighed—including P,
T, Regional bureaus, L, H, D/HA, S/P, 10, PM, and AID

E. Internal Departmental information program to clarify role of
missions in human rights efforts and to train junior and mid-career of-
ficers to understand complexities

G. Initiation of needed studies to analyze usefulness of various
diplomatic tactics, symbolic gestures, substantive actions and multila-
teral approaches in achieving favorable results

II. Substantive Measures

A. Steps to put our own house in order by moving forward on rati-
fication of pending UN covenants, by legislating more generous ref-
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ugee, asylum and visa policies, and by making more emphatic repre-
sentations on behalf of US citizens adversely affected by repressive
measures abroad

B. Employment generally of unpublicized diplomatic approaches
in dealing with human rights problems and development of proce-
dures and tactics which make such diplomatic efforts as effective as
possible

C. Selection of, and concentration on, a limited number of “worst”
cases—perhaps one or two in a region—on which to focus in the hope
of gathering the largest possible number of allies, including milder au-
thoritarian regimes in the “Third World,” in a common attempt to raise
international standards gradually from the current “bottom” of official
murder and torture. Such an effort might typically have two phases:

1. Intensive discussions with “target” regimes to press for im-
provements in their practices, and clarification, wherever appropriate
and possible, of the minimum steps that are sought from them if they
are to get off the hook (to reduce the paranoia and sense of siege which
dominate some of them and motivate their extreme measures)

2. If such tactics fail, shift to public statements and other more in-
tensive measures, both to bring added pressure and to dissociate US
clearly from a repressive regime

D. Employment of diplomatic style that reduces symbols of US
embrace of authoritarian regimes and serves to communicate various
degrees of disapproval of repressive measures and appropriate degrees
of detachment from repressive regimes

E. Promotion of positive short-range programs to applaud and en-
courage favorable human rights trends and long-range technical assist-
ance and cultural exchange programs to help foster growth of political
institutions and practices that favor protection of individual rights

E. Strengthening of US role in international bodies dealing with
human rights, use of multilateral approaches to human rights situa-
tions in individual countries, and enlistment of help of like-minded
countries in bringing pressure to bear on human rights violators wher-
ever the indications are this tactic might be effective
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10. Memorandum From the Coordinator for Human Rights and
Humanitarian Affairs (Wilson) to the Deputy Secretary of
State-Designate (Christopher)'

Washington, February 4, 1977

SUBJECT
S/P Human Rights Memorandum to the Secretary

The S/P memo to the Secretary of today’s date® was read but not
commented on by this office in view of S/P’s insistence on sending it
forward immediately. No other interested bureaus have seen it. Our
preliminary views are as follows.

General: We agree that action needs to be taken soon on a number
of important pending issues and most particularly, as I indicated to you
earlier, that an in depth study be undertaken at once by S/P, either in-
ternally within the Department or as part of a broader interagency
PRM. If the latter, it should be kept under the Department’s lead.

Short-term Actions

—M:s. Derian should be consulted on the need to go beyond recent
press reports to push for an official announcement on her appointment
before her clearance.

—The proposal for an internal Coordinating Committee at the
Deputy Assistant Secretary level appears premature and probably un-
necessary. Ms. Derian must be given a chance to see how she wishes to
proceed in the future and to decide what mechanisms will be most
helpful to her.

—We have already recommended favorable action on the human
rights conventions and covenants. The President may want to an-
nounce his intentions at Monday’s press conference.® Alternatively it
may be better to wait until further checks can be made with Congres-
sional leaders.

1 Source: Department of State, Bureau of Human Rights and Humanitarian Affairs,
1976-1977 Human Rights Subject Files and Country Files, Lot 80D177, SHUM—Policies.
Confidential. Drafted by Wilson. A copy was sent to Derian.

2See Document 9.

3 Carter held his first news conference as President on February 8. For his remarks,
see Public Papers: Carter, 1977, Book I, pp. 92-100. Later, the President noted, “I had my
first press conference. I felt completely at ease and leveled with the press the best I could,
describing frankly some of the crucial issues that face our country. The major emphasis
was on SALT talks and human rights. I spelled out in general terms our positions on
these issues and intend to keep the press conferences on schedule and not evade issues
any more than necessary for national security.” (Carter, White House Diary, pp. 17-18)
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—On bilateral issues the Secretary is understood to be handling se-
curity assistance levels directly, and T, H and DOD need to be con-
sulted on the advisability of releasing figures on individual countries
ahead of the Congressional presentation. Subject to H's views, selective
consultations with key Congressmen are probably an essential ingre-
dient depending on the nature of the President’s final decision. The
Harkin amendment problems are urgent but need careful consider-
ation by E and the interested bureaus before we decide on Congres-
sional moves.

—H has already recommended that the Secretary see the human
rights advocates on the Hill before he leaves on his trip.* We also have
some ideas on how you could help as well.

Long-term Strategy

—The “guidelines” paper on criteria for implementation of current
legislation’ is being reviewed now and should be made available to you
and the Secretary for decision now—not in the longer term—just as
soon as it can be finally processed.

—Bureau strategy papers strike us as being something that should
be incorporated in the longer range policy study. Indeed the excellent
draft outline of the proposed long-term policy study® includes such sec-
tions, and in other new country and regional PRM’s (Korea and ARA,
e.g.) human rights sections are already in preparation.

—I doubt if either the President or the Secretary should make a full
scale speech on human rights until the policy paper is completed and
approved. They are doing fine now with short interpolations of prin-
ciple and objective, without getting into much more difficult and sensi-
tive details.

—Certainly work is needed on new legislation, but this too must
await the development of basic follow on policy decisions.

Finally, there are a number of other points which need to be con-
sidered in our view—generally those contained in my earlier January
21 memorandum to you” on possible initiatives. We also need to get re-
ports from other bureaus, particularly H, PM, EB and the geographic
bureaus.

4Jenkins made a formal recommendation to Vance on February 10; see Docu-
ment 13.

5 Tab B to Document 9 and printed as the attachment to Document 1.

® Presumable reference to the draft Policy Planning Staff outline for the human
rights strategy paper, Tab A to Document 9.

7 Not found.
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11. Memorandum of Conversation'

Washington, February 8, 1977

PARTICIPANTS

Rep. Donald Fraser (D-Minn)
Lucy Wilson Benson—T
Robert Boettcher, Fraser’s Staff
John Salzberg, Fraser’s Staff
Ann Swift—H

SUBJECT

Human Rights and Security Assistance

Mrs. Benson called on Rep. Donald Fraser at his request to discuss
the security assistance program and human rights. After a brief discus-
sion of Mrs. Benson’s new responsibilities, the conversation turned to
the Carter Administration’s ongoing consideration of security assist-
ance levels.

Rep. Fraser agreed that the Administration was making a good
start in the human rights field; but voiced his concern that unless
human rights concerns are somehow institutionalized into the system,
the initial momentum of the new Administration will be lost and the
bureaucracy will return to its old habits. It is easy to talk about human
rights, but many of the decisions stemming from human rights con-
cerns, such as program level cuts, are very hard to make. Officers at the
lower levels of the Department must be willing to push human rights.?

Rep. Fraser said he would like to see the Administration take a
zero-base-budget type of approach to the security assistance levels. He
suggested that since country figures submitted in the CPD are not firm
anyway, that a CPD could be submitted with only an overall request
and a statement that the new Administration was reviewing the secu-
rity assistance program levels with several considerations in mind, in-
cluding human rights, and that country levels would be set after these
determinations had been made.

Mrs. Benson discussed generally the Administration’s commit-
ment to human rights and said she would like to see the development

1 Source: Department of State, Bureau of Human Rights and Humanitarian Affairs,
1976-1977 Human Rights Subject Files and Country Files, Lot 80D177, PGOV—Congres-
sional. No classification marking. Drafted by Swift on February 10. The meeting took
place in Fraser’s office in the Rayburn House Office Building.

2 An unknown hand underlined the portion of this sentence that begins with “of the
new Administration” and wrote in the margin: “I resent!”

3 An unknown hand underlined this sentence.
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of an overall consistent strategy. She would like to see some sort of ra-
tional criteria developed which could be applied across the board so
you were not faced with situations where we cut aid to Argentina with
one hand, and did nothing to Iran with the other. Mrs. Benson said she
realized that development of a broad human rights policy would be
difficult, but that the Secretary was serious and would make certain the
word reached both our Ambassadors and our people at all levels at
State. We were no longer faced with a situation where the Secretary of
State was unresponsive on human rights matters.

Turning to specific actions on the security assistance program,
Rep. Fraser asked what would be happening in specific areas, such as
Argentina. Mrs. Benson replied that the study was still going on but
that State had recommended cuts in certain countries such as Uruguay,
Argentina, Ethiopia, and of course Chile. We had not cut Indonesia and
Thailand since EA had argued persuasively against this and since grant
aid was scheduled to be cut out of both these programs in 1979.

Rep. Fraser at this point indicated some unhappiness with the slow
speed of the Indonesian prisoner release program* and stated firmly
that he would object if the Thai program included increases in either
grant or FMS. He said he felt that one of the motivations behind the
Thai military takeover from the democratic government was the mili-
tary’s feeling that this way they would get more aid. They certainly
should not be rewarded. Fraser said he knew the Korean situation was
very complicated and he was glad to hear that it was under review, as a
thorough study of all aspects of the situation was needed.

Bob Boettcher, following on from Rep. Fraser’s agreement that mil-
itary assistance cuts were not a very effective human rights weapon,
said that there was a whole range of alternatives between “quiet diplo-
macy” and aid cuts which can be more profitably used to encourage
human rights. Secretary Kissinger, however, had always insisted there
were only two alternatives: “quiet diplomacy” or cuts. Rep. Fraser
added that quiet diplomacy had proved ineffective (if it had ever been
used), and no cuts had ever been made except at the Congress’
insistence.

As an amplification of Rep. Fraser’s zero-based-budgetting ap-
proach, Boettcher suggested the Administration consider putting for-

4In the NSC Global Issues Cluster’s February 7 evening report to Brzezinski,
Tuchman noted that the Carter administration’s emphasis on human rights had appar-
ently prompted Suharto to comment that “in view of the emphasis on human rights in
Carter’s inaugural and other statements, that the GOI's program to resolve its political
detainee problem must be accelerated.” Tuchman concluded, “Thus, even a non-
program human rights program can have an impact.” (Carter Library, National Security
Affairs, Staff Material, Global Issues—Oplinger/Bloomfield Subject File, Box 36, Evening
Reports: 2-4/77)
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ward its figures to Congress with a statement that it had not had time to
make a thorough study of levels, and that it would be reviewing all
levels and would consider withholding aid from countries on various
grounds, including human rights. This would give the Administration
time to work with various governments to get them to improve their
human rights records before putting any assistance cuts into effect.

12. Memorandum From the Deputy Secretary of State-Designate
(Christopher) to Secretary of State Vance'

Washington, February 9, 1977

SUBJECT
Human Rights

At your request, Tony Lake prepared the attached memorandum?
on human rights. Patt Derian and I reviewed the memorandum with
Tony. We are in basic agreement with him that the Department should:

—Move rapidly to pull together our best thinking on pending de-
cisions with human rights implications.

—Begin to bring human rights considerations to bear on the full
range of foreign policy issues and be prepared to lead a PRM exercise
on human rights.

—Establish as orderly a process as possible for dealing with
human rights matters.

However, it seems to me that the way to begin this process is for
me to call together the ad hoc Departmental group that Tony recom-

! Source: National Archives, RG 59, Office of the Deputy Secretary: Records of
Warren Christopher, 1977-1980, Lot 81D113, Memoranda to the Secretary—1977. No
classification marking.

2 Not attached. Lake’s memorandum is printed as Document 9. According to Borg’s
February 9 minutes of the “large assistant secretaries” staff meeting, held on February 8,
Vance “stressed the over-arching importance of the human rights question to the new
Administration. He said it was one of the most important issues we must face but noted
that we have not yet ‘come to grips with the fundamental problem.” Phil Habib asked
about the status of the S/P study on this subject, and Tony Lake confirmed that the mem-
orandum would be coming forward later in the day. He said he would be meeting with
Pat Derian, the new Human Rights Coordinator, right after the staff meeting to discuss
the content of the memorandum. (Ms. Derian was introduced to the staff meeting at this
point.)” (National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File, P840101-0914)
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mends we set up, and to involve its members in deciding on next steps,
particularly:

—How best to prepare for pending decisions; and,
—The scope and content of the regional strategy papers.

Therefore, my suggestion to you is that you approve Tony’s rec-
ommendations.’ I plan to convene the group on Monday, February 14,
so that we can move forward promptly on intra-Departmental strategy

papers.

% Vance placed a check mark next to this paragraph and initialed. Cahill added the
following handwritten notation: “done 2/11.”

13. Action Memorandum From the Acting Assistant Secretary of
State for Congressional Relations (Jenkins) to Secretary of
State Vance'

Washington, February 10, 1977

Call to Congressional Human Rights Leaders

In the attached memorandum, we recommended you meet with
Congressional human rights leaders. However, from your schedule it is
apparent it would be difficult to arrange this meeting before mid-
March.? As we do not wish to lose the chance to have an early meeting
with these Congressmen to solicit their ideas, I suggest you ask Warren
Christopher to hold the meeting as soon as possible in your stead. So
there is no misunderstanding that Mr. Christopher is acting on your be-
half, I strongly recommend you make a personal call to Cranston,
Fraser and Kennedy before you leave to inform them you have asked
Mr. Christopher to get together with them.

! Source: Department of State, Bureau of Human Rights and Humanitarian Affairs,
1976-1977 Human Rights Subject Files and Country Files, Lot 80D177, PGOV—Congres-
sional. No classification marking. Sent through Christopher. Drafted by Swift; concurred
in by Wilson and Derian. An earlier draft is ibid.

2 There is no indication that such a meeting took place. The Secretary visited Israel
(February 15-17), Egypt (February 17-18), Lebanon (February 18), Jordan (February
18-19), Saudi Arabia (February 19-20), and Syria (February 20-21). For the Secretary’s re-
marks and transcripts of press conferences during this trip, see Department of State Bul-
letin, March 14, 1977, pp. 209-23.
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Recommendation

1. That Warren Christopher meet with Congressional human
rights leaders on your behalf.?

2. That you call Cranston, Kennedy and Fraser before your trip to
inform them of this.*

Attachment

Action Memorandum From the Acting Assistant Secretary of
State for Congressional Relations (Jenkins) to Secretary of
State Vance’

Washington, February 3, 1977

Meeting with Congressional Human Rights Leaders

Principal congressional Members interested in human rights, Don
Fraser in the House and Senators Kennedy and Cranston in the Senate,
although pleased by the Administration’s public stance on human
rights, are becoming increasingly restive about not being consulted on
how it will be put into practice. This restiveness will increase if, lacking
a full understanding of what the Administration proposes to do in the
human rights field, they judge program levels for security assistance as
the sole indicator of our human rights policy. I suggest an early
meeting with them before your Middle East trip.

I believe the meeting should be an exploratory session. You could
reiterate the Administration’s commitment to human rights without
getting into specifics and draw the Congressmen out as to the ideas
they have in the area—and they have many. In the process we would
hope to reassure them of our determination to move on this matter. We
would also hope to channel their energies into a constructive search
with us for effective ways to bring about improvements in the protec-
tion of human rights, and to steer them away from a sterile sniping at

3 Cahill initialed Vance’s approval of this recommendation on February 11. A
stamped notation reads: “Feb 14 1977.”

* Cahill initialed Vance’s disapproval of this option on February 11. A stamped no-
tation reads: “Feb 14 1977.” At the bottom of the memorandum, Christopher wrote:
“*1) Question trying to meet with all three together. 2) Know all of them quite well, so
your call may be unnecessary. 3) This might be occasion to introduce Derian to Cranston
& Kennedy.”

® Limited Official Use. Drafted by Pezzullo; concurred in by Wilson. Ortiz initialed
the memorandum. A notation in Cahill’s handwriting on the first page of the memo-
randum reads: “Treat as original.”



42 Foreign Relations, 1977-1980, Volume II

security assistance levels. (Fraser has already been in touch with Lucy
Benson, obviously because of his concern about decisions on Security
Assistance. She will meet with him, but avoid discussing the Adminis-
tration’s position on Security Assistance levels.)

If you agree, we will arrange for the preparation of a briefing book
covering, among other things, (a) a willingness on your part to be selec-
tive in assigning Ambassadors to those countries with human rights
problems and, further, to instruct all Ambassadors on the importance
of human rights to this Administration; (b) a study currently in process
by S/P to look thoroughly into the human rights area and explore
methods by which we can have the greatest effect on human rights vio-
lators; (c) the possibility of using international forums to gain support
for human rights observance; (d) possible support for the international
covenants on economic, social and cultural rights, on civil and political
rights, and on the genocide treaty.

Recommendation:

That you authorize me to arrange for a meeting with the
above-named Congressmen before you leave for your Middle East
trip.°

® Cahill placed a check mark on the disapproval line and added: “no time before
trip. H to resubmit at later date. JCahill 2/9.”
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14. Memorandum From Secretary of State Vance to All Assistant
Secretaries of State!

Washington, February 11, 1977

Human Rights

The President has stressed this Administration’s strong commit-
ment to the promotion of human rights. The Department of State must
help implement this goal of US foreign policy.

To carry out a policy which is constructive for furthering both
human rights and our other national objectives, we need an overall
human rights strategy and internal mechanism for helping assure bal-
anced decisions in this area. To that end, I have taken the following
actions:

—Asked the Deputy Secretary to establish an ad hoc Human
Rights Coordinating Group, administered by D/HA and to include, as
appropriate, representatives from P, T, L, H, S/P, 10, PM, EB, AID, and
the regional bureaus—initially at the Deputy Assistant Secretary level.?
The HRCG will be the forum for coordination of human rights policy-
making within the Department.

—Requested the Policy Planning Staff, in consultation with D/HA
and cooperating with other interested bureaus, to formulate a broad
human rights policy for my review.?

In addition, I am now asking that regional bureaus develop
strategy papers focused on key human rights problems under their
purview and tactics for dealing with them. Following the first meeting
of the Human Rights Coordinating Group, detailed instructions will be
issued by the Executive Secretary.*

Cyrus Vance

1 Source: National Archives, RG 59, Bureau of Human Rights and Humanitarian
Affairs, Chron and Official Records of the Assistant Secretary for Human Rights and Hu-
manitarian Affairs, Lot 85D366, NODIS. No classification marking. Another copy is at-
tached to Lake’s February 4 memorandum to Vance (see Document 9).

2 See Document 9 and footnote 8 thereto. Saunders and Watson sent Christopher ac-
tion memoranda on February 14 and 18, respectively, requesting INR and SCA repre-
sentation on the Human Rights Coordinating Group (HRCG). Christopher approved
these requests on February 16 and 21, respectively. (National Archives, RG 59, Central
Foreign Policy File, P770030-2329 and P770034-0581) Christopher later approved
D/HA'’s request for USIA representation. See Document 29.

3 See Document 9 and footnote 8 thereto.
4See Document 15.
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15. Memorandum From the Executive Secretary of the
Department of State (Borg) to All Regional Assistant
Secretaries of State'

Washington, February 15, 1977

SUBJECT

Guidelines for Preparation of Regional Strategy Papers for the Promotion of
Human Rights

As the Secretary directed in his memorandum of February 11,2 the
regional bureaus are to prepare papers which propose human rights
strategies appropriate in their regions. These strategies should con-
tribute to the overall human rights policy being developed by the
Policy Planning Staff.

Each regional strategy plan should cover the following points:

1. General considerations affecting the human rights situation in
the region as a whole.

2. Description of conditions in the countries with the most serious
problems. (Generally the human rights violations with which we are
most urgently concerned involve widespread gross violations directed
against the person, such as officially sanctioned murder, torture and
prolonged imprisonment without fair trial.) These descriptions should
be brief summaries and not detailed material of the type included in the
security assistance reports.

3. A strategy for dealing with these worst cases which should in-
clude such items as:

a. What specific actions would we like the governments to take
and how should this be communicated to them?

b. What leverage can and should be used?

c. What favorable response should we be prepared to give if the
governments accept our suggestions?

d. What are the necessary limits of our possible efforts and why?

e. Are there multilateral channels that might be used to affect the
situations favorably?

1Source: National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File, P770038-0022.
Confidential.

2See Document 14.
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4. Description of human rights situations of a less egregious char-
acter in other countries that we may be able to affect favorably and sug-
gested tactics for dealing with them.

5. Steps the United States may take that would favorably affect the
human rights situation in individual countries or the region as a whole.

Even though the preparation of these papers is intended to pro-
ceed in parallel with the work on the overall strategy paper, serious di-
vergences are not expected since the overall paper will be developed in
close cooperation with the relevant bureaus.

The regional papers should be submitted to D/HA by COB Feb-
ruary 22.° Direct any questions on format or the Department’s overall
strategy exercise to Mr. Spear (extension 21181).

C. Arthur Borg*

3 Copies of the Regional Strategy for Human Rights papers are in the National Ar-
chives, RG 59, Bureau of Human Rights and Humanitarian Affairs, Chron and Official
Records of the Assistant Secretary for Human Rights and Humanitarian Affairs, Lot
85D366, NODIS.

4 Borg initialed “CAB” above his typed signature.
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16. Memorandum From Jessica Tuchman of the National
Security Council Staff to the President’s Assistant for
National Security Affairs (Brzezinski)'

Washington, February 18, 1977

SUBJECT
Human Rights Proposal

As I reported in yesterday’s evening report” the President has di-
rected that we proceed on his initiative to sign and urge the ratification
of: The International Covenant on Economic and Cultural Rights; the
International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights; the Genocide
Convention; and the Convention on the Elimination of all Forms of Ra-
cial Discrimination.® Lipshutz and I agreed to meet with Pat Derian
who has been appointed Commissioner of Human Rights and Humani-
tarian Affairs at State, and Jim Fallows to discuss what should be done.
I mentioned to him that I thought that the UN might be the best pos-
sible forum for such a speech.

In the course of the past few days I have been doing some reading
and a lot of talking with different people on the subject of human
rights, and have come up with a proposal which I think merits some
consideration. In brief, it is that President Carter use this opportunity
(announcement of the four treaty actions) to make a major speech at the
United Nations.

Here are the reasons why, and some thoughts on what such a
speech might include.

—One of the problems that comes up again and again is American
hypocrisy in this area. Our protracted failure to ratify the Genocide and
Racial Discrimination Conventions and even to sign the international
covenants, has in large part prevented us from using the United Na-

1Source: Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Staff Material, Global Issues—
Bloomfield Subject File, Box 17, Human Rights: Policy Initiatives, 1/77-10/78.
Confidential.

2 The NSC Global Issues Cluster’s February 17 evening report is in the Carter Li-
brary, National Security Affairs, Staff Material, Global Issues—Oplinger/Bloomfield
Subject File, Box 36, Evening Reports: 2—-4/77.

3 See footnotes 7 and 8, Document 4. The Convention on the Elimination of All
Forms of Racial Discrimination committed signatories both to condemning racial segre-
gation and apartheid and undertaking a policy designed to eliminate racial discrimina-
tion in all forms and promote understanding of all races. On December 21, 1965, the UN
General Assembly adopted the Convention and opened it for signature. For the U.S. posi-
tion on the Convention at the time of its adoption, see Foreign Relations, 1964-1968,
volume XXXIII, Organization and Management of U.S. Foreign Policy; United Nations,
Document 375.
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tions as a forum to speak out on human rights because of our quite ap-
propriate fear of being embarrassed by the charge of hypocrisy. Thus
the President’s intention to take these actions is not only a major step in
itself, but opens the door for many other U.S. actions on human rights.
—With his appointment of Andy Young, Carter has signaled that
he intends to make the United Nations a more important force in U.S.
foreign policy. No other national or international organ has the same
potential as the UN to advance the cause of human rights. (I stress po-
tential—how much depends on the changes proposed below.)

—There is a lot of debate about the value of words on this issue. On
the one hand, we hear lots of comment about when is the President
going to stop talking about human rights and actually do something.
On the other hand, Intelligence reports from various countries show
that Carter’s words—particularly in his Inaugural Address*—have al-
ready had a significant, positive effect on the policies of some other na-
tions. However too many words (particularly when addressed to indi-
vidual cases) carry the potential for all kinds of trouble: too many of
them rob each one of its force; individuals abroad may be provoked
into actions designed to elicit American response; damage to bilateral
relations, etc. This speech would allow the President to enunciate
strong U.S. principles on human rights, but in a manner completely di-
vorced from any individual case or nation. It would set the context in
which other American statements and actions could follow. A speech at
the UN would demonstrate that the U.S. is willing to say these things
on the record, and in a forum where we may take some heat as a result.

In his speech I would propose that the President—in addition to
announcing the four treaty actions—make the following points and
proposals:

—We reject the policy of remaining silent in the face of terrible
abuses of human rights because of a fear of embarrasing our friends or
ourselves because of our own lesser violations of human rights. All na-
tions, including the U.S. have been guilty of this. We all sin but that
need not silence us about the worst sinners.

—A gentle but moving call to try to create in the UN a political
forum to respond to human sufferings.

—There are many in this country as there are in other nations who
have become disillusioned with the United Nations. But it is still im-
portant—vital—to building and maintaining a peaceful world order.
The way to disarm that disillusionment is to make the UN work better.

—Therefore I propose some major steps to strengthen the UN
mechanisms on human rights. Specifically, urge the creation of an of-

4See footnote 3, Document 8.
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fice of the UN High Commissioner for Human Rights (see note #1).°
Secondly, move the entire UN Human Rights Division from Geneva
back to New York where the most active human rights non-
governmental organizations are situated, and where the permanent
press corps with its proddings and its disclosures can stimulate a more
positive UN role. With good reason, a high UN official has acknowl-
edged that the reason for the transfer from New York to Geneva was
that the Human Rights Division “would be more asleep” in Geneva.
Third, propose certain mechanisms to strengthen the workings of the
UN Commission on Human Rights, its Sub-Commission on Discrimi-
nation and the recently created Human Rights Committee.

—The President might then make some attempt to define what
are—in the view of the United States—the most basic human rights. I
would suggest that they are those which concern the sanctity of the
person: detainment and arrest without charge, torture, killing, etc. This
would of course raise many problems, (e.g.—is the right to emigrate
one of the most basic?) but it does seem possible to me that some agree-
ment might be reached on this, and that these constitute a category that
can be set apart.

—A rejection of the trade-off often advanced by the LDCs between
human rights and human needs.® The often aching need for economic
development cannot be accepted as a reason for violating these other
rights. The President could point out that the U.S. does nevertheless
understand that “human rights begins at breakfast” and therefore

®Note #1 is at the end of the memorandum. In a February 23 memorandum to
Tuchman, Henze expressed agreement with Tuchman’s proposal but added that he was
“more skeptical of the likelihood” that the United States could obtain consensus on the
UN human rights measures: “This is not a reason for avoiding proposing some of the
measures you outline but we should be careful not to get hung up on pushing them, be-
cause I fear that a majority of UN members will find various reasons to oppose the cre-
ation of an Office of UN Commissioner for Human Rights. The Soviets will see it as an
American attempt to create a new platform for meddling in their affairs; the Chinese can
hardly support it; most Africans will be fearful of it; many Latin Americans and Asians
too.” (Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Staff Material, Defense/Security,
Huntington, Box 37, Human Rights: 2-3/77)

® Hansen, in a February 23 memorandum to Tuchman, indicated that he strongly
disagreed with this statement as it dichotomized the two types of rights and prioritized
one set of rights over the other. He continued, “The crucial issue for the President is
whether or not he wishes to continue this stalemated debate with developing countries or
reach out for some broader understanding; if you will, toward the creation of a ‘universal
norm’ which both North and South could subscribe to in the area of human rights. If he
doesn’t, his policies vis-a-vis most developing countries will get off to a bad start in a cru-
cial area of North-South relations. So I plead with you not to advise a rejection of the trade
off idea, but to suggest a reconceptualization of it that says quite straight-forwardly ‘We
are prepared to recognize that the Universal Declaration contains two general types of
human rights issues, and we are prepared to move forward on both of them with equal
degrees of commitment.” That would be a new note in the heretofore squalid North-South
shouting match, and should capture the attention of all the countries of the world.” (Ibid.)
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might also choose to use this occasion to make a proposal or announce
U.S. initiatives in the field of economic and social development. For ex-
ample, he might announce the World Health Initiative (recently pro-
posed by Peter Bourne and approved by the President),” a call for ac-
tion on and U.S. contribution to the creation of international food
reserves, or some other proposal concerning general economic devel-
opment, following up on the Kissinger proposals to the Special Session
last year.?

—The President might then choose to make a few points on what
U.S. policy will be. First, that the United States does not believe that
human rights is a purely domestic matter, and accepts the opinion of
the International Court of Justice (1971) which held that in ratifying the
United Nations Charter, member states have undertaken legal obliga-
tions in the matter of human rights, and their actions are therefore a
matter of appropriate concern to the entire global community. The
President might reassert that the United States will carry over its con-
cern with human rights into its bilateral relations, either using the posi-
tive language he employed in the Inaugural (societies which show “an
abiding respect for individual human rights” will receive a “clearcut
preference”) or a tougher posture concerning possible sticks we might
use (security assistance, multilateral loans, etc.).

This is of course only a rough outline of such a speech and some of
it is (and is intended to be) highly controversial. However, in my dis-
cussions with people about the PRM, I have discovered that there is
wide confusion over what even the most basic elements of U.S. policy
on human rights should be. I believe therefore that the exercise of
writing such a speech as is proposed here—with the President’s close
personal involvement—might provide the basis for proceeding to de-
velop a coherent policy of how to implement the various incentives and
sanctions at our disposal.

Note #1. This proposal was first made by Costa Rica in 1965.°
Writing about it Bill Korey notes that the Commissioner would have
“access to the complaint communications and, with tact and ‘quiet per-
suasion,” could attempt to remedy serious grievances. He would also
assist and provide advice to various UN organs on human rights
matters. As envisaged by the Costa Rican delegation and its supporters,
the person chosen by the Assembly for the position of High Commis-

7 Bourne’s response to Tuchman’s proposal is Document 21.

8 See footnote 4, Document 207. The Seventh Special Session of the UN General As-
sembly took place in September 1975 rather than 1976.

? For additional information on the 1965 proposal, see Foreign Relations, 1964-1968,
volume XXXIV, Energy Diplomacy and Global Issues, Document 323 and volume XXXIII,
Organization and Management of Foreign Policy; United Nations, Documents 344 and
347.
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sioner would be one whose integrity and prestige is so great that his
relative independence from the buffeting political winds at the UN
would enable him to function effectively in a difficult job. But it was
precisely such a potentially effective institutional device which aroused
powerful resistance and endless postponement.

17.  Telegram From the Department of State to All Diplomatic
and Consular Posts’

Washington, February 19, 1977, 0112Z

38407. Pass to PAOs. Subject: Human Rights Reporting to the
Congress. Refs: (1) State 307523, Dec. 76;* (2) State 5158 (Notal).?

1. The human rights provisions of current security assistance legis-
lation (Section 502B of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as amended)*
call for two different kinds of reporting to the Congress.

2. The first are reports under Subsection (B) of the law, which are
part of the annual security assistance presentation to the Congress.’

1 Source: National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File, D770060-0446.
Confidential. Drafted by Spear; cleared by Tice, Derian, Whiting, Lister, Harris, Goott,
Runyon, Michel, Swift, Vogelgesang, Silverstone, and Gamble; approved by Christopher.
Repeated to Rio de Janeiro on March 18. (Ibid.)

2 Telegram 307523 to all American Republic diplomatic posts, December 20, 1976,
provided a status report on all human rights reports prepared in the Bureau of Inter-
American Affairs (ARA). (National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File,
D760467-0483)

3 Telegram 5158 to all American Republic diplomatic posts, January 10, 1977, fur-
ther updated the status of the ARA human rights reports. (National Archives, RG 59,
Central Foreign Policy File, D770009-0771)

4 See footnote 5, Document 1.

5 Vance provided an overview of the administration’s foreign assistance program,
including security assistance, to both Senate and House Subcommittees on Foreign Oper-
ations on February 24 and March 2, respectively. Vance also testified before the Senate
Foreign Relations Committee’s Subcommittee on Foreign Assistance on March 23. The
advance versions of Vance’s statements are printed in Department of State Bulletin,
March 14, 1977, pp. 236-242; March 28, 1977, pp. 284-289; and April 11, 1977, pp. 336-339.
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Nearly 80 of these have been completed, are being printed and should
go to the Congress in a few weeks as part of the regular security assist-
ance congressional presentation. They reflect developments as of De-
cember 1976; an introductory statement notes that there have been sig-
nificant changes in some countries since that time. The reports are
unclassified and may well be published by the congressional com-
mittees to which they are submitted. Copies of the individual country
reports are being or have been sent under separate cover to posts con-
cerned. They should not be shown to host governments at this time. At
the time they are released to the Congress, posts will be advised and
may then, at their discretion, bring them to the attention of host gov-
ernments.® Posts not repeat not wishing to do so, should advise the
Department.

3. In discussing these reports with local officials, posts should note:

A) That they are required by law.

B) They cover all countries for which the U.S. is proposing security
assistance (including FMS cash sales); the fact that a country is reported

on does not mean that it is necessarily on any sort of human rights
“blacklist.”

C) The reports seek to be factual and do not reach any conclusion
on whether a country engages in a consistent pattern of gross violations
of internationally recognized human rights or not.

D) References to reports by nongovernmental groups such as the
International Commission of Jurists, Freedom House, Amnesty Inter-
national, etc. and international organizations like the International Red
Cross, the UN and OAS Human Rights Commissions are required
under the law.

4. The second category of reporting is statements, called for under
Subsection (C)(1) of the law. Either house of the Congress or its Foreign
Relations Committee may request a statement on the human rights
practices of any security assistance recipient country. This must be sub-
mitted within 30 days of the request or assistance must cease until it is
provided. To date, statements have been requested on Argentina, Haiti,
Peru, Iran, Indonesia and the Philippines. These were provided in clas-

®In telegram 46674 to all diplomatic posts, March 3, the Department indicated that
80 unclassified reports would be sent to Congress as part of the annual presentation for
the security assistance program. An advance set of reports would be sent to the Senate
Subcommittee on Foreign Assistance “to be used informally” in preparation for Christo-
pher’s March 7 testimony before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee. (National Ar-
chives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File, D770072-0542)
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sified form initially.” Subsequently, the Department was asked for and
provided unclassified versions of these statements. The Congress can
be expected to ask for statements on a number of other countries on
which reports are submitted under para 2 above. Posts will be notified
when reports are requested.

5. Several points should be noted about these statements:

A) The countries were selected by the congressional committees,
not by the Department. The Department has not been informed of the
basis for selecting these particular countries.

B) As in the case of the Subsection (B) reports, these Subsection
(C)(1) statements make no determination regarding a country’s human
rights practices—a point frequently missed in media stories which
characterized the statements as State Department condemnation of the
6 countries.

C) On the basis of the facts on human rights practices and the justi-
fication for security assistance set out in the statements, the Congress
may then decide to enact legislation to terminate, reduce or continue
assistance to a country.

6. Finally, Section 116(D) of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as
amended, provides that the annual AID presentation to the Congress
include a full and complete report on steps taken to insure that devel-

7In telegram 307523 to all American Republic diplomatic posts, December 20, 1976,
the Department indicated that earlier that fall, Fraser had invoked Section 502 (B) and
had requested human rights statements for Argentina, Haiti, and Peru. The statements
were designed to provide Congress with information about human rights in the country
specified, steps the United States had taken to promote human rights within the country,
and a justification for security assistance programs. The Department sent confidential
copies to Fraser in October; Fraser then requested that these be declassified. In addition,
Humphrey had requested copies of 17 reports, including those for Argentina, Brazil,
Chile, Paraguay, and Uruguay. The Department sent copies of the reports to Humphrey's
subcommittee staff, commenting that the reports “will remain confidential.” (National
Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File, D760467-0483) In an October 12, 1976, letter
to Jenkins, Fraser explained that his purpose in requesting the reports was not “exclu-
sively for the use of Members and Staff of the Committee on International Relations. It is
important for the American public to have access to this information and to have the De-
partment ‘on the public record” with respect to its own evaluation of the human rights sit-
uation in the country concerned.” (National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File,
P760163-0838) In telegram 5158 to all American Republic diplomatic posts, January 10,
1977, the Department noted that unclassified versions of the Argentina, Haiti, and Peru
statements—in addition to ones for Indonesia, Iran, and the Philippines—were given to
Fraser on December 29 and were subsequently published by the House Committee on In-
ternational Relations. (National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File, D770009-
0771) Ultimately, Humphrey’s Subcommittee on Foreign Assistance released 82 reports
on March 12. (Don Oberdorfer, “State Dept. Lists Rights Conditions In 82 Countries,” The
Washington Post, March 13,1977, p. A-1 and Bernard Gwertzman, “U.S. Says Most Lands
Receiving Arms Aid Are Abusing Rights,” The New York Times, March 13, 1977, p. A-1)
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opment assistance is not given to any government engaged in a con-
sistent pattern of gross violations of internationally recognized human
rights unless it will directly benefit the needy people of the country.
Under Section 116(B), the Senate Foreign Relations Committee or the
House International Relations Committee may require information
from the AID Administrator demonstrating that assistance to a country
will directly benefit the needy people in that country.

7. To assist the AID Administrator in complying with these re-
quirements, the Department is seeking information on human rights
practices from posts in countries which receive development assist-
ance, but not security assistance (for which reports have already been
prepared). The studies based on this information will be used inter-
nally by the Department in providing guidance to AID.

Hartman

18. Memorandum From Jessica Tuchman of the National
Security Council Staff to the President’s Assistant for
National Security Affairs (Brzezinski)'

Washington, February 21, 1977

The President’s recent actions in the field of human rights, in par-
ticular the letter to Andrei Sakharov,? have to be seen in the broader
context of President Carter’s well-known intention to try to make for-
eign policy reflect this nation’s commitment to the personal freedoms
that are the lifebeat of our form of government.

It should be clear that our purpose in making these statements is
not to embarrass any particular government or to espouse any indi-

1'Source: Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Staff Material, Global Issues—
Mathews Subject File, Box 7, Human Rights: 2-3/77. No classification marking. Brzez-
inski initialed and placed a check mark at the top of the page, indicating that he had seen
the memorandum.

2 Reference is to an exchange of letters between Sakharov and Carter. Sakharov’s
January 21 letter to the President and Carter’s February 5 response are scheduled for pub-
lication in Foreign Relations, 1977-1980, volume VI, Soviet Union. They were published in
The New York Times on January 29 and February 18, 1977, respectively.
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vidual cause, but to do what we can to advance the cause of human
rights everywhere.?

We cannot do everything and we will not try to. We obviously
cannot speak out at every abuse, but these public statements will not be
our only tool. We will use quiet diplomacy in those cases where that
would seem to work best. As the President said in his Inaugural Ad-
dress,* we will show a clear-cut preference in our bilateral relations for
those nations which share our respect for human rights. We will in time
make clear to those to whom we provide assistance, what we expect
from them in return. And of course we will do what we can to en-
courage respect for international treaties and commitments.

In closing let me say that all our actions in this field are based on
the conviction that human rights is never purely a domestic matter.
There are human ties and concerns that transcend national boundaries,
and bind individuals together whatever their form of government. The
President believes that every responsible member of the global commu-
nity bears certain obligations to the rest, and a decent respect for
human rights is one of these.

% Presumable reference to two statements released by the Department of State in
late January; see footnote 4, Document 7. During the course of his January 31 news con-
ference, Vance also discussed the administration’s decision to publicly address cases like
the Sakharov one; see Document 8 and footnote 3 thereto. In recounting the substance of
a February 1 meeting with Dobrynin, the President informed Mondale that the United
States would not “back down” on support for human rights in the Soviet Union. (Murrey
Marder, “Carter Firm on Human Rights Stance,” The Washington Post, February 2, 1977,
p- A-9) The memorandum of conversation of the Carter-Dobrynin meeting is scheduled
for publication in Foreign Relations, 1977-1980, volume VI, Soviet Union.

4See footnote 3, Document 8.
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19. Briefing Memorandum From the Assistant Secretary of State
for European Affairs (Hartman) to Secretary of State Vance'

Washington, February 22, 1977

Meeting at NSC on Human Rights Problems

Marshall Shulman and I, accompanied by Mark Garrison, met
with Brzezinski, Aaron, Schecter and Hyland on February 18 to discuss
coordination of tactics in handling human rights problems. Without at-
tempting to reach decisions, we discussed the following points:

—A possible Administration statement, with a worldwide gloss,
suitable for use in lieu of addressing specific questions each time a new
one arises. No agreement on venue or timing, but a consensus that it
would be useful to produce a draft to look at (our contribution is at
Tab 1).

—In any case, there was a general feeling that we should try to
move away from reacting to every new human rights development,
provided that is the President’s desire. Zbig thought the President
would listen to advice on this point.

—The Bukovsky meeting at the White House (the Vice President,
possibly a handshake with the President at that time).? Consensus: Bu-
kovsky will make a media circus of it and will probably criticize any ef-
fort to come to terms with the Soviets; it would be unwise to tangle
with him publicly at that time.

—The President’s press conference, sometime this week: Bu-
kovsky and the Sakharov correspondence will probably be major
items.’

—We need some human rights initiatives not related to the Soviet
Union (Warren Christopher has a project under way to accomplish
this).

1 Source: National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File, P840116-1200. Con-
fidential; Nodis. Drafted by Garrison (EUR/SOV). A handwritten notation on the memo-
randum reads: “CV OBE.”

2 Reference is to Soviet dissident Vladimir Bukovsky, who was released from a So-
viet prison camp in December 1976. For information concerning the meeting with Bu-
kovsky at the White House, see footnote 12, Document 38.

% The President’s press conference took place on February 23. For a transcript, see
Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, February 28, 1977, pp. 242-48. For additional
information about the Sakharov correspondence, see footnotes 2 and 3, Document 18.
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—Agreed that Schechter could be the contact point for assuring a
coordinated public reaction—or non-reaction—when new develop-
ments arise.

—Consensus that we should push for favorable handling of our
own US-interest emigration cases, and consider what can be done to
help the most urgent of the dissident cases (specifically Kovalev, the
one singled out by Sakharov).

Tab 1

Draft Administration Statement*

Washington, undated

In recent weeks, the attention of our country and the world has fo-
cussed again on the issue of human rights. This Administration, re-
flecting the deeply held views of the American people, is putting into
practice what the President said in his inaugural address: “because we
are free, we cannot be indifferent to the fate of freedom elsewhere.”

In this imperfect world, we cannot comment on all the wrongs
done to individuals, much less hope to correct them all. But no one can
now be in any doubt where we as a government and as a people stand
regarding injustices, whether perpetrated at home, in those countries
which share our values and aspirations, in those countries where
hunger and poverty are the most pressing concerns, or in those so-
cieties which do not share our basic view of the rights of man.

In pursuing “a just and peaceful world that is truly humane,” our
efforts include the negotiation of agreements which advance our na-
tional interests, including verifiable and enforceable agreements on the
limitation of armaments. Success in these endeavors can also play an
important role in establishing a climate in which the best of human as-
pirations can more successfully be encouraged. And as the President
said, success in arms limitation negotiations can mean life instead of
death. Maintaining life is fundamental to morality.

% No classification marking.
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20. Action Memorandum From the Coordinator for Human
Rights and Humanitarian Affairs-Designate (Derian), the
Assistant Secretary of State for Economic and Business
Affairs (Katz), and the Assistant Secretary of State for
Congressional Relations (Bennet) to the Deputy Secretary of
State (Christopher)’

Washington, undated.

Proposed Reply to Congressman Reuss on Human Rights

Issue for Decision

Congressman Reuss, in a letter dated February 15, 1977 (Tab 2),2
forwarded to the Secretary a copy of legislation he proposes to intro-
duce governing the U.S. vote in international financial institutions re-
garding loans to countries in violation of human rights.

We need to respond promptly as Congressman Reuss has stated he
intends to introduce the legislation not later than March 1.

Our proposed reply (Tab 1)® asks Reuss to hold off further action.
Background/Analysis

The Harkin Amendment to legislation of the Inter-American De-
velopment Bank (IDB) and the African Development Fund (AFDF)
now requires us to vote against loans to a country which engages in a
consistent pattern of gross violations of human rights, unless such
assistance will directly benefit the needy people in such country.

The Reuss bill would:

—Introduce Harkin-like restrictions in the World Bank and the
Asian Development Bank (in addition to the IDB and the AFDF).

1 Source: National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File, P770036-0118. Un-
classified. Drafted on February 25 by Thomas; cleared by Stahnke, Spear, Preeg, Vogel-
gesang, and Runyon and in substance by Lake. Thomas initialed for the clearing officials,
with the exception of Vogelgesang, and for Bennet. The memorandum was drafted on
February 25. A handwritten notation by Ortiz at the top of the first page reads: “2-28 FO.”
Another copy is in the National Archives, RG 59, Office of the Deputy Secretary: Records
of Warren Christopher, 1977-1980, Lot 81D113, Box 8, WC—Official Chrons—Jan/Dec
1977.

2 Not attached. Reuss’ transmittal letter is in the National Archives, RG 59, Central
Foreign Policy File, P770024-1395. Regarding the bill he introduced in March, see foot-
note 35, Document 29.

% Not attached. A handwritten notation on a signed copy of the February 26 letter
from Christopher to Reuss indicates that Thomas hand-delivered the original. (National
Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File, P770036-0116)
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—Delete the exemption which, under the Harkin Amendment, au-
thorizes us to support aid programs for needy people, and

—Require the Secretary to prepare and transmit to Congress a list
of countries engaged in gross violations of human rights.

Bureau Views

We oppose the Reuss proposal. We are taking steps to develop a
comprehensive, broad-based policy on human rights. Our initiatives
vis-a-vis the international financial institutions must flow from this
overall strategy. In this connection we plan to contact key governments
and the management of development banks and ascertain how best to
relate our overall human rights objectives to the lending policies of
these multilateral institutions. We have cited this initiative in the pro-
posed reply to Congressman Reuss. The thrust of the letter is to con-
vince Reuss that we are taking strong steps to support human rights,
we need time to develop a comprehensive strategy which has an appro-
priate role for the multilateral institutions and, therefore, we want him
to hold off further action on his bill.

Recommendation

That you sign the letter (Tab 1) to Congressman Reuss and person-
ally call him to underscore the rationale for our reply.*

Talking points you may wish to use when calling Congressman
Reuss are at Tab 3.

* According to a stamped date, Christopher initialed his approval of this recom-
mendation on February 26. He bracketed the phrase “and personally call him to under-
score the rationale for our reply” and added a notation in the margin: “Could Doug
Bennet call, saying that I went to Brazil after signing letter.” Reuss responded to Christo-
pher in a February 28 letter, proposing that he and Christopher meet with Harkin, Fraser,
and Gonzalez to discuss human rights matters. (National Archives, RG 59, Central For-
eign Policy File, P770038-2341) Jenkins provided Christopher with a copy of Reuss’ letter
under a March 3 action memorandum, which included a recommendation that Christo-
pher agree to the meeting. Christopher approved the recommendation on March 4 and
added the following handwritten comment: “Should Cooper also be present? Derian?”
(National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File, P77038-2337)

5 Attached but not printed.
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21. Memorandum From the President’s Special Assistant for
Health Issues (Bourne) to Jessica Tuchman of the National
Security Council Staff'

Washington, February 25, 1977

SUBJECT
Human Rights Proposal

I like the Human Rights Proposal® and agree very much with your
rationale. I think the concept of balancing a call for human rights with a
discussion of his concern about human needs is very valid. As far as
specifically addressing the health issue I see pros and cons. I like the
idea of having health talked about in that forum because the potential
attention and high visibility that it might get. My reservations are that,
(1) We are losing an opportunity to have the President get attention
twice on a significant global issue by lumping them both together in
one speech, (2) the health issue may just get lost in the speech because
of the overriding interest in the human rights issue. Kissinger gave a
similar speech to the U.N. on human rights and threw in the health
issue announcing a new U.S. initiative to deal with Schistosomiasis that
affects 200 million people in the world.®> The health issue was totally
lost when the speech was reported.

I recommend the following; that we include a statement on health
but use the speech as an opportunity to announce a future major un-
veiling of a new role for the U.S. in the international health field, and
have him say that he has directed a reassessment of our foreign assist-
ance policies with regard to international health and that in several
weeks he would be ready to announce the details of such a major new
initiative. In that way we could balance the human rights issue with
concern for human needs especially health in the U.N. speech, and at
the same time avoid getting the issue lost by combining it with more
headline grabbing statements.

As far as the speech as a whole is concerned it might be a good idea
for him to emphasize what he will do as President to strengthen human
rights in the U.S. This might include the formation of a citizens advi-
sory panel to make recommendations to the President. There is I think

1Source: Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Staff Material, Defense/
Security, Huntington, Box 37, Human Rights: 2-3/77. No classification marking.

2 See Document 16.

3 Reference is to Kissinger’s September 23, 1974, address to the UN General As-
sembly entitled “An Age of Interdependence: Common Disaster or Community.” For the
complete text, see Department of State Bulletin, October 14, 1974, pp. 498-504.
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considerable risk if we seem to be preaching to the rest of the world
when our domestic human rights situation is not that great.

22.  Memorandum for the Record!

Washington, February 28, 1977, 4 p.m.

SUBJECT
Human Rights PRM Meeting, 28 February, 4:00 PM

The following issues were discussed:

1. Procedure—Ms. Tuchman stated that she is committed to pro-
viding Brzezinski with a PRM draft on Friday, 4 March, and that the
PRM would be distributed in final form next week to member agencies.
She will attempt to get her final draft to us by 2 March but hopes to
avoid further changes.

2. NSC Draft vs State Department Draft—The two State Representa-
tives, Derian and Vogelgesang, attempted to persuade Ms. Tuchman to
substitute the State draft (see attachment) for the NSC version.” They
took the position that we should avoid trying to define human rights,
but rather outline a general approach and an action program. Tuchman
took the position that some definition of the basic human rights in-
volved was necessary and she made it clear that she was not prepared
to accept the State draft, but would make changes in the NSC draft
based on the discussion at this meeting.

3. Third World Reaction—Baker of State and Birnbaum of AID em-
phasized that third world countries are more concerned with economic
rights than they are with civil rights and that our approach would have
to take their point of view into account. Birnbaum went on to stress that
cutting off economic aid was not necessarily the best way of improving

!Source: Central Intelligence Agency, National Intelligence Council, Job
91MO00696R: Subject Policy Files, Box 5, Folder 12: Human Rights. Confidential. Drafted
by Meyer on March 1. Attached but not printed are a list of attendees and agenda items, a
routing slip, and a copy of Knoche’s February 15 memorandum to Brzezinski (see Docu-
ment 7 and footnote 1 thereto).

2 The State Department draft is attached but not printed. The undated draft lists five
discussion items: objectives of U.S. policy on human rights; general guidelines for U.S.
policy; specific factors to consider in individual cases/countries; tactics and initiatives;
and questions and proposals requiring further study. Also attached are Defense and
USIA responses in the form of memoranda to Tuchman, both February 28, to the draft
PRM. The NSC draft was not found.
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human rights performance and he used as an example of what could be
done the progress that has been made by quiet persuasion on the popu-
lation problem.

4. Problem of Conflicting Interests—Erb of Treasury made the point
that in a number of cases our own national security interests might be
in conflict with pressure to improve human rights performance of indi-
vidual countries and he urged that some consideration of this problem
be included in the redraft. He specifically called for the establishment
of some procedure whereby the issue of human rights could be intro-
duced into the decision-making process so that a conscious decision
could be made between competing U.S. interests.

5. Existing Human Rights Agreement, Charters and Conventions—
Goldklang of Justice stressed that the U.S. is a party to a number of
overlapping international agreements affecting human rights, in-
cluding the UN Charter, the Genocide Treaty, the OAS Agreement on
Human Rights, the Helsinki Declaration, etc. He pointed out that the
legal basis for taking action in a specific case would depend upon what
agreements have been ratified by the country in question.

6. Communist vs Non-Communist Countries—There was an incon-
clusive discussion of the need for making a distinction between Com-
munist and non-Communist countries in our policy approach. Derian
argued strongly against such a distinction but Tuchman and the ma-
jority seem to feel that it was necessary to draw this line.

7. Intelligence Contribution—Tuchman felt that a section of the PRM
should specifically call for an intelligence contribution and she indi-
cated she would introduce such a paragraph into the redraft. Baker of
State and I pointed out that the CIA Stations did contribute to the Em-
bassy reporting to Congress on the human rights situation as required
by law.

8. Belgrade Conference—There was general agreement that there
was need for clarifying U.S. policy towards the Belgrade Conference®
and this item will be covered in Tuchman’s redraft.

9. At the end of the meeting I had a chance to chat briefly with
Tuchman and suggested that we get together to review the present
status of Agency production in this field and she indicated that she
very much wanted to do so and would be in touch with me.*

Cord Meyer, Jr.

3 Reference is to the CSCE Review Conference, scheduled to take place in Belgrade,
Yugoslavia, in October 1977.

* According to Lake’s March 25 memorandum to Vance (Document 29), the NSC
cancelled the human rights PRM. Tuchman, during a May 24 Interagency Working
Group meeting, indicated that the NSC had rejected her draft PRM outline in March (see
Document 50). The final version of the PRM, as approved by the President, is printed as
Document 46.
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23. Memorandum of Conversation!

Washington, March 9, 1977, 8:15 a.m.

SUBJECT

Foreign Assistance

PARTICIPANTS

The President

Secretary Vance
Secretary Blumenthal
Secretary Bergland
Director-designate Gilligan
Senator Sparkman
Senator Inouye

Senator Humphrey
Senator Long

Senator Case

Senator Young

Speaker O’'Neill
Congressman Mahon
Congressman Zablocki
Congressman Harrington
Congressman Long
Congressman Cederberg
Congressman Stanton
Congressman Foley
Congressman Reuss
Congressman C.W. Young
Douglas J. Bennet, Jr.

The President opened by stating that he was willing to take a large
share of the political heat for this year’s foreign aid bill because of its
importance to our foreign policy at a critical moment. We have new op-
portunities for gains in Africa and Latin America if we have the flexi-
bility to deal with them. OPEC is willing to help. We must back up our
human rights commitment.

Secretary Vance then outlined the components of the $1.7 billion in-
crease—$1.3 billion for IFI’s, of which $1 billion is callable capital being
appropriated for the first time.

1'Source: Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Brzezinski Material, Subject File,
Box 34, Memcons: President: 3/77. Confidential. The meeting took place in the Cabinet
Room of the White House from 8:15 to 9:06 a.m. (Carter Library, Presidential Materials,
President’s Daily Diary) No drafting information appears on the memorandum of con-
versation. Hormats transmitted it to Brzezinski under a March 16 memorandum indi-
cating that the Department’s notes on the meeting “essentially square with my own.”
(Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Brzezinski Material, Subject File, Box 34,
Memcons: President: 3/77) Hormats also sent copies to Thornton, Tuchman, Hansen,
Pastor, and Schecter.
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The President then acknowledged difficulties with the aid program
in the past which have become important symbols: World Bank sal-
aries, the fact that 40 per cent of IDA funds go to India alone, the
over-concentration of administrators who live in relative opulence in
Washington and other capitals. The Administration is seeking to ad-
dress each of these issues.

Congressman Reuss agreed on the need to support IFI's. He volun-
teered the desirability of a “Congressional declaration supporting the
Administration view that human rights are important and that we will
use our vote and any other leverage in the IFI's to advance human
rights.” The Administration faces a moment of truth tomorrow on two
multilateral loans to Argentina.

The President replied that the Administration would “err on the
side of human rights” decisions involving multilateral loans. He stated,
however, that there can be no absolute standards as the Korean case
shows.? A declaration by Congress with regard to human rights in the
IFI’'s would be fine, the President said, as long as it left the Administra-
tion some flexibility.

The President noted that the IFI’s have exerted “conservative
lending pressure” on borrowers which has been healthy for inflation
control.

Senator Humphrey noted that while India gets 40 per cent of IDA
loans, it is not at the top of the list on a per capita basis. The President
stated that India had made remarkable progress recently not only be-
cause of good crops, but in human rights as Mrs. Gandhi has taken
steps away from totalitarianism.

Senator Case switched the discussion to his concern that foreign
assistance decisions should not be contingent upon any U.S. domestic
pressures. It has been argued, he said, that U.S. assistance is actually
spent in the U.S. and benefits American industries, that P.L. 480° helps
American agriculture, and so forth. In the long run, it would be better
to separate our parochial interests from our foreign policy objectives to
achieve flexibility in meeting the latter. Congressman Long nodded ap-

2 Presumable reference to Vance’s February 24 testimony to the Senate Appropria-
tions Subcommittee on Foreign Operations. During the course of his testimony, Vance in-
dicated that while the United States had recommended cuts in military aid to Argentina,
Ethiopia, and Uruguay, the administration would not reduce aid to South Korea “despite
the fact that we have great concern about the human rights situation in that country,”
noting that security concerns remained paramount. (Don Oberdorfer, “In Rights Push,
Vance Asks Cuts In 3 Nations” Aid,” The Washington Post, February 25, 1977, p. A-1) See
also Bernard Gwertzman, “Security Links Cited: Assistance Is Reduced for Argentina,
Uruguay, and Ethiopia, Vance Says,” The New York Times, February 25, 1977, p. 1 and
Hedrick Smith, “Aid Cut to Rights-Violating Nations Is Break With U.S. Pragmatism,”
The New York Times, February 25, 1977, p. 3.

3 See footnote 6, Document 4.
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proval throughout Case’s remarks. Senator Humphrey subsequently
noted that Case’s position was not realistic politically because much of
the support for our aid program came from farmers, for example, who
perceived the benefits of P.L. 480.

Senator Inouye noted that the Senate had supported foreign aid vig-
orously for the last four years but expressed several concerns of his
own:

—U.S. IFI contributions should be no more than 25 per cent. The
President subsequently agreed that this was a desirable policy objec-
tive, but as Secretary Blumenthal concurred, it would take several years
to achieve.

—Weare pickinig ug 70 per cent of the cost of the U.N. drug agenc
whose work is largely devoted to Europe and which has a very smaﬁ
impact on heroin imports to the United States.

—While others charge that we contribute only .26 per cent of our
gross national product to aid, that figure covers development assist-
ance alone, does not include military assistance (including aid to Is-
rael), callable capital, Ex-Im Bank loans, P.L. 480, etc. Nor does it in-
clude the fact that we spend 6 per cent of our GNP for defense while
nations like Japan, whom we in fact defend, are spending less than 1
per cent. Senator Humphrey observed that the figures can hardly be to-
talled since the Ex-Im Bank is a money maker, the callable capital hasn’t
been called, and P.L. 480 does as much good for our farmers as its
beneficiaries.

Chairman Mahon stated that foreign aid in general was highly un-
popular in Congress and that it passed only because of the Middle East
package. The House will not approve a $7 billion package, he pre-
dicts. Chairman Zablocki, Congressman Cederberg and Congressman Long
agreed. The President reiterated the Administration’s intention to deal
with Congressional concern, but also stated that the public will support
a cleaned up program adequately focused on human needs.

Congressman Long expressed concern about contradictions he per-
ceives within the Administration’s position. The same Administration
which preaches openness wishes to turn over a larger share of aid
dollars to international institutions which escape Congressional con-
trol, whose operations are secret, and for which no adequate audit is
available. This is why he opposed the 40 per cent increase in aid to
multilaterals.

Secondly, he said we preach reduction in conventional arms avail-
ability at the same time we give countries (who are spending their own
resources for arms) IDA loans which are virtually free.

From these contradictions, Congressman Long concludes that our
best option is to improve our own already excellent bilateral aid pro-
gram and reduce emphasis on IFI’s.

Congressman Cederberg supported Reuss’s initiative to retain the
President’s flexibility on IFI's. Congressman Stanton emphasized the
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need to reach new members of the affected committees to build up
support.

Secretary Blumenthal stated that we are appointing strong new di-
rectors to the IFI’s who, he hoped, would be able to deal with many of
the concerns that had been raised. Achieving the 25 per cent limit
would require time, and he hoped it could be done by getting contribu-
tions increased from others.

24.  Paper Prepared in the Department of State'

Washington, undated

SUMMIT MEETING
London, May 7-8, 1977

L. U.S. Objectives

We should use this meeting to explain the Administration’s
human rights policy and its importance, and to seek our allies” under-
standing and support for our efforts.> We should reassure them that
this will be a realistic, sustained, cooperative effort; that we are not en-
gaging in a single-handed moral crusade.

—If our consultations with the Congress permit it by this time, we
mi§ht use this meeting to inform our allies of our intention to press for
U.S. accession to and ratification of the UN human rights covenants,
the convention on racial discrimination, and the genocide convention.

—To the extent we have general agreement by early May, we
might also advise these governments that we hope to develop a con-
sensus among the members of the international financial institutions on

1 Source: National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File, P770044-1091. Con-
fidential. Drafted by Spear, Rovine, and Vogelgesang on March 9. Concurred in by
Daniel O’'Donohue (P), Derian, Hartman, Dobbins, Winder, Christenson, and Tarnoff.
O’Donohue and Tarnoff initialed the memorandum; Spear initialed for the other clearing
officials. Sent under cover of a March 10 memorandum from Borg to Brzezinski. (Ibid.)
Another copy is in the Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Staff Material, Special
Projects—Henry Owen, Box 28, Summit: London (Human Rights), 2-5/77.

2 The President departed Washington for London on May 5 in advance of the G-7
Economic Summit. For the text of the Joint Declaration issued in London at the conclu-
sion of the Summit on May 8, see Public Papers: Carter, 1977, Book I, pp. 819-824. Docu-
mentation on the Summit, including the records of the sessions, is in Foreign Relations,
1977-1980, volume III, Foreign Economic Policy. Carter also attended a four-nation May
9 meeting on Berlin before departing for Geneva to meet with Syrian President Asad. He
then returned to London for the May 10 North Atlantic Council meeting. The President’s
remarks made in Washington and London, the transcript of a news conference following
the summit, and texts of the joint declaration of the international summit meeting, the
declaration on Berlin, and NAC communiqué are printed in Department of State Bulletin,
June 6, 1977, pp. 581-607.
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how to handle loan proposals for ?vernments that do not respect
human rights and will be pursuing the subject with them bilaterally.

II. CSCE Human Rights

Since there will probably be a NATO Summit meeting right after
this session, that would be a more appropriate forum for discussion of
CSCE human rights questions.’

1II. Anticipated Reaction

All participants in the Summit are likely to accept more or less
willingly an exchange of views on human rights and may be willing to
accept some general communiqué language on the importance of the
subject. However, most will oppose efforts to reach agreed policies on
human rights.

UK and to a lesser degree Canada will welcome discussion of
human rights at the Summit.

France will probably oppose such discussions as serving no useful
purpose and possibly embarrassing the French Government.

Germany and Italy will be cautious about human rights discussions
because they consider other issues more deserving of attention in this
forum. The Germans have expressed concern over the impact of human
rights activities on their Ostpolitik efforts. Both countries will listen
carefully, but will be unenthusiastic at best.

Japan looks forward to the Summit primarily as an opportunity to
discuss economic and trade issues, but will be willing to discuss human
rights in a general context without reference to specific countries or
cases.

If the European Community (EC) Commission participates, it will re-
main in the background.

3 After the Summit, the President traveled to Geneva and Berlin, then returned to
London to attend the May 10 North Atlantic Council meeting. He delivered prepared re-
marks to the NAC meeting on May 10 and referenced the upcoming CSCE Review Con-
ference, noting that the United States intended to support a review of progress made by
all countries in implementing each provision of the Helsinki Final Act. Carter added that
the U.S. human rights policy “does not reflect a desire to impose our particular political
or social arrangements on any other country. It is, rather, an expression of the most
deeply felt values of the American people. We want the world to know where we stand.
(We entertain no illusion that the concerns we express and the actions we take will bring
rapid changes in the policies of other governments. But neither do we believe that world
opinion is without effect.) We will continue to express our beliefs—not only because we
must remain true to ourselves but also because we are convinced that the building of a
better world rests on each nation’s clear expression of the values that have given meaning
to its national life.” (Department of State Bulletin, June 6, 1977, p. 599)
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IV. Cautions

Discussion of human rights in this forum will be a sensitive matter
both in terms of East-West détente and North-South relationships.

Developing countries regard emphasis on individual human
rights as an excuse for not acting on the economic and social rights
which are their priority interest.

Any public announcement on human rights should be general and
avoid giving the impression that the meeting coordinated the human
rights policies of the industrialized nations.

25. Memorandum Prepared in the Central Intelligence Agency'

Washington, March 21, 1977

Human Rights

1. Your recent and continuing initiatives on Human Rights have
basically dispelled most initial skepticism about the seriousness of your
commitment.” The uncertainty that exists now is mainly over what
your real motivation is and what lengths we will go to, particularly in
straining relations with the USSR.

2. Our survey around the world shows differing but not unex-
pected reactions in various areas:

a. In the Soviet Union, over and above the obvious reactions you
have had, they are perturbed at the lack of similar criticism of China
and they are worried about how hard we will come down on Basket 3
in the CSCE Conference in Belgrade this June.? Still, the Soviets are ba-
sically playing a defensive game, trying to counter our human rights
moves without irrevocably damaging our bilateral relations.

b. They are particularly anxious to disabuse us of any notion that
our emphasis on this question will help the Soviet dissidents.

! Source: Central Intelligence Agency, Office of the Director of Central Intelligence,
Job 80B01554R: DCI Misc Files, Box 33, Folder 11: (U/ / AIUO) Reminder Memos/Memos
for Record, March 1977. Secret; Noforn. No drafting information appears on the memo-
randum. The date is hand-stamped.

2 The “you” is a presumable reference to the President.

3 A preparatory meeting for the October CSCE Review Conference was held June
15-August 5.
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c. East Europe: There is considerable puzzlement in Eastern Eu-
rope as to what we* are about—perhaps because many of these coun-
tries are very interested in the forthcoming Belgrade Conference. They
tend to worry as to what the impact of this U.S. emphasis on human
rights is going to be on that forum. They clearly also are concerned as to
whether we will move the Soviets away from détente and perhaps put
more pressure on them.

d. China: The Chinese are generally pleased with our stand be-
cause they read it as a toughening of our position toward Moscow.
They seem blithely unconcerned about any vulnerability of their own
position on human rights.

e. West Europe and Japan: There is generally broad approval for
taking this stand with the general inclination to favor tempering our
position with considerations of practicality. Basically they also tend to
look at the issue more in their own parochial and regional terms than
they do in vocal [local?] ones. Specifically the impact on East/West/
Central relations. They are very worried at a deterioration of those rela-
tions since they normally prefer flat behind-the-scenes diplomacy.

f. Latin America: They are nearly unanimous in denouncing these
new pressures. Clearly this is the strongest in the countries that feel
most challenged, like Argentina, Uruguay, Brazil, Guatemala, El Sal-
vador and Chile. They think and complain, as usual, that we aren’t
making allowances for their special problems nor giving them the spe-
cial attention that we should to a neighbor. It particularly galls some of
them that we appear not to be willing to make exceptions for them as
we are doing for South Korea, in their view.

g. There is a developing cohesiveness of support for each other in
their defiance of Washington on this issue.

h. In the rest of Asia,” other than Japan, there is a general lack of en-
thusiasm one would expect in totalitarian states like South Korea, In-
donesia and Taiwan.

i. In Africa, reactions have been varied. The Ethiopians feel they
are being singled out unjustly. The Black African States applaud the ef-
fort as long as they don’t look past its implicit support for Black ma-
jority rule.

j- Much the same in the Middle East where again the Arabs ap-
plaud our position as long as it is discussed primarily in terms of the
rights of the Palestinians. Iran is sensitive, vulnerable and worried
about the long-term impact on their relations with the United States.

4 An unknown hand inserted the word “we” before “are.”
5 An unknown hand crossed out “the area” and wrote “Asia,” above it.
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26. Telegram From the Department of State to All Diplomatic
and Consular Posts’

Washington, March 21, 1977, 1853Z

62223. Subject: UN Address by the President.’

1. First major foreign policy address by President provides oppor-
tunity to initiate dialogue with host government on issues which will
be major emphases of new administration, and to note administration’s
commitment to work on these issues in multilateral context. Text of ad-
dress carried on Wireless File. Following guidance suggests points
which should be stressed in discussions with host government.

2. Importance of United Nations. Decision to deliver first major
foreign policy speech at United Nations underlines major importance
administration attaches to UN system. Speech follows highly suc-
cessful visit to Washington by SYG at invitation of President to discuss
major international issues (CFR no. 9 of March 2).? President empha-
sized that all nations had responsibility for supporting ideals of UN
which he described as commitment to freedom, self-government,
human dignity, mutual toleration and peaceful resolution of disputes.

3. Peace and security. President’s remarks briefly highlighted
problem areas of the world. On Middle East, he called for a flexible
framework for a just and permanent settlement. On Southern Africa, he
pledged US to work for majority rule through peaceful means, noting
that Congress repealed Byrd Amendment this week, bringing US into
full compliance with UN sanctions against Rhodesia. (President signed

1Source: National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File, D770156-0808.
Limited Official Use. Drafted by Kriebel; cleared by Shurtleff, Frederick Brown, McNutt,
Tuchman, Perry, Hill, Phelps, Phyllis Oakley, Goott, Sebastian, Gold, and Congden; ap-
proved by Baker.

2 The President addressed the UN General Assembly on March 17. The text of the
President’s speech is printed in Public Papers: Carter, 1977, Book I, pp. 444-451. It is sched-
uled for publication in Foreign Relations, 1977-1980, volume I, Foundations of Foreign
Policy.

% The President met with UN Secretary-General Kurt Waldheim at the White House
on February 25 from 11:15 a.m. to 1:12 p.m., a visit that included an arrival ceremony, an
exchange of remarks, a meeting with UN and U.S. delegation members, and two lun-
cheons (one hosted by the President for Waldheim and the other hosted by First Lady
Rosalynn Carter for Mrs. Waldheim). (Carter Library, Presidential Materials, President’s
Daily Diary) The text of the President’s and Waldheim’s remarks is printed in Public
Papers: Carter, 1977, Book 1, pp. 245-246. The memorandum of conversation of their
meeting is in the Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Brzezinski Material, Subject
File, Box 34, Memcons: President: 2/77. Briefing memoranda for Waldheim’s visit are in
the Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Brzezinski Material, VIP Visit File, Box 14,
United Nations: Secretary General Waldheim, 2/25-26/77: Briefing Book and Carter Li-
brary, National Security Affairs, Brzezinski Material, VIP Visit File, Box 14, United Na-
tions, Secretary General Waldheim, 2/25-26/77: Cables and Memos.
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bill March 18).* He called for strengthened US relations with Latin
America and Southeast Asia, improved relations with former adver-
saries and further development of our relationship with PRC in spirit of
Shanghai Communiqué.’

4. Arms control. Discussion of US-Soviet relations focused on vig-
orous pursuit of SALT talks, leading to deep arms reductions as well as
strict controls or even a freeze on new types and generations of
weapons. Alternatively we are prepared to explore a more limited
agreement, based on elements on which there is consensus, setting
aside for prompt subsequent negotiations the more contentious issues.
He called for exploring total cessation of all nuclear testing, noting that
it was not necessary that all nuclear states immediately adhere to such
an agreement. He called for discussion with both the Soviet Union and
with other states on control of conventional arms transfers. He said we
would explore with the Soviet Union mutual military restraint in the
Indian Ocean and emphasized that the US intended to make a strong
and positive contribution to the UN Special Session on Disarmament in
1978.

5. International economic issues. The US is sympathetic to the
problems of developing world and the government has asked for dols
7.5 billion in foreign assistance for the coming year. It has asked
Congress to increase the US contribution to the UN Development Pro-
gram and to meet our pledges to international lending institutions par-

% Public Law 95-12 (91 Stat. 22-23), signed into law by the President on March 18,
reinstated the embargo against the importation of Rhodesian chrome and other strategic
minerals. The bill, however, retained the substance of the Byrd amendment, in terms of
barring the President from refusing to import strategic materials from other non-
Communist countries. (Congress and the Nation, Volume V, 1977-1980, p. 47) Earlier, on
February 10, Vance and Katz had testified in support of the bill (H.R. 1746/S.174) before
the Senate Foreign Relations Committee’s Subcommittee on African Affairs, asserting
that its passage would help restore American credibility, permit the United States to ful-
fill its obligations under the UN Charter, and aid in a negotiated settlement of the Rhode-
sian situation. (Department of State Bulletin, February 28, 1977, pp. 170-174) For the Pres-
ident’s remarks at the signing ceremony, held in the Cabinet Room, see Public Papers:
Carter, 1977, Book I, pp. 451-452. See also Austin Scott, “Embargo Restored on Chrome
Import,” The Washington Post, March 19, 1977, p. A-2 and Charles Mohr, “President
Pledges Foreign Aid Changes,” The New York Times, March 19, 1977, p. A—4. Carter noted
that he believed that the bill would “be of help to us in southern Africa. I have the au-
thority to reestablish the purchase of Rhodesian chrome whenever I choose, so this
would give us some leverage perhaps over the Rhodesians and complete the long
struggle for majority rule.” (Carter, White House Diary, p. 34)

5 The February 1972 Joint Communiqué of the United States of America and the
People’s Republic of China, commonly known as the Shanghai Communiqué, committed
both the United States and the People’s Republic of China to pursuing a normalization in
relations. It is also printed as Document 203, Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, volume XVII,
China, 1969-1972.

®The tenth UN Special Session on Disarmament was scheduled to take place
during May and June 1978.
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ticularly IDA and the World Bank. The President has committed the US
to an open international trading system but one which does not ignore
domestic concerns in the US. He said we were willing to consider nego-
tiation of agreements to stabilize prices of individual commodities, in-
cluding a common funding mechanism for financing buffer stocks
where these are negotiated.

6. Human rights. Since all the signatories to the UN Charter have
pledged to observe and respect basic human rights no UN member can
claim that mistreatment of its citizens is solely within its own jurisdic-
tion and no nation can avoid the responsibility to speak out when
freedoms are eroded anywhere in the world. We acknowledge our own
deficiencies, but are committed to deal with them quickly and openly.”
He said US would sign UN Covenants on Economic, Social and Cul-
tural Rights and the Covenant on Political and Civil Rights and seek ra-
tification of them along with Conventions on Genocide and on Elimina-
tion of All Forms of Racial Discrimination. He called for strengthening
of the UN human rights machinery, endorsing idea of UN High Com-
missioner for Human Rights, suggesting that Human Rights Commis-
sion meet more often and that it be brought back to New York where its
work would receive more publicity. (US did not favor 1972 move of
UN’s human rights division to Geneva.) He declared that HR were im-
portant in themselves and should not affect actions in other important
areas which also had their own importance.

7. Action requested. Posts are requested to call President’s speech
to attention of host governments as appropriate at earliest opportunity
using the preceding paras as appropriate and drawing on speech more
extensively in areas of particular interest to host governments. While
governments, drawing on media reports or reports from their UN Mis-
sions, may seek to stress one aspect or another of the President’s
speech, posts should emphasize that the foreign policy emphases,
maintenance of peace, reducing the arms race, a more cooperative in-
ternational economic system, and human rights will all be pursued
with vigor by the administration.

8. For Peking. You may deliver by note.

Vance.

7 In his remarks, the President asserted: “The basic thrust of human affairs points
toward a more universal demand for fundamental human rights. The United States has a
historical birthright to be associated with this process. We in the United States accept this
responsibility in the fullest and the most constructive sense. Ours is a commitment, and
not just a political posture. I know perhaps as well as anyone that our own ideals in the
area of human rights have not always been attained in the United States, but the Amer-
ican people have an abiding commitment to the full realization of these ideals. And we
are determined, therefore, to deal with our deficiencies quickly and openly. We have
nothing to conceal.” (Public Papers: Carter, 1977, Book I, p. 450)



72 Foreign Relations, 1977-1980, Volume II

27. Memorandum From Jessica Tuchman of the National
Security Council Staff to the President’s Assistant for
National Security Affairs (Brzezinski)'

Washington, March 21, 1977

SUBJECT
NYT Editorial on UN Covenants

“But he also added the United Nations’ Convention on Economic,
Social and Cultural Rights and the Convention on Civil and Political
Rights—documents that the United States has refused to sign because
their provisions seemed to justify denials of rights that Americans
deem important. Mr. Carter in fact reversed the policies of a decade
without a word of explanation.””

The statement is invalid in several respects:

One article in each of the Covenants implies a potential restriction of
free speech. Just as in every other treaty, these would be dealt with by the
appropriate reservation. The specific language of both Articles and the
proposed (by State legal office and Justice) reservations are supplied in
the attached memorandum.’ In fact, both Covenants require substan-
tially fewer reservations than, for example, the Treaty on Racial Dis-
crimination, which the Editorial accepts without comment. Virtually
every international treaty requires some reservations to make it conso-
nant with the American Constitution and with our laws—there is
nothing in any way different here.

Regarding the assertion that this is a change in “the policies of a
decade”, the State Department is unaware of any previous statement
by an Administration stating or implying that these Covenants are un-
acceptable. The policy has simply been one of inaction.

All in all, the editorial is a cheap—and ill-informed—shot.

You might also be interested in the summary judgment of State’s
legal office after fully studying these treaties:

1Source: Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Staff Material, Global Issues—
Mathews Subject File, Box 11, Human Rights: Treaties: 3/77-10/78. No classification
marking.

2 The excerpt is from an editorial entitled “Rhetoric and Reality,” The New York
Times, March 20, 1977, p. 170. The editorial is a commentary on the President’s March 17
address to the United Nations; see Document 26.

3 Attached but not printed are two undated memoranda containing the proposed
reservations to the International Covenant on Economic, Social, and Cultural Rights and
International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights concerning free speech.
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“The Carter Administration has every reason to approach the
problem of U.S. adherence to the principal U.N. human rights conven-
tions enthusiastically. The International Covenant on Civil and Political
Rights and the International Convention on the Elimination of All
Forms of Racial Discrimination are in the finest traditions of Western
liberal thought and action. Their reflection of U.S. Constitutional doc-
trines is clear. One can fairly say that these two treaties, taken as a whole, rep-
resent a triumph of the Western ethics and legal concepts, which we should be
profoundly pleased that the world community has embraced (if not in deeds,
then at any rate in words). The International Covenant on Economic,
Social and Cultural Rights is also in the progressive, democratic
mainstream.”

28. Telegram From the Department of State to All Diplomatic
and Consular Posts’

Washington, March 23, 1977, 2250Z

64799. Inform Consuls. Subject: USG emphasis on human rights.
Refs: (A) Warsaw 1521;% (B) USNATO 1226;° (C) State 49664.

1Source: National Archives, RG 59, Office of the Deputy Secretary: Records of
Warren Christopher, 1977-1980, Lot 81D113, Box 16, Human Rights—Early Efforts. Lim-
ited Official Use. Drafted by Pascoe, Hansell, and Schwebel; cleared by Derian, Baker, Se-
bastian, Holmes, Aldrich, McNutt, Lister, Shurtleff, and Harrington; approved by Chris-
topher. Schwebel and Derian had sent Christopher a draft of the telegram under a March
17 action memorandum, requesting that he approve it; Ortiz noted on the memorandum
that the cable was sent on March 23. (National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy
File, P770047-1967 and P770047-1969) Another draft of the telegram is in the National
Archives, RG 59, Office of the Deputy Secretary: Records of Warren Christopher,
1977-1980, Lot 81D113, Box 17, Human Rights—Legal Aspects.

2In telegram 1521 from Warsaw, March 3, Davies requested that the Department
provide a “series of high level statements” regarding the linkage between the expression
of human rights concerns and “interference in the internal affairs” of states and the legiti-
macy of human rights as a subject of international law and international discourse. (Na-
tional Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File, D770073-0911)

3In telegram 1226 from the U.S. Mission to NATO, March 7, Strausz-Hupe ex-
pressed his agreement with the sentiments transmitted in telegram 1521 from Warsaw
(see footnote 2), underscored that the Helsinki Final Act placed human rights on the in-
ternational agenda, and added: “I nevertheless believe that to set the record straight on
the legal aspects of the human rights question would have a salutary effect on thinking in
Western capitals.” (National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File, [no film
number])

% The Department transmitted an advance copy of Christopher’s remarks, which he
was slated to deliver to the Senate Foreign Relations Committee’s Subcommittee on For-
eign Assistance on March 7, to all posts in telegram 49664, March 5. (National Archives,
RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File, D770077-0054)
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1. You will have seen statements by President Carter and Secretary
Vance’ making clear that a firm commitment to the promotion of
human rights is an integral part of US foreign policy. Posts have also re-
ceived texts of Deputy Secretary Christopher’s March 7 testimony on
human righ’ts.6 You should, of course, draw on them in discussions of
this issue.

2. The Soviet Union and some other countries have attacked our re-
cent expressions of concern over human rights violations as interfer-
ence in their internal affairs. Soviet reasoning has no basis in interna-
tional law—emphatically do have the right to make these statements.
Posts may, as appropriate, draw on following to counter claims that
USG statements on human rights constitute interference or interven-
tion in internal affairs in other countries:

—As President Carter said in his March 17 speech to the UN,” “All
the signatories of the UN Charter have pledged themselves to observe
and respect basic human rights. Thus, no member of the United Na-
tions can claim that mistreatment of its citizens is solely its own
business. Equally, no member can avoid its responsibilities to review
and to speak when torture or unwarranted deprivation of freedom
occurs in any part of the world.”

—The UN Charter legally obligates UN members as well as the or-
ganization itself to promote “universal respect for, and observance of,
human rights and fundamental freedoms for all without distinction as
to race, sex, language, or religion” (Articles 55 and 56).

5 Presumable reference to remarks made by Vance at his January 31 press confer-
ence; see footnote 3, Document 18. During his February 4 press conference, Vance com-
mented: “Sometimes we will speak out in public, believing that to be the most appro-
priate and forceful way to make our position clear. In other cases, as I have indicated
before, we will use quiet diplomacy, and it will be a mixture that will have to be deter-
mined by us on a case-by-case basis.” (Department of State Bulletin, March 28, 1977,
p- 277) In response to a question asked during his February 23 press conference (see foot-
note 3, Document 19) regarding assistance to victims of political repression, the President
noted: “So, I think that we all ought to take a position in our country and among our
friends and allies, among our potential adversaries, that human rights is something on
which we should bear a major responsibility for leadership. And I have made it clear to
the Soviet Union and to others in the Eastern European Community that I am not trying
to launch a unilateral criticism of them; that I am trying to set a standard in our own
country and make my concerns expressed throughout the world, not singled out against
any particular country.” (Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, February 28, 1977,
p- 245)

6 See footnote 4 above. The text of Christopher’s testimony before the Senate For-
eign Relations Committee’s Subcommittee on Foreign Assistance is printed in Depart-
ment of State Bulletin, February 21,1977, pp. 289-291. A February 18 Policy Planning Staff
draft narrative outline on human rights, which Vogelgesang prepared in advance of
Christopher’s appearance, is in the National Archives, RG 59, Policy and Planning Staff—
Office of the Director, Records of Anthony Lake, 1977-1981, Lot 82D298, Box 2, TL
2/16-28/77.

7 See Document 26.
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—Other important treaties in the area of human rights include the
Genocide Convention, the Convention on Elimination of All Forms of
Racial Discrimination, and the Covenants on Civil and Political Rights
and Economic and Social Rights. The USSR is party to all of these
treaties. President Carter has pledged to seek prompt Senate consent to
these treaties in order that the US also will become a party to them.

—The Universal Declaration of Human Rights, adopted by the UN
General Assembly in 1948, while not a treaty, is an authoritative state-
ment of the human rights which the Charter is meant to promote.

—The Final Act of the Conference on European Security and Co-
operation® provides “In the field of human rights and fundamental
freedoms, the participating states will act in conformity with the pur-
poses and principles of the Charter of the United Nations and with the
Universal Declaration as set forth in the international declarations and
agreements in this field, including inter alia the International Cov-
enants of Human Rights, by which they may be bound.”

—When a state’s practice is inconsistent with its international
human rights obligations set forth in the above treaties, it may not, of
course, legitimately complain that the practice is an internal affair on
which others may not comment. (Addressees should also be aware that
it has been the long-standing USG position that statements by one gov-
ernment about the affairs of another, even in the absence of treaty obli-
gations, do not constitute unlawful intervention under international
law.)

3. You should also point out as appropriate that the USG monitors,
evaluates and criticizes when necessary our own human rights per-
formance. The US Commission on Civil Rights, an independent agency
of the USG, is charged with the responsibility to encourage construc-
tive steps toward equal opportunity for minority groups and women. It
investigates complaints, holds public hearings, and collects and studies
information on denials of equal protection of the laws because of race,
color, religion, sex, or national origin. Voting rights, administration of
justice, and equality of opportunity in education, employment and
housing are among the many topics of specific Commission interest.
Recent studies by the Commission cover the following areas of civil
rights:

—Education: desegregation in schools; equal educational opportu-
nities for minorities; problems particular to minorities including isola-
tion, performance, language barriers.

—Employment: unemployment and layoffs; equal opportunities
for employment; affirmative action programs.

8 The text of the Helsinki Final Act is printed in Department of State Bulletin, Sep-
tember 1, 1975, pp. 323-350.
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—Discrimination: problems of the aged; sex and racial discrimina-
tion in employment.

—Housing: urban problems and ghettos; housing for low income
families; racial discrimination.

—Minority cultures: unemployment and equal opportunity;
problems particular to each minority culture in the United States; edu-
cation and language; political participation.

4. The Commission makes findings of fact but has no enforcement
authority. Findings and recommendations are submitted both to the
President and the Congress, and more than 60 percent of the Commis-
sion’s recommendations have been enacted, either by statute, executive
order, or regulation. The Commission evaluates Federal laws and the
effectiveness of government equal opportunity programs. It also serves
as a national clearinghouse for civil rights information.

5. Other official USG bodies which continually examine and at-
tempt to improve US human rights performance include courts, con-
gressional committees, the civil rights division of the Justice Depart-
ment, the Department of Health, Education and Welfare, and the Office
of Equal Employment Opportunity.

Vance

29. Memorandum From the Director of the Policy Planning Staff
(Lake) to the Deputy Secretary of State (Christopher)’

Washington, March 25, 1977

SUBJECT

Attached Action Memorandum on Human Rights

The attached memo tries to pull together in one place (1) our gen-
eral approach on human rights and (2) a nine-point agenda for specific
action. We hope that it helps fulfill the following purposes:

1Source: National Archives, RG 59, Office of the Deputy Secretary: Records of
Warren Christopher, 1977-1980, Lot 81D113, Withdrawn Material, RC #1126, Box 12 of
13. Secret. Drafted by Vogelgesang on March 24. Christopher returned the memorandum
to Lake under a handwritten note: “Tony—This is valuable. Please see my notes and let’s
discuss. Chris.” The note bears the handwritten date “3/28/77” and Lamb’s initials.
(Ibid.)
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—Apprise the Secretary of items needing his approval/guidance
and the range of activities underway.

—Set the framework, substantively and bureaucratically, for
follow-up action by the Department’s functional and regional bureaus
(in most cases getting them to provide solid specific programs for re-
view by the Human Rights Coordinating Group (HRCG) which you
chair).

—Provide a still-shot for all bureaus concerned with human rights
of what’s being done and how their human rights efforts relate to the
whole.

The memo tells the Secretary that numerous efforts are in train,
many of which require your action or review. The following is a check-
list of those action items requiring your attention, which D/HA and
S/P will help staff out:?

—Request regional assistant secretaries to follow-up on previous
strategy papers with specific courses of action for all individual coun-
tries (page 5).’

—DMeeting of the HRCG to decide follow-up on several nations for
which the bureaus have already prepared illustrative Country Action
Programs (page 5).*

—Establishment of HRCG core group (page 6).

—Your chairmanship of interagency working group (page 6).°

—Help in expediting confirmation of Patt Derian as Human Rights
Coordinator (page 6).”

—Request AID, together with other concerned bureaus, to devise
more means for donor-nation cooperation on human rights (page 9).

—Request status report and action plan to improve women’s
rights (page 9).

—Provision for assuring implementation of present human rights
legislation and working effectively with the Congress and other
agencies on use of international financial institutions (page 10).?

—Request IO to provide “Agenda for US Action on Human Rights
at the United Nations” for HRCG review (page 15).

2 Christopher placed an asterisk next to this paragraph and noted at the bottom of
the page: “*need to have comprehensive statement for testimony or speech, building on
Tab 2.”

3 Christopher placed a check mark to the left of this point.

% Christopher wrote in the margin to the left of this point: “Early April.”

5 Christopher bracketed this point and wrote: “OK informal”

® Christopher placed a question mark next to this point.

7 Christopher placed a check mark next to this and the two subsequent points.
8 Christopher bracketed this point and wrote: “Ann Swift at work.”
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—Request ARA to provide “Agenda for US Action on Human
Rights in the OAS” for HRCG review (page 18).

—Request PM and T to draw on “Program for US Use of Security
Assistance to Further Human Rights” for HRCG review (page 19).

—Follow-up on Executive Branch action, legislation, and neces-
sary administrative procedures to modify Section 212 (a) (28) of the Im-
migration and Nationality Act, expand refugee and asylum policies,
and protect US citizens abroad (page 20).’

—Request for HRCG review of action plans by CU, USIA, and PA
(page 21).

Attachment

Action Memorandum From the Director of the Policy
Planning Staff (Lake) and the Coordinator for Human Rights
and Humanitarian Affairs-Designate (Derian) to Secretary of
State Vance'’

Washington, March 25, 1977

US Foreign Policy on Human Rights:
General Approach and Specific Action Program

Issues for Decision

The Carter Administration has moved fast to establish its bona fides
on human rights. Problems—most notably, an impression of inade-
quate coordination within the Executive Branch and backlash from
abroad—remain. We now need to assure that our policy for furthering
human rights is as effective as possible and that it relates to the full
range of US diplomatic objectives. This memorandum thus requests
your approval of a general statement of US policy on human rights and
specific actions for implementation of that policy and provides you
with an overview of programs underway.

1. Statement of General Policy

The world now knows that Jimmy Carter thinks human rights are
important. Many—not just representatives of foreign governments and

° Christopher bracketed this point and also placed a check mark next to it, next to
the three points above, and the one below.

10 Secret. The date is hand-stamped. Neither Derian nor Lake initialed the memo-
randum. Sent through Christopher and Habib. Drafted in S/P on March 24; concurred in
by Nimetz.
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journalists, but also our own personnel—do not know what he means
by “internationally recognized human rights,” which human rights are
to get priority US attention, and what criteria we plan to apply in indi-
vidual cases. We therefore believe that a clearcut statement of US policy
on human rights should stress the following:

—“Internationally recognized human rights” are those set forth in
the UN Universal Declaration of Human Rights. (Tab 1)!! The 30 ar-
ticles of that document express rights which enjoy international con-
sensus (adopted by the UN General Assembly), encompass concerns
specified by the Congress (e.g., the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as
amended), and reflect traditional American values.

—There is an important relation between the political/civil lib-
erties'? and the economic/social rights specified in the Declaration. We
cannot pursue our commitments to both economic development and
political freedom if we give one set of rights priority over the other.

—Although our long-range goal is to help raise the standards of
national observance of human rights around the world, we may have to
set more selective priorities in the short-term. Thus, in addition to con-
tinuing pursuit of economic development, social well-being and polit-
ical liberty, we will take most vigorous action, when constructive for
the case at hand, with regard to crimes against the person:® ie.,
officially-sanctioned murder, torture, or detention without fair trial
(Articles 111, V, VIII, IX, X, and XI of the Universal Declaration).

—Our criteria for formulating and implementing this general
policy in individual cases will include consideration for the following:'*

¢ Nature and extent of violations—contravention of the Universal
Declaration? Recurring regional, class, ethnic, or political patterns to
violations?

¢ Direction of movement—situation improving or deteriorating?
For example, we need a particularly sophisticated and nuanced ap-
proach for countries which, while still serious violators of human
rights, are moving to improve their performance in this area.

¢ Tradition or level of development—realistic, for example, for US
to promote Anglo-Saxon precepts in tribal or feudal society?

e Validity of security justification—is an emergency abrogation of
rights needed to meet an internal or external threat that could not be
otherwise contained?

11 Attached but not printed.
12 Christopher inserted the word “personal/” before “political /civil liberties.”
13 Christopher underlined the phrase “crimes against the person.”

14 Christopher placed a vertical line in the margin next to the first two bulleted
points below and wrote: “These need to be added to my hurried ‘6 questions’ testimony.
Perhaps next testimony can be 10 questions—and some answers.”
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* Openness to outside inquiry—is the country in question willing
to permit investigation by such public international organizations as
the UN or such respected non-governmental organizations as the Inter-
national Commission of Jurists?

* Extent of other US interests/leverage—the degree and character
of US influence in the country? Likely third-country reaction to US ac-
tion or inaction on human rights? Reaction of democratic elements in
the country concerned? Possible retaliation by the host government
against US policies on human rights (such as recent renunciation of
military assistance by several Latin American nations or possible
cut-off of oil elsewhere)?

Action Requested

—That you authorize a general statement of US policy on human
rights which is: premised on the UN Universal Declaration, balanced
with attention for both political/ civil® and economic/social rights,
most concerned in the short-term with improving performance by
those governments committing crimes against the person, and based
on consideration of the criteria set forth above.'®

—That you authorize dispatch of guidance, to the field and for ref-
erence within the foreign affairs agencies in Washington, which reflects
this general policy. (Tab 2)"

2. Action with Individual Countries

We continue to resist the idea of a country “hit list.” It would not
reflect the universal dimension of our policy—i.e., general concern for
all rights everywhere and working with all nations. And, it might be
counterproductive—i.e., needlessly antagonize some nations, while
giving others a free ride. Flexibility is in order—both for defining the
continuum of countries of most concern to us and in discerning what ap-
proaches [public or private, bilateral or multilateral, symbolic or sub-
stantive, positive or reactive, etc.] could be most useful.®®

However, while stressing the fundamental global character of our
program, we will inevitably focus on some nations more than others—
identifying or responding to particularly egregious cases of murder,

15 Christopher inserted the word “personal/” before “political /civil.”

16 Christopher bracketed this point and wrote in the margin: “Tab 2 is a good start.”
Christopher initialed his approval of the request on March 27.

7 Tab 2, an undated “General Statement for U.S. Policy on Human Rights” paper, is
attached but not printed. Christopher wrote above this paragraph: “This is a good start.
Q & A could be incorporated into text of next testimony—WC at HIRC [House Interna-
tional Relations Committee] (?).” Christopher drew an arrow from the disapproval line to
the approval line and wrote: “To be reviewed after general statement prepared. Note tel-
egram I sent last week,” a presumable reference to Document 28.

18 Brackets in the original.
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torture, or detention; weighing those cases where US action on human
rights per se could endanger other objectives (such as disarmament)
which, in fact, serve or complement the cause of human rights; or
seeking out like-minded democracies for positive initiatives in the
United Nations.

Given this range of considerations, we need to augment material
now available to help identify upcoming opportunities to advance
human rights; deal with specific countries which, for a variety of
reasons, may pose more immediate problems for the United States; and
avoid overloading the human rights circuit by appearing to single out
one country or doing too much at one time. Further, we should pay
particular attention to finding positive ways to foster human rights
(such as using public statements by the Administration and the
Congress, bilateral and multilateral loans, etc.). And, although it is hard
to know in advance all the costs of advocating human rights, we
must try to identify possible short-term problems and monitor the
consequences.

Actions Being Taken

—The Deputy Secretary is asking regional assistant secretaries to
follow up on previous strategy papers with specific courses of action
for all individual countries.

—The Deputy Secretary is planning to convene the Human Rights
Coordinating Group (HRCG), by April 15, to review action for several
illustrative countries needing prompt attention.*

3. Executive Branch Coordination

Measures to strengthen coordinated direction of US policy on
human rights should include:

—Expediting confirmation of the Coordinator for Human Rights. Patt
Derian remains a “closet” Coordinator.*'

—Enlarging the D/HA Staff. Although five new positions have been
approved for the Office for Human Rights and Humanitarian Affairs
(D/HA), no assignments® have been made and expansion of that staff
is vital if the Department is to monitor our overall human rights policy.

—Providing training. The Foreign Service Institute should expand
efforts to stress human rights as a factor in US foreign policy.

19 Christopher bracketed this point and wrote in the margin: “Please prepare
memo.”

20 Christopher bracketed this point and wrote in the margin: “Early April.”

21 On March 5, the President announced Derian’s nomination as Coordinator for
Human Rights and Humanitarian Affairs. (Public Papers: Carter, 1977, Book I, p. 327)

22 Christopher underlined the phrase “no assignments” and wrote in the margin:
“This is in process—PD [Patt Derian] has Deputy [illegible].”
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—Expanding the scope and effectiveness of the Human Rights Coordi-
nating Group. This group—which you set up recently,” chaired by the
Deputy Secretary and including Deputy Assistant Secretary-level rep-
resentation from all Department bureaus concerned with human
rights—should meet at least once a month to project pending issues
and determine matters for decision by you or the Deputy Secretary. A
smaller core group—to include D, P, IO, H, L, and S/P—should be
available to meet, at Assistant Secretary level, for fast-action items.

—Assuring interagency coordination. The State Department should
take the lead in helping assure a coherent line on human rights by
all concerned parts of the Executive Branch (most notably, Defense,
Treasury, CIA, USIA, AID). In lieu of the now-cancelled PRM on
human rights, this effort will require action by the Deputy Secretary
through an interagency task force or ad hoc group.

Actions Requested:

—That you inform the President of the policy being implemented
by the State Department and propose the use of an interagency ad hoc
group, chaired by the Deputy Secretary to help assure Executive
Branch coordination. (See Tab 3% for proposed memorandum from you
to the President.)?

—Authorize the Deputy Secretary to expedite confirmation of Patt
Derian as the Coordinator for Human Rights.”

—Authorize the Deputy Under Secretary for Management to de-
tail five Foreign Service Officers to D/HA by April 1.7

—Request that D/HA, assisted by S/P, provide you with a brief
status report (due by the first day of each month) on items proposed in
this memorandum and subsequent initiatives on human rights.’

2 See Document 9.
2 See footnote 1, Document 22.

% Attached but not printed is an undated memorandum from Vance to the Presi-
dent. The final version of this memorandum is printed as Document 48. Christopher
wrote in the margin next to this point: “? Do we want to get a lot of others involved; will it
dilute effort and hamper flexibility? Is coordination worth it?”

2% There is no indication as to whether Christopher approved or disapproved the
recommendation.

¥ Christopher initialed his approval and added: “Bennet should be asked to check
on hearing date.” Derian’s nomination was subsequently submitted to the Senate on
April 29. Her formal swearing-in ceremony took place at the White House on June 17.
(Public Papers: Carter, 1977, Book I, pp. 746 and 1131-1132)

2 There is no indication as to whether Christopher approved or disapproved the
recommendation. He bracketed this point and wrote in the margin: “question necessity if
PD can build permanent staff.”

» There is no indication as to whether Christopher approved or disapproved the
recommendation.
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4. Economic Assistance

US use of economic assistance—whether bilateral or through inter-
national financial institutions (IFI's)—is another means to promote
human rights. It fosters economic and social development which is it-
self a plus for general human rights and a basis for better observance of
political and civil liberty and provides a specific tool (positive or
reactive) for dealing with individual country performances on human
rights.

A. Bilateral Programs. The US Government needs to take several
general steps to assure that economic assistance reinforces respect for
human rights.

—AID country programs should be consistent with other US ef-
forts (security, information) in a given nation. We should not, for ex-
ample, withdraw economic assistance on human rights grounds at the
same time USIA praises the human rights record of the host nation.

—Since promoting human rights is a long-term process, we must
resist quixotic fluctuations in our use of economic assistance to further
human rights.

—We could help human rights and economic development by in-
creasing participation by the poor in both the direction and benefits of
US programs for development aid.

Specific action programs which merit attention include:

—Follow-up and expansion of AID’s program for “New Initiatives in
Human Rights.” Launched by the then Administrator in 1975 as a com-
plement to the Agency’s “New Directions” program for stress on the
poor,® this effort has foundered on lack of staff, meager encourage-
ment from high levels of the State Department, and specific resistance
from certain regional bureaus within the Department. The AID pro-
gram could address the following: increased cooperation with interna-
tional and regional organizations, help for the rural and urban poor in
gaining effective access to rights and protections provided for them
under the law and in development programs, and sponsorship of
studies and conferences on human rights problems and their relation to
economic development.

—Increased consultation with other industrial nation donors. The US
Government should follow up on a proposal made last year by the then
UK Minister for Overseas Development to confer on best means to wed

30 Section 102 of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1973 (see footnote 4, Document 58) on
Development Assistance Policy, contains the provisions of the “New Directions” man-
date, which focuses on fuctional categories such as population planning and agricultural
production as criteria for foreign assistance. (Congress and the Nation, Volume IV,
1973-1976, pp. 851-852)
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concern for human rights and economic assistance. Possible ap-
proaches: Make this idea an agenda item for talks with visiting senior
officials from the OECD area or propose it as a topic for consultation at
the Development Assistance Committee (DAC) of the OECD. With the
ground prepared for talking with the British and Scandinavians, the US
could be in a position to have the AID Administrator make a major
presentation at the next session of the high-level DAC.*

—Further efforts in behalf of women’s rights—since available informa-
tion suggests that women suffer more violations of basic economic, so-
cial, and political rights than do men.

Action Requested

—Authorize the AID Administrator to follow up and expand on
the “New Initiatives” program, with the first step, formal presentation
of an action plan and stipulation of resource needs to the HRCG by
May 1.2

Actions Being Taken

—The Deputy Secretary is asking D/HA to follow up with AID on
ways to increase consultations on human rights with other industrial
nation donors. One end product: a cable to the field, with input from
EUR and EA, indicating how the US plans to work with the other in-
dustrial democracies to further human rights.*

—The Deputy Secretary is asking AID and IO, in conjunction with
D/HA and S/P, to draw up a status report and action plan to improve
women’s rights. (Due for review by the HRCG by May 15.)

B. Use of International Financial Institutions (IFI's).>* The so-called
Harkin Amendment, which injects human rights considerations into
the bills authorizing US participation in the Inter-American Develop-
ment Bank (IDB) and the African Development Fund (ADF)—together
with the recent Reuss bill*® and Humphrey proposal extending human
rights considerations to all the IFI's—present us with a difficult

31 The 1977 DAC High Level Meeting adopted a “Statement on Development
Co-operation for Economic Growth and Meeting Basic Human Needs.” It emphasized
that meeting basic human needs was an essential component of economic growth.

32 Christopher initialed his approval.

3 Christopher bracketed this point and the one below and wrote in the margin next
to each: “ok, WC.”

34 Christopher placed a vertical line in the margin next to this paragraph and added:
“This point needs more study—Ann Swift is supposed to be preparing paper.”

% Reuss introduced H.R. 5262 in the House on March 21. A section of the bill re-
quired the United States, “in connection with its voice and vote” in the international fi-
nancial institutions to “advance the cause of human rights, by seeking to channel eco-
nomic assistance to governments that do not engage in a consistent pattern of gross
violations of internationally recognized human rights.”
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tradeoff.* On the one hand, we want to comply with current legisla-
tion, thus giving it a chance to affect observance of human rights and
demonstrating our willingness to work with the Congress in this re-
gard. On the other hand, we want to avoid turning our advocacy of
human rights into a point of useless political contention within the
IFI's—thus feeding confrontation along North-South lines, fostering
even more politicization of the IFI’s, and undermining the legitimate
role of these institutions.

Our present approach is to make a good faith effort to fulfill the
spirit and letter of Harkin. At the same time, we remain open to Con-
gressional initiatives which might allow more flexibility for Executive
Branch use of the IFI's as one of several means to promote human
rights. To facilitate adequate implementation of this approach:

—EB must provide all relevant members of the HRCG (D/HA, E,
ARA, H, L, and S/P) with prior notice of US decisions on Harkin
Amendment votes.

—In addition, EB should draw on previous analysis of human
rights and the IFI’s to provide a policy paper for HRCG review by April
15. That paper should include evaluation of such approaches as using
US votes to register disapproval of human rights violations, encour-
aging the institutions themselves to further human rights, and placing
priority emphasis on promotion of economic rights.

—H must make special provision for use of the IFI’s in its Congres-
sional human rights strategy (see below).

—E must alert the Deputy Secretary to any inconsistency in State-
Treasury-NSC positions on human rights in the IFI’s.

Actions Being Taken

—The Deputy Secretary is mandating the above four steps.”

5. Cooperation with the Congress

Present US policy is in tune with what most on the Hill want. The
next step—since some Congressmen fear that we have a helter-skelter
approach that could dissolve in the face of Realpolitik—is to demon-
strate to the Congress that our human rights program is serious, coordi-
nated, and related to other US national interests.

Our strategy for Congressional relations on the human rights
question need not be so much a “strategy” as an attitude. That attitude
should start and end with the determination to work with the
Congress—not, as sometimes alleged in the previous Administration,

36 See Document 33.

57 In the left-hand margin next to the previous paragraph, including the four points,
Christopher placed a parallel line and added: “Ann Swift working on paper.”
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contravene legislative intent or use Congress as the culprit in advo-
cating human rights abroad. Hopes that human rights would go away
as an issue or efforts to block growing Congressional determination to
promote human rights led to the frustration which, in turn, prompted
legislation which may or may not be the most useful way to further
human rights.

Given that backdrop and present political intent on the Hill, the
Executive Branch approach to the Congress on human rights should
include:

—Extended Contacts with the Hill. Close contact and consultation
with both members of the Congress and their staffs are important. Such
consultations should not be limited to human rights interest groups on
the Hill and D/HA in the Department.

¢ Each regional bureau and concerned functional bureau, in con-
sultation with appropriate officers in H and D/HA, should work out a
regularized schedule of informal contact with Congresspersons and
staff in their areas to explain specifically wupcoming decisions or
problems.

* Such consultations should cover the spectrum of members and
issues. For example, as we develop our policy on human rights toward
Korea, EA, in consultation with D/HA and H, should consult with in-
terested and key members of Congress.

—Top Priority Items. The following items are of particular imme-
diate concern to the Congress and should therefore figure prominently
in the Department’s six-month Congressional action plan on human
rights.

a. Harkin Amendment on the International Financial Institutions
and Bilateral Economic Assistance. (Follow-up on productive consulta-
tions with Congressmen Reuss, Harkin, Fraser, Gonzalez, et al.)

b. Security Assistance

e General: Executive Branch to review all country programs before
September 30, making allowance for changes in human rights per-
formances. Specific consideration should focus on minimal programs in

Latin America, especially Central America, and grant security assist-
ance to Indonesia and Thailand.

c. UN Human Rights Covenants and Conventions. (Follow up on
President’s March 17 UN speech)*®

d. Korea, Philippines, East Timor

e. Rhodesia, South Africa, and Namibia

38 See Document 26.
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—Cooperation with Human Rights Lobby. Since there is an increas-
ingly active, vocal, and influential human rights lobby operating on the
Hill, the Department should complement its efforts with the Congress
with efforts to meet and talk with representatives of the more impor-
tant human rights organizations in town: the new Washington office of
Amnesty International (Al), the Washington Office for Latin America
(WOLA), the National Catholic Conference, B'nai B’rith, and the Coali-
tion for a New Foreign Military Policy.

—Use of Fellowship Program: Encourage State Department recip-
ients of Congressional Fellowships to work with known Congressional
advocates of human rights such as Fraser, Koch, Harkin, Reuss, Cran-
ston, Kennedy, etc.

—Two Caveats. First, no strategy of consultations will be effective
unless we have a consistent policy to explain. Second, we must stress
promotion of human rights as a joint Executive-Legislative Branch en-
terprise. Since there may well be short-term costs (at home and abroad)
for this policy, we will want Congress aware of potential costs, ready to
share responsibility with us during rough periods, and thus able to
provide the most enduring consensus for our human rights policy.

Action Being Taken

—H—assisted by D/HA, L, and S/P—following up on the above
outline with a six-month plan for working with the Congress to pro-
mote human rights. (Due to the Deputy Secretary by April 10.)

6. Multilateral Diplomacy

The US should put increased effort into working with other na-
tions and using multilateral mechanisms to further human rights.
Dealing through multilateral channels has the advantages of reducing
the image of the US as the moralistic mother-in-law of the world and
enlisting the force/leverage of international opinion behind the cause.

At the United Nations, our general approach should include:

—PFactoring human rights into all US activities at the United Na-
tions, not just for those occasions (such as meetings of the Human
Rights Commission—HRC) when it is specifically on the agenda.

—Determining before both the convening of a new session of the
General Assembly and each major UN conference, a few priority
human rights issues for special US attention—ones either important to
us or ripe for forward movement.

—Consulting early and often with close allies and, when possible,
with non-aligned nations, to identify issues of shared concern and
forge appropriate coalitions.



88 Foreign Relations, 1977-1980, Volume II

—Seeking greater collaboration with Third World nations by
stressing the relation between promotion of all human rights—polit-
ical, civil, economic, social, and cultural.

—Continuing to involve Congress in the preparation for and par-
ticipation in UN meetings.

—Concentrating US efforts on the worldwide problems of crimes
against the person.

—Trying to assure even-handed study and statements on country
and area human rights situations so that not just a few targets (such as
Chile, Israel, and South Africa) are singled out without significant ref-
erence to other gross violators.

Specific recommendations for US action on human rights at the
United Nations should include:

—Pressing for US ratification of the Convention on the Prevention
and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide, the International Conven-
tion on the Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimination, the
covenant on political and civil rights and the covenant on economic, so-
cial, and cultural rights (as noted in the President’s UN speech, March
17).

—Preparing immediately a human rights strategy for the Spring
Session of ECOSOC (New York, April 12-May 13), the September 1977
UNGA and, if and when announced, the Special Session for the
North-South dialogue.

—Seeking ways to eliminate the racism-Zionism issue in order to
allow full US participation in the international struggle against racism
and racial discrimination.

—Considering the selection of one of the USUN ambassadors as
US Representative to the HRC. That would facilitate continuity in the
US statements and actions at the HRC, ECOSOC, and the General As-
sembly, and provide one known full-time US spokesperson at the UN.
That individual could be charged with factoring human rights consid-
erations into US participation in UN meetings on economic and social
development (important for greater cooperation with the LDC’s) and
maintaining closer contact with non-governmental organizations
which form an important part of the human rights constituency and
which lobby actively at the United Nations.

—Finding ways to strengthen the Human Rights Commission,
such as following up on the President’s proposal for more frequent
meetings of the HRC, returning the Commission to New York, and in-
creasing its mandate with the appointment of a UN Human Rights
Commissioner. We should also use the HRC to preserve and defend the
Commission’s procedures for dealing with private complaints on
human rights.
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Action Being Taken

—The Deputy Secretary is asking IO to expand on the above for an
“Agenda for US Action on Human Rights at the United Nations.” For
HRCG review by April 5.

At the Organization of American States (OAS), the US should capi-
talize on the significant potential of the Inter-American Human Rights
Commission (IAHRC). ARA has come up with the following proposals.

a. Budget Increase. The IAHRC would develop a program justifying
a supplementary budget increase request from the OAS to increase
substantially its present annual funding of around $463,000. OAS
funding of the proposal would be far preferable to another US contri-
bution since it would strengthen the multilateral credentials of the
IAHRC and avoid the procedural problems which endangered ac-
ceptance this year of our special contribution.

b. Program of Annual Visits. The IAHRC should use much of the
money, members, and staff to schedule an annual visit by a member-
or-staff team to almost every OAS member country. Obviously, visits
to countries from which there are few if any complaints would be
largely pro forma. If such a visit became an annual practice (at least
while the present high level of human rights violations continues), the
nations that are serious violators could not refuse to receive or coop-
erate with the investigating team on the basis that they are being sin-
gled out unjustly. We have checked with the Legal Adviser’s Office and
confirmed that the US can and should cooperate with an IAHRC inves-
tigation of human rights complaints in the United States and such con-
stituent territories as Puerto Rico and possibly the Canal Zone.

c. Annual Investigations of Human Rights Complaints Against Cuba.
For reasons of equity and to counteract the argument of right-wing
governments that left-wing violators were being ignored, we would
encourage an annual investigation of human rights complaints against
Cuba. Of course, a visit to Cuba by the JAHRC would presumably be
impossible as long as Cuba remains a non-participating member of the
OAS.

d. Annual Debate on Human Rights Situations. We would push
strongly for debate on the human rights situation in each country re-
ported on in appropriate OAS bodies, especially in this June’s annual
General Assembly. Our OAS delegate would take care to acknowledge
improvements, as well as to denounce violations.

e. Educational Programs. We will push and flesh out a program of
Inter-American education in the human rights area which we plan to

% Christopher bracketed this point and wrote in the margin: “ok, WC.”
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propose at the next meeting of the Inter-American Education, Science,
and Cultural Council.

f. Attention to Terrorism. Since mounting terrorism has recently con-
tributed to worsening human rights situations, we would support
broadening the mandate of the IAHRC to investigate the link between
abuses of human rights and terrorism. Such an initiative would appeal
to the conservative Latin American regimes and thus contribute to mul-
tilateralizing support for the IAHRC.

g. Affirmative Reaction Program. A promising approach to the
human rights problem, which we could recommend informally to the
Commission, would be to emphasize the more positive features of the
Commission’s role to study and recommend to member states innova-
tive procedures that safeguard human rights, rather than concentrating
on its potential to isolate and shame offending regimes.

h. Unresolved Issue. Should the Commission appear to be devel-
oping into a tribunal, able to make judgments and level sanctions on in-
dividual governments, present support for strengthening its investiga-
tive machinery would wane. The dilemma is how to make the Com-
mission a powerful instrument to monitor human rights performances
without raising the spectre of political interference in the name of
human rights. Southern Cone States are acutely sensitive to US pres-
sure to clean house and are likely to react to that pressure by spreading
the idea that our concern with human rights is just another version of
“Yankee interventionism” aimed at disrupting Latin solidarity.

i. Pending Questions. Should the State Department submit informa-
tion concerning violations to the IAHRC? Should the US lobby strongly
for the ratification of the American Convention on Human Rights? If
the OAS threatens to narrow the mandate of the Commission, or to
emasculate it by other means, should the US counter, either by threat-
ening to reduce its budgetary contributions or to withdraw from the
Organization? etc.

j- High-Level Speeches. The Department will be providing language
on human rights for the President’s speech before the OAS Permanent
Council, April 14. You may also want discussion of human rights in
your speech before the OAS General Assembly this June.*’

40 The President’s April 14 address to the Organization of American States, deliv-
ered at the Pan American Union, is printed in Public Papers: Carter, 1977, Book I,
pp. 611-616 and is scheduled for publication in Foreign Relations, 1977-1980, volume I,
Foundations of Foreign Policy. Vance headed the U.S. delegation to the General As-
sembly of the OAS, meeting in St. George, Grenada, June 14-24. Vance’s intervention be-
fore the General Assembly, his statement on U.S.-Panama negotiations, a transcript of his
news conference, and his remarks upon his return to Washington are printed in Depart-
ment of State Bulletin, July 18, 1977, pp. 69-76.
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Action Being Taken

—The Deputy Secretary is asking ARA to pursue the above pro-
posals and report to the HRCG by May 1.*!

7. Security Assistance

The problem of relating security assistance to human rights has
both a procedural and a substantive aspect: we must ensure early intro-
duction of human rights considerations into our decision-making and
must weigh our special responsibility to respect human rights in coun-
tries receiving security assistance or buying arms from the US against
other American national interests. See Tab 4 for elaboration of these
procedural and substantive guidelines.*”

Action Being Taken

—The Deputy Secretary is asking PM and T, with assistance from
D/HA,H, and S/P, to draw on the “Program for US Use of Security As-
sistance to Further Human Rights” (at Tab 4) for presentation of a de-
tailed six-month action plan to the HRCG by May 1.

8. Protection of US Human Rights

The US should take several steps to put its own human rights
house in order. In addition to prompt ratification of the relevant UN in-
struments, we should:

—Visa Policy: Proceed with new legislation and more flexible ad-
ministration of US visa policies which can eliminate political tests for
visitors—which reduce US influence among foreign intellectuals and
present us with needless vulnerability in the CSCE.

—Refugee and Asylum Policy: Encourage legislation and necessary
administrative action to expand our refugee and asylum policies in
order to permit entry into the United States of more victims of repres-
sive regimes.

—Protection of American Citizens Abroad: Strengthen our repre-
sentations on behalf of American citizens adversely affected by repres-
sive measures in foreign countries.

Actions Taken

—Interagency study on visas, chaired by SCA, completed March
21.8

41 Christopher bracketed this point.

42 Tab 4, an undated “Program for US Use of Security Assistance to Further Human
Rights Procedural Guidelines” paper, is attached but not printed.

4 Study not found.
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—Deputy Secretary is mandating D/HA—assisted by SCA, H, L,
S/P, and other concerned bureaus—to assure follow-up on Executive
Branch action, legislation, and necessary administrative action to
modify Section 212 (a) (28) of the Immigration and Nationality Act, ex-
pand refugee and asylum policies and protect US citizens abroad.

9. Public Diplomacy

In the best of all worlds, promotion of human rights should stand
on its own merits and speak for itself. We can, however, maximize im-
pact and understanding for US policy on human rights by taking the
following actions:

—Mandate representation by USIA on the Department’s Human
Rights Coordinating Group. Both PA and CU already participate.

—Authorize preparation of human rights action plans by CU, PA,
and USIA and subsequent review by the HRCG. See Tab 5 for illustra-
tive outlines of such programs by CU and USIA.*

—PA should be tasked with preparing a plan which helps you and
other senior-level officials of this Administration explain US policy on
human rights. That plan should include projection of major speeches to
be made (with an eye for optimal timing and impact vis-a-vis other
contemplated measures on human rights) and preparation of materials
for mailing to important opinion leaders/groups and use by State De-
partment employees speaking throughout the United States. A special
effort should be made to encourage influential US intellectuals to speak
out in behalf of human rights.

—Authorize one member of the D/HA staff to be the point of coor-
dination for those elements of the foreign affairs agencies dealing with
human rights via press/media statements, programs for information,
cultural or academic exchange, etc.

Actions Being Taken

—S/P is drafting a speech on human rights as a possible presenta-
tion for your “Law Day” appearance in Georgia, April 30.*

—The Deputy Secretary is asking CU and USIA, with the coopera-
tion of other concerned bureaus, to draw on the action program out-
lines at Tab 5 for final HRCG review by June 1.%

4 Not found attached. The undated “CU Action Program on Human Rights” and
“USIA Action Program on Human Rights” papers are attached to an undated version of
the memorandum delivered to Habib’s office. (National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign
Policy File, P770118-2014)

# Christopher bracketed this point and wrote in the margin: “I am back-up in case
Secry c¢/n attend.”

%6 For Christopher’s requests to the functional bureaus regarding preparation of a
human rights action plan, see Document 52.
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—The Deputy Secretary is asking PA to prepare a comparable
plan, as outlined above, for HRCG review by April 15.

—D/HA, on behalf of the Deputy Secretary, is asking USIA to par-
ticipate in the HRCG."

47 Christopher bracketed this paragraph and added “ok.”

30. Memorandum for the Record!

Washington, March 28, 1977

SUBJECT

Meeting with Ms. Tuchman and Mr. Kimmitt on Intelligence Support in the
Human Rights Field

As requested, I delivered to Tuchman and Kimmitt ORPA’s pro-
posed schedule of analytical studies in the human rights field and ex-
amples of reporting and analyses that the Agency published in the last
month.” We then covered the following subjects:

1. As regards to ORPA’s proposed schedule on human rights-
related work in progress, Tuchman stated that she hoped that two
studies could be speeded up. Specifically, she asked that the study enti-
tled Soviet Perceptions of Dissidence and the Helsinki Accord be available
by the end of April and similarly that the study entitled Soviet Policy and
Tactics for Belgrade also be available by the end of April.® She explained
that these issues would come up at the NATO Summit in early May
and that it would be very important to have in hand these two studies
in order to prepare for the discussion of the human rights issue at the
NATO Summit. She also asked that the study entitled Impact of the U.S.
Stand on Human Rights be made available as soon as possible.* In dis-
cussing this proposed schedule, Tuchman also asked that I provide her

1Source: Central Intelligence Agency, National Intelligence Council, Job
80B01554R: Subject Policy Files, Box 33, Folder 11: EO/DCI/NI Chrono Jan-June, 1977.
Secret. Drafted by Meyer.

2 Not found and not further identified.

3 “The Soviet View of the Dissident Problem Since Helsinki” and “Soviet Objectives
and Tactics at the Belgrade Conference,” both dated May 1977, are in the CIA Electronic
Reading Room.

4 Document 42.
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with the names of the action officers on each study, which I agreed to
do.

2. Status of PRM on Human Rights—Tuchman reported that after
much discussion Brzezinski has decided that what was needed in the
first instance was a joint State/CIA report updating and describing the
human rights situation in each country where there is evidence of
major violations. She said she hoped to get out a notification on the
need for this study within the week and there would probably be a
two-week deadline for completion. On the basis of the response to this
requirement the NSC Staff will then draft a PRM calling for a longer
range study of the policy implications and options.

3. The Effect of Congressional Legislation Requiring Public Reports from
the State Department on the Status of Human Rights in Countries Receiving
Military Assistance—Ms. Tuchman commented that this legislation
passed in 1976 had been ill-conceived and was causing more problems
than it solved. She expressed the hope that on the basis of the Adminis-
tration’s performance in this field that Congress could be persuaded
next year to remove this requirement.

4. In the course of the discussion it became apparent that Tuchman
and Kimmitt are closely following DDO reporting on reactions to the
President’s human rights policy. Tuchman specifically noted that the
reporting on Eastern European reactions has been good, but that she
was puzzled by the lack of reporting from Soviet sources of reactions
within the Soviet Union. She asked me to look into this problem and to
let her know whether sufficiently high priority was being assigned or
whether there was some other explanation for the lack of such re-
porting. I said I would do so.

Cord Meyer, Jr.
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31. Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Brzezinski) to Secretary of State Vance and
Secretary of the Treasury Blumenthal'

Washington, April 1, 1977

SUBJECT

Decision-Making on Human Rights Issues as They Relate to Foreign Assistance

We are bound to be faced with a large number of issues involving
the interrelationship between human rights and our foreign assistance
program. It would be helpful to set up a small interagency group to ex-
amine our bilateral and multilateral aid decisions as they relate to
human rights, to provide guidance regarding specific decisions on bi-
lateral and multilateral loans and to ensure proper coordination of a
unified Administration position. This group should be chaired by a
representative of the Secretary of State and in addition to a repre-
sentative of the Secretary of the Treasury should include officials of the
Department of Defense, the National Security Council Staff, and the
Agency for International Development.?

Zbigniew Brzezinski

1Source: National Archives, RG 59, Office of the Deputy Secretary: Records of
Warren Christopher, 1977-1980, Lot 81D113, Box 13, Human Rights. Confidential. Copies
were sent to Harold Brown and Gilligan.

2In an April 6 note to Brzezinski, Vance expressed agreement with the establish-
ment of an interagency group. (Ibid.) In an undated handwritten note to Lamb, Christo-
pher indicated that he would be “glad to head up [the interagency group] if Secy thinks it
is inevitable.” (Ibid.)
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32. Memorandum From the Deputy Assistant to the President
for National Security Affairs (Aaron) to the President’s
Assistant for National Security Affairs (Brzezinski)'

Washington, April 12, 1977

SUBJECT
Human Rights

I am increasingly concerned that we are all over the lot on this
issue. Note the attached item from this morning’s intelligence sum-
mary.? I believe the only answer is a Special Coordinating Committee
Working Group on the human rights issues. It would handle both sub-
stantive activities relating to human rights and the coordination of our
legislative effort. It should therefore consist of both a substantive of-
ficer from each agency and a legislative liaison person. I suggest we
chair but an alternative would be to have State do it. My concern with
State, as indicated in the attached, is that they don’t know what they are
talking about half the time.

Recommendation

That we prepare a memo to the President seeking his approval for
an SCC Working Group to coordinate human rights activities.?

1Source: Carter Library, Donated Historical Materials, Mondale Papers, David
Aaron, Box 214, [Aaron, David]: Chron File, 7/1977 (Classified). Secret; Exdis. Aaron did
not initial the memorandum.

2 Not found attached.

% There is no indication as to whether Brzezinski approved or disapproved the
recommendation.
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33. Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Brzezinski) to President Carter'

Washington, April 13, 1977

SUBJECT

Proposed Administration Position on Human Rights Amendments to
International Financial Institution Legislation

Summary: Recent Congressional actions have placed the Adminis-
tration in a difficult position on human rights. The House has taken a
strong position, adopting the inflexible language of the Badillo Amend-
ment by voice vote on April 67 despite Administration support of the
more flexible Reuss Amendment.® History could repeat itself in the
Senate unless the Administration voices its strong support for the more
flexible Humphrey language* and its clear opposition to inflexible
Badillo-Harkin language.

We face a real dilemma: while we do not like any of the amend-
ments, we must voice support for the more flexible amendments
(Humphrey, Reuss) or we will appear to be weakening our strong
human rights position.

In the House we did voice our support for the Reuss Amendment.
However, we did not at the same time voice our opposition to the in-
flexible language of the Harkin and Badillo Amendments. (The Harkin

1 Source: Carter Library, Staff Office Files, Counsel’s Office, Robert J. Lipshutz Files,
1977-1979, Box 19, Human Rights (Re International Financial Institution Legislation),
4-8/77. Confidential. Sent for action. Brzezinski did not initial the memorandum.

2 In March, Badillo had offered an amendment to the Reuss-sponsored H.R. 5262,
based upon Harkin’s language, requiring the U.S. representatives to the IFls to vote
against loans to countries designated as human rights violators. The House Banking, Fi-
nance, and Urban Affairs Committee rejected the amendment and reported the bill to the
House on March 31. (Congress and the Nation, Volume V, 1977-1980, p. 43) In an April 6
briefing memorandum to Vance, Bennet noted that the “human rights forces, led this
time by Congressman Badillo, managed to attach Harkin-type amendments to all interna-
tional financial institutions as the bill passed the House today.” (National Archives, RG
59, Bureau of Human Rights and Humanitarian Affairs, Chron and Official Records of
the Assistant Secretary of State for Human Rights and Humanitarian Affairs, Lot 85D366,
Harkin)

3 Presumable reference to H.R. 5262; see footnote 35, Document 29. Although the
Department initially resisted Reuss’ approach (see Document 20), Vance, in his March 23
testimony before Humphrey’s subcommittee, endorsed Reuss’ bill calling for the United
States to use its “voice and vote” in the IFIs. (Bernard Gwertzman, “U.S. Backs a Move
For a Rights Curb On Overseas Loans,” The New York Times, March 24, 1977, p. A-5)

* A copy of Humphrey’s amendment is attached to an April 13 memorandum from
Lamb to Christopher. (National Archives, RG 59, Office of the Deputy Secretary: Records
of Warren Christopher, 1977-1980, Lot 81D113, Box 17, Human Rights Interagency
Group I)
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Amendment, which is law, directs the U.S. Executive Director in the
Inter-American Development Bank to vote against extending interna-
tional financial assistance to countries that engage in consistent human
rights violations unless such assistance directly benefits “the needy
people in such countr(ies).” The Badillo Amendment closely parallels
the Harkin language, extending the Harkin provisions to all IFI’s.)

The Senate will be considering this issue next week in Committee.
Senator Humphrey is sponsoring language that closely parallels the
Reuss language, allowing greater flexibility for the Administration
than the Badillo Amendment. Senator Humphrey believes that his lan-
guage will pass the Senate only if it receives strong Administration support.

NSC, State, AID, Treasury and Export-Import Bank repre-
sentatives met on April 11, to discuss ways to improve our increasingly
weak and defensive posture on the Hill. There was consensus at the
meeting that the major reason for the defeat of the Reuss language and
the adoption of the Badillo Amendment was that the Administration
never adopted a strong clear position during the debate.’

There was also consensus at the meeting that the Humphrey lan-
guage is far preferable to the Badillo language and that in order to
achieve success in the Senate, the President will personally have to voice
both his support for Humphrey and his opposition to the Badillo-Harkin ap-
proach.®

Attached at Tab A is a Treasury paper which outlines the proposed
Administration position on Human Rights amendments, citing argu-
ments for the Humphrey amendment and against Badillo-Harkin
language.

®In an April 11 action memorandum to Christopher, Bennet described the inter-
agency meeting and added: “The consensus of the group was that the Administration can
not afford to go any farther than the Humphrey amendment, and that the Administration
should support Humphrey, and oppose Badillo-type amendments. Treasury, which has
the lead on this bill, is (a) leading an inter-agency effort to prepare a cogent and simple
argument for this position, and (b) checking out the possibility of floor amendments.”
(Ibid.) Tuchman also provided a synopsis of the meeting in the NSC Global Issues
Cluster’s April 11 evening report to Brzezinski. (Carter Library, National Security Affairs,
Staff Material, Global Issues—Oplinger/Bloomfield Subject File, Box 36, Evening Re-
ports: 2-4/77)

In his April 6 briefing memorandum to Vance, Bennet commented that the Badillo
amendments “were as popular as motherhood and passed as voice votes. Reuss was not
able to stave off a Rousselot-Badillo squeeze from right and left. If we had been prepared
to take a firmer stand against Harkin rather than simply supporting the committee bill, it
is possible that we could have avoided any amendments. I continue to believe, however,
that the damage to the President’s credibility as a human rights champion would have
been very substantial, and that our chances of removing the language in conference are
substantial.” (National Archives, RG 59, Bureau of Human Rights and Humanitarian Af-
fairs, Chron and Official Records of the Assistant Secretary for Human Rights and Hu-
manitarian Affairs, Lot 85D366, Harkin)
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Recommendation

That you approve the strategy outlined above which will require
you to voice support for the Humphrey Amendment and opposition to
Badillo-Harkin language in some forum which will be determined in
the near future.

Tab A

Paper Prepared in the Department of the Treasury’

Washington, undated

Administration Position on Human Rights Amendments

(1) The Badillo Amendment undermines the ability of the United
States to promote human rights objectives effectively in the international
financial institutions.

(a) Its automatic “no” votes destroy any negotiating flexibility on
our part.

(b) Therefore, neither donor nor recipient countries have any in-
centive to work with us on improving the human rights situation.

(c) Furthermore, virtually all loans would go ahead over our objec-
tions, thereby revealing the ineffectiveness ofg such an automatic ap-
proach for all to see.

(d) The result is that we would be locked into a sterile, ineffective
position.

(e) Indeed, we can become isolated in our efforts and thereby re-
duce our effectiveness in mobilizing support from other nations for
better human rights conditions.

(2) By contrast, the Humphrey Amendment would enable us to
significantly advance the cause of human rights.

(a) Our ability to support, expedite, or oppose specific loans and
bank policies would give us considerable negotiating leverage.

(b) For example, we could “ransom” some prisoners or reduce
other offensive practices by calibrating our positions on particular
loans—even if the offending country maintained some offensive
practices.

(c) We could work with other donor countries, getting their sup-
port for our initiatives in return for our taking positions “less offensive
to the integrity of the institutions.”

”No classification marking. No drafting information appears on the paper. Ac-
cording to an April 13 memorandum from Bennet to Christopher, Bergsten sent Bennet a
copy of the Treasury paper under an April 13 memorandum. (National Archives, RG 59,
Office of the Deputy Secretary: Records of Warren Christopher, 1977-1980, Lot 81D113,
Box 17, Human Rights Interagency Group I)
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(d) In short, we could work effectively to advance our interests
with both donor and recipient countries—since we would have a major
bargaining chip in the use of our “voice and vote.”

(3) The Badillo approach is also undesirable because it undermines
the integrity of the institutions. Indeed, both donor and recipient coun-
tries have expressed to us the view that it would represent “unilateral
amendment of the bank charters.” Our major policy interest in en-
hancing the role of the banks would be set back severely if Badillo were
adopted.

(4) Furthermore, the automaticity of the Badillo approach ignores
other U.S. policy objectives which can be promoted through our posi-
tion in the banks. The timing and intensity of our efforts on human
rights must constantly be weighed against other U.S. objectives and
therefore calibrated carefully. Badillo permits no such flexibility.

(5) Advancing our human rights concerns in the development
banks must be seen in the context of overall U.S. policy toward human
rights. The issue is how to advance our human rights objectives most

effectively.

(a) It is completely appropriate to adjust levels of military assist-
ance and security supporting assistance for this purpose.

(b) It is also appropriate to amend our levels of bilateral economic
aid.

(c) Diplomatic initiatives must be a major part of any overall
approach.

(d) Policy in the development banks must therefore be calibrated
in light of these other channels, and our other objectives toward the
banks.
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34. Memorandum From the Director of the Policy Planning Staff
(Lake) to the Deputy Secretary of State (Christopher)’

Washington, April 14, 1977

SUBJECT

Attached Memorandum on Human Rights

As per your request at your luncheon, April 2, we have redrafted
the S/P-D/HA Action Memorandum of March 25% to proceed as a
memo directly from you to the Secretary.’

We have adjusted the previous draft in accordance with your com-
ments and suggestions. At the same time, we have preserved most of
the original thrust and text which you approved.

The result is a comparatively lengthy document. It is, however,
one which we believe is valuable, not only for the Secretary’s reference
but also—and this may be crucial for bureaucratic follow-up—as a
clear statement to the building of our overall policy and program de-
sign. It is, in effect, the bureaucratic or structural companion piece for
the much longer S/P background paper on human rights (which itself
is based on input from throughout the building and due for wide distri-
bution within the foreign affairs agencies in Washington and to all US
posts abroad). We have attached the latter in uncleared form for your
reference at this time. (See attachment B.)*

We have retained reference to your interagency coordinating role
in both the attached overall memo to the Secretary and the memo-
randum we propose he send to the President. Since we appreciate your
concern about a formal interagency mechanism, we have left the lan-

1Source: National Archives, RG 59, Policy and Planning Staff—Office of the Di-
rector, Records of Anthony Lake, 1977-1981, Lot 82D298, Box 2, TL 4/1-4/15/77. Confi-
dential. Drafted by Vogelgesang on April 6. Kreisberg wrote on the memorandum:
“MAC—what has happened to this memo? did the attachment go to Secy? Did memo go
to President? PHK.” Lake sent a draft of the memorandum to Habib, Cooper, Benson, Ni-
metz, Hansell, and Derian under cover of an April 7 memorandum, indicating that Chris-
topher had approved its substance. (National Archives, RG 59, Bureau of Human Rights
and Humanitarian Affairs, Chron and Official Records of the Assistant Secretary for
Human Rights and Humanitarian Affairs, Lot 85D366, D Meeting on Human Rights)

2See Attachment, Document 29.

3 Attached but not printed is an undated memorandum from Christopher to Vance.

* The S/P background paper is not attached. Sirkin drafted the paper in S/P on Feb-
ruary 26 and circulated it to the regional and functional bureaus on March 2. (National
Archives, RG 59, Office of the Deputy Secretary: Records of Warren Christopher,
1977-1980, Lot 81D113, Box 16, Human Rights—Early Efforts) The final version of the
paper, April 25, is in the Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Staff Material, Global
Issues—Bloomfield Subject File, Box 17, Human Rights: State Department Mid-Course
Assessments: 5/77-11/78.
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guage loose enough to give you latitude in implementation. In light of
the recent NSC memo requesting interagency coordination on foreign
assistance and human rights,” the procedure suggested may be the least
that the State Department should do in this regard, unless we are pre-
pared to have others assume our legitimate role.

We continue to work on other points raised at your luncheon,
including:

—Encouraging D/HA to dispatch tasking memos to the regional
and functional bureaus® so that we can get moving on our full agenda
of strategy papers and action plans.

—Sending you, following receipt of final clearances from the re-
gional bureaus, S/P’s final incarnation of a human rights background
paper and a guidance cable’ for dispatch to the field.

Finally, we have attached for your possible use a brief cover note
from you to the Secretary so that he can be alerted to the major thrust of
the long memo and action requested.®

5 See Document 31.

6 See Document 52.

7 See Document 51.

8 Attached but not printed. The undated covering memorandum from Christopher
to Vance, drafted by Vogelgesang on April 6, indicates that the longer memorandum
“tries to pull together in one place (1) our general approach on human rights and (2) an
agenda for specific action.” (National Archives, RG 59, Policy and Planning Staff—
Office of the Director, Records of Anthony Lake, 1977-1981, Lot 82D298, Box 2, TL 4/1-
4/15/77)
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35. Memorandum From Secretary of State Vance to President
Carter!

Washington, April 15, 1977

SUBJECT

International Financial Institutions Authorization Bill

Summary

The Senate Foreign Relations Committee will mark-up the interna-
tional financial institutions (“IFI’s”) authorization bill on April 19. The
issue for your decision is whether we should (a) vigorously support the
human rights language reported by Senator Humphrey’s Subcom-
mittee on Foreign Assistance and (b) oppose the Badillo Amendment
which requires the U.S. to vote against any loan to countries where
human rights are violated. I recommend that we do so, and make your
views known through a letter to Humphrey (draft at Tab 1).> The rec-
ommended approach has been approved by Humphrey.

Background

On April 2, 1977, you wrote Congressman Henry Reuss a letter ap-
plauding his Committee’s action in adding a human rights title to legis-
lation authorizing U.S. participation in the IFI's.® As you will recall, the
Reuss approach provided broader discretion than the restrictive
Harkin Amendment. On April 4 the House adopted two Badillo
Amendments (Tab 2)* to the Committee language. The first (Section 601
(e)) severely restricts U.S. discretion by requiring that we vote against
any loan to a country where human rights are violated unless such
assistance is directed specifically to programs which serve the basic

! Source: National Archives, RG 59, Office of the Deputy Secretary: Records of
Warren Christopher, 1977-1980, Lot 81D113, Box 7, Memoranda to the Secretary—1977.
No classification marking. A handwritten notation on the memorandum reads: “The final
version.”

2 Not attached. A copy of the draft letter to Humphrey is attached to an undated
draft Presidential form letter, along with an undated paper outlining the administration’s
position on the Badillo and Humphrey human rights amendments and a copy of an April
2 letter to Reuss, in which Carter expressed his hope that “H.R. 5262 will be passed by the
House of Representatives as soon as possible.” These materials were collated in D in ad-
vance of an April 14 interagency meeting on human rights. (National Archives, RG 59,
Office of the Deputy Secretary: Records of Warren Christopher, 1977-1980, Lot 81D113,
Box 17, Human Rights Interagency Group I)

% The President’s April 2 letter to Reuss is attached to an April 13 memorandum
from Lamb to Christopher transmitting materials for the April 14 interagency meeting. In
his letter, Carter communicated his support for Reuss’ bill and the flexibility it embodied.
(Ibid.)

* Not found attached. See Document 33 and footnotes 2 and 5 thereto.
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human needs of the citizens of the country in question. A second, and
potentially useful, Badillo Amendment (Section 602) requires the Secre-
taries of State and Treasury to initiate international consultations “to
develop a viable standard for meeting basic human needs and the pro-
tection of human rights,” and a mechanism to reward those who seek
to achieve those standards.

Meanwhile, on the Senate side, Humphrey’s Subcommittee has re-
ported Reuss-type language (Tab 3)° to the full Senate Foreign Rela-
tions Committee which will mark-up on April 19. Our latest indication
is that Humphrey will go all out for passage of this language, provided
the Administration supports him.° The full Committee is likely to
adopt Humphrey’s language. Prospects on the floor are uncertain,
however. There is a substantial possibility that a coalition of liberals
and anti-IFI conservatives will succeed in attaching Badillo-type lan-
guage to the bill.

I think the Humphrey language represents a positive approach
which permits us to maximize our influence for human rights within
the banks and with the recipient governments. By contrast, I believe the
Badillo language represents too wooden an approach to the problems it
addresses and that the Administration should not support it. Although
the Badillo Amendment contains an exception for assistance specifi-
cally directed to basic human needs, we believe that the practical diffi-
culties of interpreting and applying that exception on a case-by-case
basis would be enormous and the exception would ultimately prove
counter-productive. An elaboration of the arguments against the Ba-
dillo Amendment is set forth in a Treasury paper under Tab 4.7

Your strong support of Humphrey’s language and explicit opposi-
tion to Badillo-type amendments will not necessarily guarantee success

5 Not found attached. See Document 33 and footnote 4 thereto.

¢ Katz, in an April 7 briefing memorandum to Vance, reported on a conversation he
had with Humphrey that afternoon concerning agricultural policy. When Katz inquired
about the Badillo amendment, Humphrey indicated that he “intended to fight” for his
amendment, which contained similar language to the Reuss bill, during the impending
SFRC markup session. Humphrey added that he “expected to be criticized as anti-human
rights for his sponsorship of the Harkin repeal, but he was prepared to take the heat.”
Katz then commented, “I understand that supporters of the Harkin amendment are pre-
paring a major lobbying effort in the Senate. If Senator Humphrey is going to battle them,
it seems to me that the Administration must take an unequivocal position on the issue
and throw its weight squarely behind him. We should not leave him exposed on this con-
troversial and emotional issue.” (National Archives, RG 59, Office of the Deputy Secre-
tary: Records of Warren Christopher, 1977-1980, Lot 81D113, Box 17, Human Rights In-
teragency Group I)

7 Not found attached. According to an April 19 memorandum from Christopher to
Vance (see Document 37), the Department of the Treasury had prepared a memorandum
subsequent to the one Bergsten transmitted to Bennet (see Tab A, Document 33), presum-
ably the one to which Vance is referring.
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on the Senate floor. However, I think that this is the right position and
that, even if we fight and lose, our human rights commitment will look
stronger than if we stand aside.

I believe that endorsement of the second Badillo Amendment pro-
viding for consultation may improve the prospects of winning, and I so
recommend. Senator Humphrey agrees, and this point is incorporated
in the draft letter to him.

I think the most effective means of presenting your position will be
a letter to Senator Humphrey, copies of which will go to the full Com-
mittee. I also urge that your position be presented to the leadership at
breakfast on Tuesday, April 19.

Recommendation

That you send to Senator Humphrey the letter attached under Tab
1, copies of which would be sent to all the members of the Senate For-
eign Relations Committee as well as to the Speaker.®

That you state your position at the leadership breakfast next
Tuesday.’

8 Although there is no indication that the President approved or disapproved this
recommendation, Carter sent Humphrey a letter on April 18, outlining his support for
Humphrey’s approach. (Graham Hovey, “Senate Committee Backs President On Aid to
Nations Observing Rights,” The New York Times, April 20, 1977, p. A-5) A signed copy of
this letter, which Brzezinski and Moore sent to Carter under an April 16 covering memo-
randum recommending that he sign the letter, indicates that it was hand-delivered to
Humphrey on April 18. (Carter Library, Staff Secretary, Presidential File, Handwriting
File, Box 18, 4/18/77 [5])

° There is no indication whether the President approved or disapproved this recom-
mendation. On April 19, the Senate Foreign Relations Committee rejected the
Badillo-Harkin language in favor of language directing the United States to use its “voice
and vote” in the IFls. (Graham Hovey, “Senate Committee Backs President on Aid to Na-
tions Observing Rights,” The New York Times, April 20, 1977, p. A-5)
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36. Memorandum From the President’s Counsel (Lipshutz) to
President Carter'

Washington, April 17, 1977

SUBJECT

International Financial Institutions Authorization Bill

Reference is made to the April 15 memorandum from Cyrus Vance
to you regarding this matter.? I recommend strongly that you withhold
action on his two proposals until you have reviewed observations
which both Frank Moore and I wish to make. Further, I suggest that
you meet with representatives from Treasury, State and NSC, along
with Frank, myself, (perhaps) Senator Humphrey, and such others as
you deem advisable; at such a meeting all points of view can be fully
aired and debated.

I personally wish to present a perspective in this matter which, in
several ways, is different from that presented heretofore. I believe that
Frank Moore will emphasize other factors of importance.

1. Should we oppose the substance of the “Harkin Amendment,”
(i.e., mandatory action on our part based upon carefully described con-
ditions and according to properly established procedures) we well
might undermine much of our credibility in our espousal of Human
Rights as a fundamental cornerstone of our foreign policy.

As T understand the situation, we have only a few means of imple-
menting this policy: speaking out consistently (which we certainly are
doing); diplomatic actions (which I understand we also are doing);
overt physical actions (which we properly have discarded); and finan-
cial leverage (which is the subject of this pending legislation).

I was concerned to note in staff memos prepared for Zbigniew and
forwarded to you,3 a statement that “... we do not like any of the
amendments ...” (Harkin, Badillo, Humphrey, Reuss). The perception
which I received from this was that we should give only lip service and
diplomatic efforts to the goal of Human Rights.

2. We can support the substance of the Harkin Amendment—man-
datory action—and still retain:

1Source: Carter Library, Staff Office Files, Counsel’s Office, RobertJ. Lipshutz Files,
1977-1979, Box 19, Human Rights (Re International Financial Institution Legislation),
4-8/77. No classification marking. All brackets are in the original.

2 See Document 35.

% Presumable reference to Brzezinski’s April 13 memorandum to the President,
printed as Document 33.
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a. A clear definition of what constitutes a consistent pattern of dep-
rivation of these rights (torture; inhumane or degrading treatment or
punishment; prolon%ed detention without charge; flagrant denial of
the Right to Life, Liberty, and the Security of Person; and providing
refu%e to individuals committing international acts of terrorism.)

. An established and fair procedure for ascertaining facts, for re-
buttal, and for removing valid charges a%ainst a proposec% borrower, all
in advance of voting against a loan application.

c. Adequate flexibility to protect our national interests and further
our foreign policy goals. The Harkin Amendment still would have a
“needy peoples” exception available for the President to use at his op-
tion. Bilateral agreements would be available. And of course in “impor-
tant” or “urgent” matters, Congressional-Presidential action always is
available.

3. A number of statements made in memoranda advocating oppo-
sition to the Harkin Amendment are presented as though they were un-
questionable conclusions of fact. Actually, several of them are no more
than arguable opinions and should be considered as such. Examples
are:

a. Treasury memo of April 14:* “. . . no real economic pressure since
other governments will not vote with us and most loans will be ap-
proved ...” (except IDB FSO, which is subject to U.S.A. veto).

“... automatic ‘no” votes would eliminate any negotiating flexi-
bility on our part, reducing any incentive ... to work with us on im-

roving human rights situations . .. sterile, ineffective position .. . iso-
ating ourselves from other governments ...”
But, note: Zbig refers to “our voice and vote” as a major bar-
gaining chip.]

b. Same Treasury memo: “... (such human rights violations con-
siderations) are inconsistent with the IFI charter requirements that
lending decisions shall be made only on the basis of economic consider-
ations ...”

[Note: If this is accurate, then presumably the U.S.A. could never
consider Human Rights violations relative to a loan application—
whether our vote was mandatory or discretionary under our law.]

c. Same Treasury memo: “Badillo approach ... undesirable ... it
undermines integrity of the institutions ... would represent unilateral
amendment of the bank charters. Our major policy interest in en-
hancing the role of the banks would be set back severely ...”

[Note: the foregoing statement contains three “conclusions” stated
as “facts”: “... it undermines integrity ...”; ... unilateral amendment
...”; and, “our major policy interest ...”]

Finally, the Treasury memo points out what percentage of loans in
the past would not have been approved had there been such a law on
the books. Its representatives pointed out that Congress would be
sorely tempted to reduce appropriations to these banks if we elimi-

4 Not found. See footnote 7, Document 35.
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nated a significant number of borrowers who “consistently deprived
their people of basic human rights.”

This argument seemed to suggest that not only was the past prac-
tices of the banks inviolate, but also that the reduction of their budget
was inconceivable.

Summarizing, I again urge that these observations, along with
those of Frank Moore, et al., be considered prior to your final decision.

37. Memorandum From the Deputy Secretary of State
(Christopher) to Secretary of State Vance'

Washington, April 19, 1977

SUBJECT
Call to President Regarding Lipshutz Opposition to the IFI’s Bill

Zbig’s office tells me that he spoke to the President this morning
about Bob Lipshutz’s opposition to the Humphrey approach to the IFI's
bill. The President said he would re-read Lipshutz’s memo. Zbig sug-
gests that it is important for you to “weigh-in” with the President
today, if possible.

Robert Lipshutz’s April 17 memorandum to the President (Tab 1)
sets forth a number of arguments which appear to favor Administra-
tion support for the Harkin Amendment. Apart from the substance, the
timing of Lipshutz involvement presents important procedural and
credibility problems. He began asking questions after the President’s
press conference remarks endorsing the Humphrey approach (Tab 2).

! Source: National Archives, RG 59, Office of the Deputy Secretary: Records of
Warren Christopher, 1977-1980, Lot 81D113, Box 7, Memoranda to the Secretary—1977.
No classification marking. Christopher did not initial the memorandum. A stamped no-
tation on the memorandum indicates that Vance saw it.

2 Attached; printed as Document 36.

3 Attached but not printed is an undated excerpt from the press conference, which
took place on April 15. In response to a question regarding administration support for the
Harkin amendment, the President asserted, “I think the Harkin amendment is a mistake.
The Reuss amendment and the Senator Humphrey amendment, which are the same, pro-
vide me with an adequate authority to deal with the question of human rights as it relates
to international and regional lending institutions. To have a frozen mandatory prohibi-
tion against our nation voting for any loan simply removes my ability to bargain with a
foreign leader whom we think might be willing to ease off on the deprivation of human
rights. But when the requirement is frozen into law, there is simply no reason for a for-
eign leader to try to comply. I think we need to have the flexibility that we proposed. My
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A reversal by the President on this issue would be harmful in his rela-
tionships on the Hill; the delay may already have been costly. On the
substance, I am setting forth below a point-by-point rebuttal of Lip-
shutz’s arguments (using his paragraph numbers and letters).

1. Lipshutz suggests that opposition to Harkin might “undermine
much of our credibility in our espousal of human rights as a funda-
mental cornerstone of our foreign policy.” This is erroneous because
the reason for opposing Harkin is not that the Administration should
moderate its position on human rights, but rather that the Harkin
Amendment will prove weak and ineffective and thus will impede the
Administration’s efforts to promote human rights.* Lipshutz observes
that a recent Brzezinski memorandum? casts aspersion not only on the
Harkin Amendment, but also on the Badillo, Humphrey, and Reuss
Amendments, and deduces from this that Brzezinski would have us
“give only lip service and diplomatic efforts” to human rights. What-
ever Brzezinski’s position may have been, it was made quite clear in
your memo to the President of April 15 that we enthusiastically favor
the Humphrey language and also favor the second section of the Ba-
dillo Amendment® (requiring the Secretaries of State and Treasury to
initiate international consultations) (Tab 3).” Thus, we are proposing far
more than “lip service.”

2. (a) Lipshutz states that the Harkin Amendment permits us to re-
tain a “clear definition of what constitutes a consistent pattern of depri-
vation of human rights.” To the extent that a “clear definition” is fea-
sible, the Humphrey Amendment affords the same opportunity.®

2. (b) Lipshutz argues that the Harkin Amendment does not really
tie our hands because it will be possible for us, before voting against a
loan application, to ascertain through an established and fair proce-
dure, the facts pertaining to human rights charges against a prospective
borrower. This view rests on an unduly optimistic assumption about
the speed and certainty with which facts may be gathered and deter-

heart is with the Harkin amendment because I want to do everything I can to assure a
maximum amount of human rights commitment around the world. But I think that to
give us the authority within the lending institutions to use our best judgment and to ne-
gotiate for an easing off of human rights restraints before a loan is made is the best ap-
proach to it.” (Department of State Bulletin, May 9, 1977, pp. 458-459)

* Vance underlined this sentence and placed a vertical line in the margin.
% See Document 33.

® Vance underlined a portion of the sentence beginning with the word “we” and
ending with the word “Amendment.”

7 Attached; printed as Document 35.
8 Vance underlined the second clause of this sentence.
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mined. In any event, application of Harkin would require us to develop

a “black list” which would have many undesirable overtones.’

2. (c) Lipshutz also argues that the “needy people”'® exception in

the Harkin Amendment provides adequate flexibility, but it seems
clear that the process of interpreting and applying that exception on a
case by case basis would be difficult and time-consuming'' and would
be likely to lead to erratic results. For example, would money for com-
pletion of a factory producing construction materials (undertaken
perhaps with prior IFI loans) come within the exception? Similarly,
Lipshutz’s argument that Harkin does not rule out bilateral agreements
or “Congressional-Presidential action” as to “important” matters
suggests that Lipshutz himself sees the need to avoid the Harkin
strait-jacket.

3. Lipshutz next selects a number of excerpts from the draft Treas-
ury memo that was attached under Tab 4 of your memo of April 15"
and argues that they represent “opinions” rather than “facts.” It should
be noted that the Treasury memo was only a draft prepared hurriedly
the day before your memo to the President and your memo did not
vouch for all of the Treasury arguments. Nevertheless, I will comment
briefly on Lipshutz’s points, in case the President raises them.

a. Lipshutz claims some inconsistency between arguing, on the
one hand, that most loans will be approved over our veto and that “no”
votes will eliminate negotiating flexibility and, on the other hand, that
using our “voice and vote” for human rights as provided by the Hum-
phrey language is, according to Brzezinski, “a major bargaining chip.”
Perhaps Mr. Lipshutz sees some inconsistency between these argu-
ments, but I certainly do not.

b. The Treasury paper contained a statement that most donor and
recipient nations would view automatic “no” votes on human rights
grounds as inconsistent with the IFI charter requirements that lending
decisions should be made only on the basis of economic considerations.
Lipshutz attacks this as proving too much, in that it would also prevent
us from even using our voice and vote for human rights. It is not clear
where the argument leaves Mr. Lipshutz since if in fact human rights
considerations may not be taken into account, then it would avail us
nothing to have the Harkin Amendment on the books.

¥ Vance underlined the remainder of the sentence beginning with the word “appli-
cation” and ending with the word “overtones.”

10 Vance underlined the phrase “needy people.”

11 Vance underlined the portion of the sentence beginning with the word “seems”
and ending with the phrase “time-consuming.”

12 Gee footnote 7, Document 35.
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c. Lipshutz then selects an excerpt from the Treasury paper and at-
tacks it apparently solely on the grounds that the statement contains
three conclusions stated as facts. He does not, however, challenge the
validity of the conclusions, namely that Badillo would undermine the
integrity of the IFI's, would represent unilateral amendment of the
bank charters, and would severely harm our policy interest in en-
hancing the role of the banks. While these arguments may have been
somewhat overstated and could stand some fleshing out, I think they
are basically sound.

d. Lipshutz then attacks the Treasury memo’s conclusions that a
certain percentage (42 percent) of loans in FY-1976 would not have
been approved by us had the Harkin Amendment been on the books.
The Treasury paper also observed that Congress might reduce the ap-
propriations to the IFI’s by an amount commensurate with the loans
which we would vote against under Harkin. Lipshutz interprets these
points as suggesting that the past practices of the banks are inviolate
and that a reduction in the banks’ budgets is inconceivable. Again, Lip-
shutz is straining to make an argument that leads nowhere. It is not
necessary to justify the past practices of the banks or to argue that their
budgets ought not be reduced in order to decide the question presently
on the table. That question is simply whether it makes any sense to
adopt legislation which may have the effect of causing Congress to re-
duce by almost one-half the level of U.S. funding for the IFI’s.

38. Memorandum From Jessica Tuchman of the National
Security Council Staff to the President’s Assistant for
National Security Affairs (Brzezinski)'

Washington, April 20, 1977

SUBJECT
Human Rights

1. Major Actions So Far and How They have been Decided

1. Repeal of the Byrd Amendment>—This decision was formally
reached in PRM—4,’ enjoyed unanimous interagency support, was well

1Source: Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Brzezinski Material, Brzezinski
Office File, Subject Chron File, Box 94, Human Rights: 1977. No classification marking.

2 See footnote 4, Document 26.

3Scheduled to be printed in Foreign Relations, 1977-1980, volume XVI, Southern
Africa.
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lobbied on the Hill (with a particularly crucial effort by Andy Young)
and was successfully achieved well ahead of schedule.

2. UN Speech—This was an NSC initiative. The human rights lan-
guage including the specific proposals was entirely drafted here by
Tuchman and later approved by State. It is worth noting that in State’s
original draft of this speech there were no human rights initiatives, and
very little attention paid to the issue at all.*

3. International Treaties—The proposal to sign and seek ratification
of the four international treaties was suggested by me in a memo-
randum to you on January 24th,” and soon thereafter urged by Andy
Young in his first meeting with the President after the Inaugural.® The
President delegated responsibility on this to Lipshutz who has held
several State/Justice/NSC meetings to decide on a course of action.
Several weeks ago, State and Justice lawyers reached agreement on lan-
guage for reservations, but there is disagreement between Lipshutz
and the agencies on whether to use one general reservation (“subject to
the laws and Constitution of the United States”) or whether to take the
more usual diplomatic course of specific reservations.” Mondale is ap-
parently now involved in discussions with Congress on which ap-
proach would be preferable politically, and a final decision is still
pending. However, the substantive work is done, and these treaties
could go forward to the Hill within a few days of a final decision.

4 Reference is to Carter’s March 17 address to the United Nations General As-
sembly; see Document 26 and footnote 2 thereto. Documentation concerning Department
of State and NSC efforts toward preparing the President’s address is in the National Ar-
chives, RG 59, Policy and Planning Staff—Office of the Director, Records of Anthony
Lake, 1977-1981, Lot 82D298, Box 2, TL 3/1-3/15/77; Carter Library, National Security
Affairs, Brzezinski Material, Subject File, Box 28, Human Rights: 2-4/77; and Carter Li-
brary, National Security Affairs, Staff Material, Defense/Security Huntington, Box 37,
Human Rights: 2-3/77.

5See Document 4.

6 Young, Vance, and Brzezinski met with the President on January 29 in the White
House Oval Office from 10 a.m. to 12:15 p.m. (Carter Library, Presidential Materials,
President’s Daily Diary) In an undated memorandum prepared prior to the meeting,
Brzezinski summarized several agenda items suggested by Vance, including the signing
of the human rights covenants, and provided talking points for Carter. (Carter Library,
National Security Affairs, Brzezinski Material, Agency File, Box 16, State Department
(State): 1-3/77)

7In a March 28 memorandum to the President, Lipshutz indicated that he had re-
ceived final drafts of “alternative reservations” to the four treaties and that the Depart-
ment of State had prepared a summary of “pros and cons” related to the use of general
reservations. Carter inserted a handwritten comment at the top of the memorandum:
“Bob—A) My suggestion is that we have general reservation ‘subject to U.S. Constitu-
tion” & add specific reservations that conflict [unclear] US Law. B) Let V.P. handle this
(with you)—].” (Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Staff Material, Global Issues—
Mathews Subject File, Box 11, Human Rights: Treaties: 3/77-10/78) Additional docu-
mentation regarding the drafting of reservations designed to protect the legal position of
the United States is ibid.
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Within the last few weeks, Bob Pastor was responsible for the initi-
ative in adding the Inter-American Treaty to the original four and this
has been announced as policy in the OAS speech.® Work is now pro-
ceeding on the specific reservations required.

4. Security Assistance—The issue of cuts in security assistance be-
cause of human rights violations came up during the early budget re-
view. Within the State Department cuts were considered for such major
violators as Indonesia, Iran, South Korea, and a few African nations.
However, the formal department position recommended cuts only for
Uruguay (which Congress had already cut by law) Argentina, and a
small cut for Ethiopia.” OMB favored additional cuts, and you and the
President were involved in the decision not to propose additional cuts,
both because of a disinclination to shoot from the hip, and because this
Administration had not yet protested human rights violations to any of
the other governments.

Pursuant to other requirements of the same law, country-by-
country reports on the human rights status in 82 nations have been pre-
pared and submitted to Congress.'” Both the preparation (which is
done largely through Embassy channels) and publication of these re-
ports has caused substantial consternation and resentment in many of
the violating nations. They object to US unilateral judgments on their
behavior.

81In an April 13 memorandum to the President, Brzezinski indicated that the De-
partment of State, Lipshutz, and the NSC Staff had all recommended that Carter an-
nounce in his Pan-American Day speech his intention to sign and seek ratification of the
American Convention on Human Rights, negotiated in 1969. Carter approved this rec-
ommendation. (Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Staff Material, North-South
Pastor Files, Subject File, Box 55, Human Rights: 1-5/77) An undated draft of Brzez-
inski’s memorandum to Carter and an April 8 memorandum from Tarnoff to Brzezinski
setting out the Department’s rationale are ibid. The President announced in his April 14
address that he would sign the Convention, and he signed it on June 1. (Public Papers:
Carter, 1977: Book I, pp. 614 and 1050-1051) See also Document 47.

In response to a question raised by Subcommittee Chairman Inouye during
Vance’s February 24 testimony before the Subcommittee on Foreign Operations of the
Senate Appropriations Committee (see footnote 5, Document 17), Vance indicated that
the Department had reduced aid to Argentina, Ethiopia, and Uruguay within the context
of the proposed FY 1978 foreign military and security assistance legislation. (Bernard
Gwertzman, “Security Links Cited,” The New York Times, February 25, 1977, p. A-1) The
House International Relations Committee subsequently reported the security assistance
bill (H.R. 6884) on May 9 after reducing the amount of security assistance for several na-
tions, including Ethiopia, Argentina, Brazil, El Salvador, and Guatemala, according to
guidelines codified in the 1976 International Security Assistance and Arms Export Con-
trol Act (P.L. 94-329). (Congress and the Nation, Volume V, 1977-1980, p. 39) Carter signed
the International Security Assistance Act of 1977 into law on August 4. (H.R. 6884; P.L.
95-92)

10 See footnote 6, Document 17.
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5. Economic Assistance—No cuts were proposed in development
assistance for FY 77 because of human rights violations. Christopher
testified on this issue in the Senate." There has been little controversy.

6. Sakharov Letter and White House Meeting with Bukovsky—You are
better informed on this than I, my impression is that these decisions
were made entirely within the White House."

7. UN Human Rights Commission Meeting in Geneva—The US dele-
gation was headed by Allard Lowenstein. I don’t know who was re-
sponsible for his appointment, but it was a good one, notwithstanding
Brady Tyson’s remarks on Chile (Lowenstein did not see or approve
Tyson’s remarks).”” Lowenstein took the unusual course of not as-
suming at the beginning that our efforts would be doomed to failure,
and succeeded remarkably well in energizing the meeting and
changing its tone. There were two votes on which even such traditional
clients as Cuba and Syria refused to support the Soviet position lim-
iting human rights investigations. Lowenstein has real potential in this
area. He is completely unfettered by the pervasive defeatist attitude at
State and is both deeply committed and realistic. His talents should be
made use of.

8. Planning for ECOSOC and the 1977 UNGA—So far only State has
been involved. Their proposals center on trying to avoid a reversal on
issues which we won at Geneva and to begin efforts to enact the Presi-
dent’s proposals made in the UN speech.! State has developed a pro-

11 Gee footnotes 4 and 6, Document 28.

12 Reference is to an exchange of letters between Sakharov and Carter; see footnote
2, Document 18. Telegram 3046 from Moscow, March 7, reported that the Embassy had
received another letter from Sakharov addressed to the President and transmitted the
text. (National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File, N770001-0766) Bukovsky
met with Carter, Mondale, and Brzezinski in the Roosevelt Room of the White House on
March 1 from 3:30 to 3:37 p.m. Clift, Eisele, Levitsky, and Krimer also attended this
meeting. (Carter Library, Presidential Materials, President’s Daily Diary) No record of
this conversation has been found. See also Bernard Gwertzman, “Carter and Mondale See
Bukovsky, a Soviet Dissident,” The New York Times, March 2, 1977, p. A-1.

13 During a March 8 session of the UN Human Rights Commission meeting, Tyson
asserted that the U.S. delegation would be remiss not to “express our profoundest re-
grets” for the role U.S. officials and others had “played in the subversion of the previous
democratically elected Chilean Government that was overthrown by the coup of Sept. 11,
1973.” The Department of State responded, indicating that Tyson’s statement was unau-
thorized and did not reflect the official views of the United States. (“U.S. Official Ex-
presses ‘Regrets’ For Role in Chile but Is Disavowed,” The New York Times, March 9, 1977,
p- A-1) Carter addressed the issue during his March 9 press conference, commenting that
the remark “made by the delegate concerning our past involvement in Chilean political
affairs was inappropriate. I didn’t know about it ahead of time. It was a personal expres-
sion of opinion by that delegate.” (Department of State Bulletin, April 4, 1977, pp. 305-06)

4 Tuchman, in the NSC Global Issues Cluster’s April 5 evening report to Brzez-
inski, noted: “The State Department feels, for a variety of reasons, that the major thrust of
the forthcoming ECOSOC meeting may be a concerted effort on the part of certain na-
tions to undo the relatively modest gains we made on this issue in the recent Geneva
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posal which seems to me a good one, that there be a second month-long
meeting every year of the UN Human Rights Commission, and that the
second meeting be held in New York. This would partially implement
two of the President’s proposals, and appears to be a good compromise
position that might gain acceptance. However there has been little inte-
gration of human rights objectives with other kinds of objectives for
this meeting.

9. International Financial Institutions—This has recently blossomed
into the issue of greatest concern. Basically what happened was that in
the House, the Administration, understandably unwilling to respond
to its first Congressional test by opposing a human rights initiative,
took a wishy-washy position. During the course of both Committee
markup and Floor debate, the Administration never expressed its op-
position to the Harkin language although it did support a rather convo-
luted compromise amendment which Chairman Reuss introduced and
pushed through Committee. The House took the very unusual step of
dropping the Committee’s proposed amendment and adopting substi-
tute language (Badillo-Harkin) by voice vote.

During the past week, a series of interagency meetings have been
held to develop a strategy in order to avoid a repetition of the House
defeat in the Senate. Senator Humphrey is a much more enthusiastic
supporter of the more flexible language than was Reuss. However, the
Administration has weakened its position by a series of changes in po-
sition of which Humphrey’s staff (which favors the stricter language) is
fully aware. The amendment was unanimously adopted in Committee,
but there is consensus among all departmental Congressional liaison
offices and friendly Hill staff, that success in the Senate will depend on
a vigorous Administration lobbying effort and clear opposition—such
as was expressed by the President in last week’s press conference—to
the Harkin approach.”” So far, no Administration representative has
made a compelling case, mustering the real arguments, in opposition to
the Harkin amendment. One problem has been that Derian really be-
lieves in the Harkin approach. However I think that’s now resolved.

If the Humphrey language succeeds on the Senate Floor, the cru-
cial fight will be in Conference. The key determinant will be who gets
appointed as House Conferees. My suggestion to Christopher, which
he likes, is that the Administration should make every effort to try to
get Congressman Fraser appointed. He is the most widely known and

meetings. Efforts are underway to try to consolidate those gains and to identify and
lineup possible supporters. This effort—to preserve what we just won—may undermine
efforts to move ahead on the proposals the President made in his UN speech.” (Carter Li-
brary, National Security Affairs, Staff Material, Global Issues—Oplinger/Bloomfield
Subject File, Box 36, Evening Reports: 2—-4/77)

15 See footnote 3, Document 37.
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respected member on this issue, and apparently supports the Adminis-
tration’s position. If Fraser got appointed and agreed to argue the Ad-
ministration’s case, we could get at least a split House vote in Confer-
ence and come away with either the Humphrey language or a watered
down Harkin. All of this however demands a vigorous, coordinated
and well-handled Administration lobbying effort, such as we have not
yet seen.

This issue has importance far beyond the IFIs. This language is
now in both the military and economic assistance acts. If it gets added
to the IFIs bill, there will be efforts to also include it in trade, monetary
and food for peace legislation. If we lose it now these efforts are very
likely to succeed.

II. Pending Actions

1. International Treaties—Decision needed on general vs. specific
reservations. Immediately thereafter these should be sent to the Hill so
that the President can go a little on the offensive, prodding Congress
for action on these treaties in order to demonstrate their seriousness on
this issue.

2. Coordinated Planning for ECOSOC and UNGA—As described
above, more work is needed, particularly in integrating human rights
with other objectives.

3. Decisions on and implementation of Visa study.

4. Planning for CSCE Review Conference.

5. Congressional lobbying on Harkin.

. Principal Actors

The major actors on this issue so far have been the President, your-
self, Andy Young, Patt Derian (Coordinator for Human Rights and Hu-
manitarian Affairs at State), and Warren Christopher, to whom Vance
has delegated the authority for the interagency group created in re-
sponse to your memorandum.'® Also, Fred Bergsten has been actively
involved in the IFIs issue. Various assistant secretaries at State, notably
Holbrooke and Todman (ARA) have testified on this issue as it affects
their regions.

Both Derian and Young are pretty unpredictable. Derian has been
talking to all the fanatics in Congress and in the NGOs, and has there-
fore absorbed a pretty lopsided view of things. Christopher is just get-
ting into this, and it is difficult to assess either his interest or feelings on
it. Bergsten is tough and clear on the IFls issue. Assistant Secretaries at
State often confuse the issue through testimony which serves their in-

16 See Document 31.



Human Rights 117

terest but directly conflicts with what other witnesses are saying. For
example, during testimony on economic assistance to Korea and the
Philippines, Holbrooke said that cuts in the program “would not lead to
an improvement in the human rights situation”, implying that such an
approach was “self-defeating”."” This was just after Vance had testified
in support of military assistance cuts, on the grounds that they would
cause an improvement.'®

No one is in a leadership position on this issue. Derian is not in a
position to do so, either bureaucratically or personally. Perhaps Chris-
topher is, but I have some doubts. Most important, no one has taken
any steps to recruit the potential supporters in Congress—particularly
Fraser, who has just published a good piece on this issue in Foreign
Policy (Tab B)—note the last paragraph. It could be enormously
helpful for you to ask him to come in, and to begin to establish a close
working relationship with him. He is a thoughtful and intelligent man
who has been involved in this issue for years. He would be more
effective in making the Administration’s case in the House than ten
lobbyists.

IV. Broader Issues

At this time my judgment is that the Administration’s policy on
human rights amounts to: “the President is deeply committed to pro-
moting human rights wherever possible”—and nothing more. There is
no agreed conception of how human rights fits into the fabric of foreign
policy, its trade-off value vis-a-vis other issues (economic cooperation,
national security, etc.), no idea of how to present and defend a policy
that is not 100% moralistic (in fact there appear to be some who favor a
totally pure policy). Nor is there a strategy for stopping the Congres-
sional bandwagon or breaking up the ultra-left/far-right coalition that
was responsible for our defeat in the House. It is important to note that
it was conservatives who want no foreign aid who gave the Harkin lan-
guage the necessary votes.

Beyond a recognition of his deep personal commitment, there is
also considerable uncertainty both within the Administration and
among his supporters in Congress over what the President really
wants. He has taken several different positions. For example, at a recent

7 Holbrooke, then Assistant Secretary-designate for East Asian and Pacific Affairs,
testified before the Subcommittee on Asian and Pacific Affairs of the House Committee
on International Relations on March 10. Holbrooke’s prepared statement is printed in De-
partment of State Bulletin, April 4, 1977, pp. 322-326.

18 Presumable reference to Vance’s February 24 testimony before the Subcommittee
on Foreign Operations of the Senate Appropriations Committee; see footnote 9 above.

19 Not found attached. Presumable reference to Donald Fraser, “Freedom and For-
eign Policy,” Foreign Policy, Number 26 (Spring 1977), pp. 140-156.
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Congressional meeting he expressed support for the Harkin amend-
ment, then opposed it at the press conference.” This contributes to the
drift in the bureaucracy.

Finally, there is no forum in which all this can be straightened out.

I have attached at Tab A a revised draft of a PRM on this subject”
which I believe would go a long way toward providing the necessary
focus. Although we run the obvious risk of getting worthless mush out
of it, I believe that it would be useful to force even the more philosoph-
ical issues onto paper. Otherwise we will constantly be responding to
issues as they arise in an ad hoc manner and will probably continue to
drift into the kind of mess we are now in on the IFIs.

Among the questions this draft addresses are: whose conception of
human rights are we going to be concerned with (ours which is mostly
political, or the developing world’s which is primarily economic and
social); how do we define gross violators and can we realistically draw
up guidelines for making such determinations; how good are we at ac-
tually finding out what is going on and monitoring changes made in re-
sponse to our pressures; what concrete initiatives are available; and,
most important, what are our goals and what can we expect to accom-
plish within 4 or 8 years.

20 Not further identified.
21 Not found attached. According to the minutes of the April 25 Cabinet meeting,
Brzezinski “said that he believes we need a Presidential review memorandum on human

rights policy, and that he plans to have a proposal to the President on the subject this
week.” (Carter Library, Vertical File, Cabinet Meeting Minutes, 1/24/77-5/23/77, Box 7)

39. Telegram From the Department of State to All Diplomatic
and Consular Posts’

Washington, April 30, 1977, 214Z

98034. Inform Consuls. Subject: Secretary’s Human Rights Speech.
For Ambassador from Acting Secretary.

1Source: National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File, D770151-0364.
Limited Official Use; Immediate. Drafted by Grose; cleared by Janeway, Neidle, and in
S/S, and in substance by Robert Oakley, Thurber, Holly, Seeyle, Derian, Todman, and
Hartman; approved by Christopher.
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1. USIS Wireless File 4/29 will provide complete text of Secretary’s
human rights speech to be delivered 4/30 (1600Z) at University of
Georgia Law School.” This is not only his first major speech in office, it
is also comprehensive administration statement of the President’s de-
termination to place human rights considerations at the center of US
foreign policy.

2. This speech should be given broad distribution to public and
press (where possible) and to host country officials at all levels. Posts
may wish to supply high-ranking contacts with full text at time of de-
livery or shortly in advance. Department will obviously be interested in
receiving reactions.

3. Speech indicates policy will be implemented by positive steps,
such as encouragement through public statements and economic assist-
ance, or other measures, such as public or private expressions of con-
cern and withholding aid when necessary. Mission representations can
emphasize our interest in seeing practical results.

4. Human rights considerations will enter into our overall foreign
policy, but policy implementation will be flexible, depending on details
of each specific case.

5. While entire speech obviously merits careful review, high points
are:

A) Human rights are defined as:

1) The right to be free from governmental violation of the integrity
of the person, such as torture, etc;

2) The right to the fulfillment of such vital needs as food, shelter,
health care and education; and

3) The right to enjoy civil and political liberties, such as freedom of
thought, etc.

B) Our policy is to promote all these rights. While there may be dis-
agreement on the priorities these rights deserve, we believe that, with
work, all of these rights can be complementary and mutually
reinforcing.

C) US policy will be implemented on case-by-case basis, according
to sets of criteria and questions spelled out in text.?

2 Vance’s April 30 address at the University of Georgia School of Law, entitled
“Human Rights and Foreign Policy,” is printed in Department of State Bulletin, May 23,
1977, pp. 505-508, and is scheduled for publication in Foreign Relations, 1977-1980,
volume I, Foundations of Foreign Policy.

®In his speech, Vance referenced three sets of questions relating to the nature of
human rights cases, prospects for effective action, and the maintenance of perspective,
adding, “In the end, a decision whether and how to act in the cause of human rights is a
matter for informed and careful judgment. No mechanistic formula produces an auto-
matic answer.” See also Bernard Gwertzman, “Vance Asks Realism in U.S. Rights
Policy,” The New York Times, May 1, 1977, pp. A-1 and A-12.
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D) We will seek implementation through multilateral agencies as
well as in bilateral relations. Secretary specifies that it is not our pur-
pose to intervene in the internal affairs of other countries, but as the
President has emphasized, no member of the United Nations can claim
that violation of internationally protected human rights is solely its
own affair. Our policy is to be applied within our own society as well as
abroad. We welcome constructive criticism, at the same time as we
offer it. Declassify upon receipt.

Christopher

40. Action Memorandum From the Assistant Secretary of State
for Economic and Business Affairs (Katz) to the Deputy
Secretary of State (Christopher)’

Washington, May 2, 1977

Procedure for Implementing Human Rights Policy in the
International Financial Institutions (IFIs)

Issue for Decision

The existing inter-agency procedure for reviewing individual IFI
loan proposals does not provide adequate lead time to implement a
consistent coherent human rights policy in the IFIs. In our judgment a
new procedure is required. I recommend you write Mike Blumenthal
expressing concern about the present procedure and suggesting a new
one be established.

Background/Analysis

The National Advisory Council on the international monetary and
financial policies (NAC) reviews each IFI loan proposal from an eco-
nomic policy perspective before the Secretary of the Treasury provides
instructions to the Executive Director. This review occurs approxi-
mately one week before formal Board action although informal Board
discussions may take place a day or two after the review. As we saw in
the case of the recent export credit to Brazil, this review often occurs too
late for us to give thorough inter-agency consideration to human rights

! Source: Department of State, Central Foreign Policy File, P770108-1972. Limited
Official Use. Drafted by Winder. Handwritten notations on the first page of the memo-
randum read: “OBE” and “6/28.”
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aspects of the proposal. In addition, it is far too late for us to influence
the progress of the loan in the Institution if we have reason to do so on
human rights grounds.

The problem of a timely review of IFI loans from a human rights
perspective is becoming increasingly acute. The President has written
Senator Humphrey expressing support for the position that we should
use our voice and vote in the IFI to attempt to influence human rights in
developing countries.” Over the next 60 days, the World Bank Board of
Directors will consider over 100 loan proposals, many of which have
human rights implications. Therefore, we need a mechanism for sys-
tematic reviewing of these proposals at an early stage.

In our view, what is needed today is a new inter-agency mecha-
nism which would review individual IFI loan proposals well in ad-
vance of the time they are submitted to the Board of Directors for ap-
proval. We are now working with Treasury to devise a system to
ensure that we receive timely notification of all pending loan proposals.
The NSC Human Rights Working Group which you chair would in our
view be an appropriate vehicle for reaching decision within the U.S.
Government on the human rights aspect of IFI loans.

As part of the new procedure, we would suggest a Subgroup of
your Working Group, chaired by the Department at the Office Director
level. This Subgroup would have responsibility for examining each
loan proposal to see if an inter-agency consensus exists that there are no
human rights grounds for delaying or opposing the proposal. If such a
consensus could not be reached, the Subgroup would refer the pro-
posals to your Working Group for decision. We in EB would be happy
to chair this Subgroup should you so decide. We follow the IFIs closely
and have a strong institutional link with the Treasury Department. Fur-
ther, we have no particular bias with regard to human rights situations
in any particular country.

In addition to this procedure, we clearly need a series of country
strategy papers which will enable us to examine individual IFI loans in
context of our overall human rights policy, vis-a-vis that country, and
in the light of other measures we may be taking to promote human
rights.

Recommendations:

1. That you sign the attached letter to Treasury Secretary
Blumenthal.?

2 See footnote 8, Document 35.

% There is no indication as to whether Christopher approved or disapproved this
recommendation. Not found attached. An undated and unsigned draft letter from Chris-
topher to Blumenthal is in the National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File,
P770108-1975.
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2. That you establish a Subgroup of your Human Rights Working
Group which would have the responsibility of examining individual
IFI loan proposals.*

% There is no indication as to whether Christopher approved or disapproved this
recommendation.

41. Memorandum From Jane Pisano of the National Security
Council Staff to the President’s Deputy Assistant for
National Security Affairs (Aaron)

Washington, May 6, 1977

SUBJECT

Interagency Group on Human Rights

Substituting for Jessica Tuchman, I attended a meeting today of the
interagency group chaired by Warren Christopher. Treasury, State,
DOD, AID, and NSC were represented.” Virtually 80 percent of the dis-
cussion was about specific loans which will be considered by IFI's next
week.

Specifically, we discussed loans to Paraguay, the Philippines,
Ethiopa, Malawi and El Salvador, which are summarized at Tab A.

The discussion left me uneasy for several reasons: (1) We were de-
ciding the U.S. position on individual loans

—in the absence of country studies (which will, when completed,
include U.S. objectives and outline the range of foreign policy instru-
ments at our disposal.) Without these studies, there may be a tendency
torely too heavily on voting in IFIs, which may not be the best means of
influencing a state’s human rights performance.

1'Source: Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Brzezinski Material, Subject File,
Box 28, Human Rights, 5/77-11/78. No classification marking. Sent for information. A
copy was sent to Tuchman. A handwritten notation on the memorandum reads: “DA
[David Aaron] has seen.” Inderfurth also initialed the memorandum.

2 A 4-year listing of Christopher Committee meetings and countries discussed, pre-
pared in 1980, indicates that the Committee met for the first time on May 6. (Department
of State, Bureau of Human Rights and Humanitarian Affairs, 1980 Human Rights Subject
Files, Lot 82D180, IAGHRFA—History & Organization)
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—in the absence of explicit criteria for assessing human rights per-
formance. I understand that guidelines are being prepared in light of
Vance’s recent speech.’ This will help. However, we also need to be
clear about whether we are going to evaluate trends in human rights
performance (if so, over what period of time) and/or overall level of
human rights violations. (I know that we want to maintain our flexi-
bility on this point, but our internal discussions should not be fuzzy).

—in the absence of criteria for defining minimum human needs
projects. The State staff recommendation on loans for Ethiopia, for ex-
ample, was to vote “yes” on an agricultural irrigation project and “no”
on a rural roads project on grounds that the former met minimum
human needs while the latter did not. This distinction escapes me. (As
far as I know, State is not yet addressing this problem).

While I have no doubt that these problems will eventually be re-
solved, we will in the interim be making ad hoc decisions which may
set precedents for further decisions. And while flexibility is important,
we have to be careful not to make arbitrary decisions, justified in the
name of human rights or basic human needs. If that happens, Congres-
sional support will surely dwindle—as it did for bilateral assistance in
the early 1960’s when we justified giving aid to whichever countries we
wanted by citing one of several aid rationales.

(2) For future meetings we will be informed in advance of the cases
to be considered. NSC regional staff should participate, along with Jes-
sica, when important loans to countries in their region are being
discussed.

Procedures for examining impending loans were presented briefly
by Treasury and will be reviewed at the next meeting. The procedures
should be considered in light of the PRM on Human Rights, assuming
the proposal is approved.

3 See Document 39.



124 Foreign Relations, 1977-1980, Volume II

Tab A

Paper Prepared by Jane Pisano of the National Security
Council Staff*

Washington, undated

SUMMARY OF DECISIONS

Paraguay. Two loans: industrial credit and rural development. The
U.S. will support the loan proposals because of recent improvements in
human rights and because one (rural development) meets minimum
human needs criteria. State will, however, call in the Paraguayan
charge to express our interest in their favorable response to a visit by
the Inter-American Human Rights Commission.

Philippines. One loan which meets minimum human needs. The
U.S. will support the loan because it meets human needs and because of
recent improvements in human rights. We will inform Philippines that
we are watching human rights carefully. Treasury should brief Don
Fraser.

Ethiopia. Two loans: irrigation; rural feeder roads. The decision
was deferred until Christopher could talk to Habib and the African
Bureau.

Malawi. One loan: water supply. U.S. should vote affirmatively but
communicate our concern about human rights performance to Malawi
government.

El Salvador. $90 million IDB loan for hydroelectric power. U.S. has
veto power. After extended discussion of the deteriorating human
rights performances and consideration of the precedent that would be
set by U.S. veto of a loan to a country which is not among the worst
human rights violators, it was decided to postpone indefinitely consid-
eration of the loan. Also a factor: NGOs are planning a campaign
against this one and there may be substantial Congressional pressure to
turn down the loan.

% No classification marking.
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42. Memorandum Prepared in the Central Intelligence Agency'
Washington, May 11, 1977

IMPACT OF THE US STAND ON HUMAN RIGHTS

Initial international skepticism about the seriousness of the Carter ad-
ministration’s commitment to the fostering of human rights has been dispelled
by presidential statements and US initiatives in bilateral relations and inter-
national forums. Considerable confusion and suspicion over US motives per-
sist, however, and despite recent statements by Secretary Vance and other offi-
cials there still is apprehension over the lengths to which the US may be
prepared to go in pursuit of human rights objectives. This memorandum
surveys reaction to the US stand. A regional listing of significant develop-
ments is provided at annex.?

Introduction

The US stand on human rights has prompted a number of gov-
ernments to move toward bettering their human rights performance.
This has occurred principally where the regime has been anxious to
preserve cooperative relations with the US, has not felt publicly chal-
lenged or specifically prodded by Washington, and is relatively confi-
dent about its internal security situation.

Even in these cases, however, there has been a notable reluctance
to accept the US stand at face value. Public expressions of under-
standing about US concerns have been matched by private assessments
of Washington’s emphasis on human rights as a ploy designed to pres-
sure other countries into comporting themselves in accordance with US
policies generally.

Attribution of such ulterior motivation, the connection of human
rights to other issues, and a marked propensity to interpret US pro-
nouncements and actions in egocentric terms have been characteristic

1Source: Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Staff Material, Global Issues—
Bloomfield Subject File, Box 17, Human Rights: Trends: 5/77-1/79. Secret. Drafted in the
Office of Regional and Political Analysis (ORPA). Brzezinski wrote at the top of the mem-
orandum: “RI—]JT to consolidate into one negative & positive table.” An earlier version,
contained within an April 20 “International Issues” paper, is in the Department of State,
Bureau of Human Rights and Humanitarian Affairs, 1979 Human Rights Subject Files,
Lot 82D102, unlabeled folder.

2 Attached but not printed is a 15-page annex entitled “Significant Developments
Related to the US Stand on Human Rights,” subdivided by geographical region and/or
country. In addition, an 11-page paper prepared in INR entitled “Improvements in
Human Rights Since January 1977” is in the Carter Library, National Security Affairs,
Staff Material, Global Issues—Bloomfield Subject File, Box 17, Human Rights: Trends:
5/77-1/79.
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reactions of countries with the most cause for unease over the US stand.
Repressive practices have intensified in some cases, and bilateral rela-
tions have suffered in a number of instances.

There is strong public endorsement of the principles that underlie
the US stand in some countries, but in many cases it is coupled with
considerable worry over the potential for adverse international polit-
ical consequences. Applause for Washington’s espousal of human
rights principles, therefore, is not always accompanied by approval of
specific US initiatives. A broad range of political relationships impor-
tant to the US thus has been complicated by the addition of what many
foreign observers view as a new element of uncertainty in international
affairs.

The Communist World

The Soviets, perplexed and concerned over Washington’s human
rights initiatives, tend to view the US stand as aimed primarily at them.
Even sophisticated Soviet observers reportedly suspect US actions are
part of a campaign to undermine their political system. The Soviets re-
portedly have been concerned over the potential implications of height-
ened activity by intellectual dissidents if they attempt to combine with
existent popular dissatisfaction over food shortages and managerial
deficiencies. Worry about the economy is likely to continue to figure in
Moscow’s tendency to magnify the threat posed by dissidents and to
react strongly to foreign encouragement of domestic criticism.

The Soviets have protested vehemently about unacceptable inter-
ference in their internal affairs, and there have been numerous
warnings that bilateral relations could suffer as a result of the US stand.
Soviet propaganda on human rights has shifted from a generally defen-
sive to a somewhat more accusatory posture since late April, but
Moscow has generally limited itself to reactions deemed sufficient to
make its points without jeopardizing its ties with the US.

Hints at the possible spillover of Soviet displeasure into SALT, for
example, continue to be accompanied by explicit signals that SALT is a
separate issue where progress can be achieved. Nevertheless, at least
for tactical reasons, the Soviets are likely to continue to point to the US
human rights stand as a major impediment to progress on the whole
range of bilateral issues.

Moscow is anxious to disabuse the US of the notion that public
urgings on human rights will help Soviet dissidents and to convince the
dissidents that pleading their cause to the West will be counterproduc-
tive. Soviet authorities significantly increased pressure on the dissi-
dents early this year, and attempts to intimidate them through arrests
and threats almost certainly will continue. Some of them reportedly are
encouraged by US initiatives despite the fact that they anticipate fur-
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ther intensification of repressive measures in the immediate future. But
there also are indications of disheartenment among the dissidents, and
some of them have called for a return to “quiet diplomacy.” Approval
of US human rights activism among Soviet citizens interested in
bringing about changes in their society tends to be strongest among
those who feel most alienated from the system.

The Soviets have been concerned that the revolution’s 60th anni-
versary in November could be tarnished if the West vigorously presses
the issue of “Basket III” (human rights) implementation at the Belgrade
CSCE meeting that begins in June.” Efforts to stifle dissident activity be-
fore and during the CSCE sessions are coinciding with the dissidents’
own realization that it is a propitious time internationally to promote
their various causes. As of now the Soviets have managed to suppress
the most publicized manifestations of the human rights movement.
They are likely to employ a variety of tactics—including selective emi-
gration and expulsion—to confine the movement within the circum-
scribed limits that obtained before the recent upsurge of Western
support.

A serious worry for Moscow is that agitation over human rights
could exacerbate existing or anticipated control problems in Eastern
Europe, especially in Poland, and to a lesser extent in East Germany.
Like the Soviets, the East European regimes have been puzzled by the
US stand and somewhat off balance as a result. Party officials report-
edly met recently to discuss the long term impact of US initiatives and
concluded that a continuing international focus on human rights could
erode the loyalties of important segments of their populations, espe-
cially intellectuals and young people.

There is no evidence so far that the US stand on human rights has
had a significant impact on the East European regimes’ tactics for
dealing with dissidents. Even before recent US initiatives there was dis-
agreement within and among the East European regimes on how to
handle the serious wave of dissident activity that has developed over
the last several years—activity that may become bolder as the CSCE
meeting approaches. Those with the least serious dissident problem
(i.e., Hungary) or which believe a hard line would be counterproduc-
tive in their particular circumstances (i.e., Poland) reportedly have
been defending their moderate approach. Thus far, the Soviets appear
to be tolerating some diversity in handling dissent.

The East Europeans have shown concern over the possibility that
US human rights initiatives could provoke Soviet movement away
from détente, and over the adverse implications such a development

3 Preparatory discussions for the CSCE Review Conference were scheduled to take
place in Belgrade June 15-August 5.
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would have for them both economically and politically. The East Euro-
pean press has been highly critical of the US stand and has counterat-
tacked with condemnations of alleged injustices in the US and US
disregard for “economic and social” rights.

China is the only Communist country that seems to have derived
some satisfaction from the US stand. Peking clearly has taken heart
from recent difficulties in US-Soviet relations, and the Chinese see
Washington’s attitude on human rights as possibly signaling a tough-
ening US stance toward Moscow generally. The Chinese are ostensibly
unconcerned about their own vulnerability on the human rights issue,
but Peking probably has some private misgivings on this score. This
may explain the failure of Chinese media to highlight the human rights
controversy despite Peking’s penchant for emphasizing US-Soviet
differences.

The Industrial Democracies

There is broad approval in principle of the US human rights stand
in Western Europe, Canada, and Japan. But leaders of these countries
tend to define international issues on which the US takes a comprehen-
sive global approach in more parochial terms. Thus, the Europeans see
the human rights issue mainly in terms of East-West relations, while
the Japanese are primarily concerned with how the US stand will affect
US policy and Japanese interests in Asia.

The Europeans are concerned that US human rights initiatives risk
causing a deterioration in East-West relations that would have a more
damaging impact on Western Europe than on the US. As a result, gov-
ernment leaders have displayed a decided preference for pursuing
human rights objectives with quiet diplomacy and behind-the-scenes
approaches.

Britain’s Prime Minister Callaghan may have indicated to the So-
viets that Foreign Secretary Owen’s strong speech on human rights did
not herald a major change in UK policy.* French officials are reportedly
worried about preserving what remains of the Franco-Soviet “special
relationship,” and they are eager to maintain a friendly atmosphere for
Brezhnev’s coming visit to Paris.” In Germany, Chancellor Schmidt has
declared that Bonn will seek to advance the cause of human rights in its

*In a March 3 address to the Diplomatic and Commonwealth Writers Association
in London, Owen endorsed the Carter administration’s human rights policy. Owen noted
that the British Government would “apply the same standards and judgements to Com-
munist countries, as we do to Chile, Uganda, and South Africa.” (Bernard D. Nossiter,
“Britian Supports Carter Stand on Human Rights,”The Washington Post, March 4, 1977,
p- A-1)

5 Brezhnev embarked on a 3-day state visit to France on June 20; see Jim Hogland,
“Brezhnev in Paris, Focuses on Détente,” The Washington Post, June 21, 1977, p. A-14.
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own low-key way. Among the smaller West European nations, will-
ingness to be outspoken on the human rights issue seems to vary in-
versely with physical proximity to the Soviet Union.

Latin America

US human rights initiatives have aroused considerable resentment
in several Central and South American countries ruled by military re-
gimes that have felt directly challenged. They have denounced US
statements and actions as unwarranted and unacceptable interference
in strictly internal affairs.

Argentina and Uruguay rejected all US military assistance after
Washington linked aid cuts to human rights violations in those coun-
tries.® Brazil, already angered by US pressure to modify its nuclear deal
with West Germany,” condemned the State Department’s preparation
of a report on its human rights practices as an affront to its sovereignty
and renounced the 1952 military assistance agreement.® Guatemala and
El Salvador have also rejected military assistance conditioned on US
judgment of their human rights situations.

The Latins are angered by what they regard as US failure to under-
stand and make allowances for their political and internal security
problems. The Southern Cone military regimes, especially, are con-
vinced that their countries” experiences with political disintegration, in-
surgency, and terrorism fully warrant tough internal security meas-
ures. The Argentines, for example, insist that they will not deviate from
the practices they deem indispensable in their continuing war with
leftist terrorists no matter what outside criticism they incur.

The Latins are also resentful over the fact that they were not con-
sidered important enough to US interests to be treated specially (like
South Korea). They have questioned US qualifications for making in-
ternational moral judgments and have voiced suspicion that the US has
ulterior motives for its human rights stand. The latter view is particu-
larly strong in Brazil, where the human rights issue is viewed as an ad-
junct to US pressure on nuclear matters.

6 See footnote 2, Document 23.

7 In June 1975, the Government of the Federal Republic of Germany negotiated a
technology agreement with the Government of Brazil, in order to sell Brazil a “complete
nuclear fuel cycle,” including an uranium enrichment facility, a fuel fabrication unit, re-
actors, and a facility for reprocessing spent fuel into plutonium. The Ford administration
pushed for both nations to agree to a treaty, prior to the sale, that would prevent the Bra-
zilians from using the system to produce nuclear weapons. (David Binder, “U.S. Wins
Safeguards in German Nuclear Deal With Brazil,” The New York Times, June 4, 1975, p. 16
and Craig R. Whitney, “Brazilians and West Germans Sign $4-Billion Nuclear Pact,” The
New York Times, June 28, 1975, p. 2)

8 In addition, the Government of Brazil rejected the $50 million of assistance ap-
proved by the United States. See John Maclean, “Would U.S. fight alongside rebels? Polit-
ical reality still outranks human rights,” Chicago Tribune, April 26, 1977, p. C-16.
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The Southern Cone regimes have been commiserating with each
other, and they reportedly are considering joint moves to convince the
US that it has seriously underestimated the costs of alienating them.
The Latins undoubtedly would prefer to forgo polemics and halt any
deterioration in their relations with Washington. But the military re-
gimes are determined not to take any action that could be construed as
caving in to US pressure.

Latin reaction to the US stand has not, of course, been entirely neg-
ative. Venezuela and Costa Rica, two of Latin America’s few remaining
democracies, have strongly endorsed US initiatives, and expressions of
support for the US stand have also been received from Mexico and Bo-
livia. Prisoner releases in Paraguay and Peru were directly responsive
to US concerns.

East Asia

The US stand has been met with a noticeable lack of enthusiasm in
most of East Asia, where with the exception of Japan all states are ruled
by authoritarian regimes that impose significant restrictions on human
rights. The nations with the closest political, economic, and security ties
to the US—those that feel most vulnerable to US pressure—seem to
have the most negative attitudes.

South Korea’s sensitivity on the issue is reflected in a trend begun
last November selectively to ease pressures on dissidents and reduce
overt police surveillance. The press is enjoying greater latitude in its
handling of foreign news, prison conditions for key political figures
have improved, and the government has forgone punishment for a
number of protestors. A spate of arrests in mid-April probably was
meant as a warning to those inclined to increase anti-government ac-
tivity during the independence day period, and most of the dissidents
already have been released. A number of President Pak’s advisers re-
portedly have told him that he should make a major political move in
response to US human rights concerns. But Pak apparently remains de-
termined to do so only at a time and in a manner of his own choosing.
He is convinced that a strict authoritarian style of rule is needed to en-
sure stability in the face of the North Korean threat.

The Marcos government in the Philippines is quite concerned over
the potential implications of the US emphasis on human rights. Ma-
nila’s vulnerability on the issue is one reason Marcos would like to re-
ceive rent payments for US bases rather than payment in the form of
military assistance subject to annual congressional scrutiny.

Indonesia initially seemed anxious not to let the human rights
issue disrupt relations with the US, especially the continuance of mili-
tary aid. Government officials publicly expressed understanding of US
initiatives, and Jakarta announced an accelerated timetable for the re-
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lease of political prisoners. Privately, however, the Indonesians inter-
preted US emphasis on human rights as one ploy in a series designed to
force their country to support US policies generally, and they expressed
resentment over interference in their internal affairs. There recently has
been a perceptible stiffening in Indonesia’s attitude, accompanied by
hints that Jakarta has alternative sources of military hardware.

The government of Taiwan is trying to avoid giving the US cause
to focus on human rights practices there, but the mainland Chinese po-
litical establishment remains determined to suppress ethnic Taiwanese
opposition. Taiwan will undoubtedly be tempted to try to turn the
issue to its own advantage by calling attention to the human rights situ-
ation in the People’s Republic of China.

Africa

Almost every African government is vulnerable to criticism on the
human rights issue, in part because African standards of conduct differ
markedly from “internationally accepted” conceptions of human
rights. The most negative African responses to the US stand have come
from Uganda, South Africa, and Ethiopia.

Idi Amin’s dramatically hostile reaction stemmed partly from
President Carter’s statement about human rights violations in
Uganda.’ The South African reaction was discreet and cautious at first,
but has become outspokenly critical as the US stand has increasingly
been seen as demanding that whites change their way of life. The rad-
ical Ethiopian dictator Lt. Colonel Mengistu has cited a human
rights-related cutback in US aid as one reason for his recent anti-US ac-
tions, but the anti-US trend in Ethiopian policy predates US emphasis

9 At his February 23 press conference (see footnote 3, Document 19), the President
noted that there had been a “substantial move” regarding global concern for human
rights and discussed several problem cases: “In Uganda, the actions there have disgusted
the entire civilized world and, as you know, we have no diplomatic relationships with
Uganda. But here is an instance where both Ambassador Andrew Young and I have ex-
pressed great concern about what is there. The British are now considering asking the
United Nations to go into Uganda to assess the horrible murders that apparently are
taking place in that country, the persecution of those who have aroused the ire of Mr.
Amin.” (Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, February 28, 1977, p. 244) With re-
gard to the President’s claim that the United States did not have “diplomatic relation-
ships” with Uganda, the White House Press Office subsequently released a statement:
“While the United States has withdrawn its mission from Uganda and has no direct dip-
lomatic representation there, U.S. affairs in the Republic of Uganda are carried out
through the West German Embassy and the Republic of Uganda has an operating em-
bassy and chargé d’affaires in Washington.” (Ibid.) See also “Carter: Uganda Actions
‘Have Disgusted’ the World,” The Washington Post, February 24, 1977, p. A-8.
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on human rights."” It is rooted in a strong commitment to domestic so-
cialism and a desire to win favor with the Soviets.

Several black African countries have applauded the US stand
largely because they believe it implies US support for majority rule in
southern Africa. Some have also quietly welcomed US criticism of the
situation in Uganda. US initiatives have been warmly received in Ni-
geria, Cameroon, and Gambia.!" Senegal, the Central African Empire,
Zambia, and—in a recent shift—Ghana have also endorsed the US
stand. Togo recently released some political prisoners partly out of a
desire to improve relations with the US, but another group of persons
was arrested for political reasons shortly thereafter.

Middle East

The Arab states tend to define human rights strictly in terms of
concern over Israel’s settlement policy in occupied territories, the fate
of Arab prisoners in Israeli jails, and recognition of the “legitimate
rights of the Palestinian people.” They will react positively to the US
stand so long as its principal effect in the Middle East is the focusing of
US attention on such issues, rather than on human rights practices (es-
pecially the treatment of minorities) in Arab countries.

The Israelis, of course, are concerned over the possible implica-
tions of increased US interest in their treatment of Arabs in the occu-
pied territories. On the other hand, the Israelis apparently believe the
US will be inclined to support initiatives they may take to focus interna-
tional attention on Soviet harassment of Jews who have asked to leave
the USSR.

10 On April 23, the Ethiopian Government ordered the closure of five U.S. installa-
tions in Ethiopia and Eritrea—including the Consulate General in Asmara, the communi-
cations station in Kagnew, and the USIS office, Military Assistance Advisory Group, and
Navy Medical Research Unit, all in Addis Ababa—and repatriation of American staff
members. The United States subsequently ended weapons shipments to Ethiopia. See
“Ethiopia Orders Five U.S. Facilities Shut, Staff Out,” The Los Angeles Times, April 24,
1977, p. A-1; Geoffrey Godsell, “Soviet Ethiopian gain could be short-lived,” The Chris-
tian Science Monitor, April, 25,1977, p. 1; and Peter Osnos, “Ethiopia Forms Alliance With
Soviets, Capping Visit,” The Washington Post, May 7, 1977, p. A-9. During his May 4 news
conference, Vance noted: “As you all know, the Ethiopians have asked us to withdraw a
number of our people and from a number of facilities, which we have done. We had pre-
viously indicated to the Ethiopians that we had already decided that we were going to
close down our communications facility at Asmara and, at the same time, to reduce our
military assistance mission in Ethiopia.” (Department of State Bulletin, May 23, 1977,
p. 519)

1 The NSC Global Issues Cluster’s March 22 evening report to Brzezinski reported:
“Some good news: Gambia has expressed its ‘genuine pleasure’ with Carter’s stand.”
(Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Staff Material, Global Issues—Oplinger/
Bloomfield Subject File, Box 36, Evening Reports: 2-4/77)
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Prospects

The impact that US human rights initiatives will have over the next
several months will depend in large part on how the US chooses to
press the issue. Repeated protestations as to the universality of US con-
cerns are in any case unlikely to dissuade most of the vulnerable gov-
ernments from continuing to interpret even general US actions or pro-
nouncements as being directed particularly at them.

The Soviets will be continuing their efforts to convince West Euro-
pean leaders that degeneration of the CSCE meeting into an acrimo-
nious exchange of charges on implementation of the Helsinki final act
would be a severe setback for détente. There are indications that some
Europeans are already worried on this score and do not want the So-
viets to be “put in the dock” at Belgrade. The Soviets may, in fact, be-
lieve that the asymmetry of US and West European perspectives on
human rights can be exploited to create controversy and tension within
the Atlantic Alliance.

In any case, the Soviets undoubtedly have compiled lists of coun-
tercomplaints on Helsinki non-compliance, socio-economic inequities
and alleged injustices in US society, and discrepancies between US ac-
tions and the administration’s stand on human rights. Soviet propa-
ganda organs have made it clear that Moscow is prepared to respond in
kind if its human rights practices come under attack at Belgrade.

Other countries that have reacted most negatively to US human
rights initiatives seem to be hoping for a “cooling off” period that
would permit a resumption of less antagonistic bilateral relations and
allow them to develop strategies for coping with the new situation.
This is especially the case in Latin America, where recent congressional
testimony by State Department officials and Secretary Vance’s Law
Day Speech have been interpreted as signaling that the US is in the
process of moderating its tactics for pursuing human rights objec-
tives.!? Disappointment of such expectations would give added im-
petus to discussions among the Southern Cone countries about con-
vincing the US that they are vitally important to its interest.

Criticism of alleged US disinterest in the world wide advancement
of social and economic justice is likely to increase if the less developed
countries conclude that the US plans to link human rights to interna-

12 Reference is to congressional testimony given by Todman and Derian. On April 5,
Todman testified before the House Committee on International Relations Subcommittee
on Inter-American Affairs and Derian before the HCIR’s Foreign Assistance Subcom-
mittee. For Todman’s testimony, see Department of State Bulletin, May 2, 1977, pp.
444-46. A draft of Derian’s statement is in the Department of State, RG 59, Bureau of
Human Rights and Humanitarian Affairs, 1976-1977 Human Rights Subject Files and
Country Files: Lot 80D177, PGOV—Congressional. Regarding Vance’s April 30 Law Day
speech, see Document 39.
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tional economic issues by seeking to further its human rights objectives
in international financial institutions whose charters call for loan deci-
sions to be made strictly on the basis of economic considerations. The
“North-South” dialogue, moreover, could become considerably more
contentious generally if controversy over human rights were to se-
verely damage US relations with nations (like Brazil) that have played
significant moderating roles in the articulation of LDC demands.

43. Memorandum From Vice President Mondale to
President Carter'

Washington, May 12, 1977

I have just reviewed the proposed ten goals for foreign policy sug-
gested by Zbig? and would like to make the following points. The pro-
posals make a good deal of sense to me and I think will be of great
value in guiding our policies and measuring our success. I believe they
ought to be stated in public very generally, because they are ambitious
goals and it will be difficult to fully succeed on all of them within the
four-year time span.

I think it is important that our pursuit of human rights stand on its
own ground. We pursue that course not for other political reasons, but
because we believe in human rights. In Objective 4, we say, “We should
match Soviet ideological expansion by a more affirmative American
posture on global human rights,” and on Objective 7, we propose
progress on human rights “in order to stem continental radicalization
and to eliminate Soviet-Cuban presence from the Continent.” Both for-
mulations suggest that a major motivation for our espousal of human
rights is based on a tactical advantage against the Soviet Union. I think

1'Source: Carter Library, Donated Historical Material, Mondale Papers, Office of the
Vice President, Box 205, Memos from the VP to the President [2/3-6/30/77]. No classifi-
cation marking. A copy was sent to Brzezinski.

2 According to Brzezinski’s memoirs, he had suggested to Carter in January 1977
that the NSC Staff produce a briefing book containing the 4-year goals of the Carter ad-
ministration. Throughout the spring of 1977, the NSC Staff began preparing extensive
documentation outlining the 10 primary foreign policy goals of the Carter administra-
tion, culminating in a 43-page paper. (Brzezinski, Power and Principle, pp. 52-53) The
paper is scheduled for publication in Foreign Relations, 1977-1980, volume I, Foundations
of Foreign Policy. In an undated memorandum to the President, Brzezinski summarized
the overall concept of the activity and listed the 10 major objectives. (Carter Library, Na-
tional Security Affairs, Brzezinski Material, Subject File, Box 27, Goals/Initiative: 4-5/77)
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that is true, but I believe the basis of our support of human rights
should be that we would espouse them and support them even if it
were an asset to the Soviet Union, which, of course, it isn’t. I think that
human rights, if pursued in a sophisticated but committed fashion,
could be the most important contribution that the Carter Presidency
will make to foreign policy. I think it is already showing fruits and I
think you are the first President to be able to pursue this policy effec-
tively without being charged with hypocrisy either personally or in
terms of the American society.

I note the attached editorial in this morning’s New York Times,’
which is beginning to question our commitment. We cannot permit
that to happen. (“Hands have no tears to flow”)*

The last phrase in Objective 10 worries me because, unless defined,
it sounds like Viet Nam. It reads “to develop capabilities, to deter or
counter the Soviet military intervention in the third world ...”> Of
course we must. | am not arguing with the objective here, but I do think
we should not mechanically pursue a global policy to counter Soviet in-
tervention. Sometimes that intervention is more of a trap for them and
an asset to us. As we have shown in Zaire, if we are careful, others will
do it and, as we involve ourselves too much in some of these disputes,
we undermine the capability of the indigenous forces to defend them-
selves. We look negative.

On page 6, we cast our definition of human rights by a way of
remedies to nudge or force violating societies to improve, and I have no
objection to that, but I think an equal part of our effort should be to
honor societies which are making progress on their own, for example,
Spain, Portugal, India, Peru. That aspect of our human rights policy is
not reflected either on page 6 or pages 36 and 37. I think it should be.

% Not printed. Entitled “The Power and the Pity,” the editorial referenced Carter’s
apparent restraint in either identifying specific countries as human rights violators or
speaking out for the rights of dissidents. Noting Carter’s willingness to advocate for
Welsh poet Dylan Thomas’ commemoration in Westminster Abbey’s Poet’s Corner, the
Times editorial staff commented, “Washington’s present restraint on the subject of repres-
sion in the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe is an accommodation that Dylan Thomas
would have understood.” (The New York Times, May 12, 1977, p. 26)

4The “Hands have no tears to flow” line Mondale references is taken from a
Thomas poem that Carter used as an epigraph in his 1976 book Why Not the Best?

® The complete text reads: “To maintain a defense posture capable of deterring the
Soviet Union both on the strategic and conventional levels from hostile acts and from po-
litical pressures. This will require the U.S. to modernize, rationalize, and reconceptualize
its defense posture in keeping with the broad changes in world affairs that have already
been noted, to improve NATO military strength and readiness, and to develop capabil-
ities to deter or to counter Soviet military intervention in the Third World.” (Memo-
randum from Brzezinski to Carter, undated; Carter Library, National Security Affairs,
Brzezinski Material, Subject File, Box 27, Goals/Initiative: 4-5/77)
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I find the analysis of so-called “regional influentials” to be very in-
teresting, but the separate analysis does not deal with the status of
human rights and how the violation of those principles by some of
those countries affects our relations, which I think is the really tough
point. Unless we include that aspect in the approach, I fear we will be
pursuing improved relations and implying a disregard for human
rights at the same time—for example, Brazil.

44. Memorandum Prepared in the Central Intelligence Agency’

Washington, undated

SUBJECT

PERSPECTIVES—Human Rights Worldwide (Approved by Department of State,
17 May 1977)

1. In recent months there has been considerable commentary on
the global nature of human rights violations, with emphasis that these
abuses have not been confined to any one geographic area or political
philosophy. The character of violations has varied from country to
country as has the degree of sensitivity vis-a-vis U.S. policy interests.
U.S. and Western European leaders have registered increasing concern
over human rights abuses and have argued for a general campaign to
counter this phenomenon throughout the world. President Carter’s po-
sition on human rights has received world-wide attention, and U.S.
human rights policy is being advanced by various levels of the U.S.
Government in its relations with other countries.

2. Stations are encouraged to apply their regional expertise and
feel for the local scene to promote human rights locally and internation-
ally. [12 lines not declassified]

3.[1 line not declassified] it is suggested that you draw upon the fol-
lowing concepts, which have been approved by the State Department.

A. Mention legal and international commitments to honor human
rights. Most of the offending governments are parties to such United
Nations resolutions as the Universal Declaration of Human Rights (ap-
proved in 1948), the International Covenant on Civil and Political

!Source: Central Intelligence Agency, Office of Congressional Affairs, Job
81MO00980R: Subject Committee Files, Box 27, Folder 13: Covert Actions. Secret; Sensitive.
No drafting information appears on the memorandum.
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Rights (adopted in 1966) and the International Covenant on Economic,
Social, and Cultural Rights (adopted in 1966). Discuss the guarantees
which these documents provide.

B. Remind contacts of the essentially apolitical nature of the con-
cern for human rights. Offending regimes often try to smear human
rights activists at home and abroad as subversives seeking the downfall
of the ruling government or ruling political philosophy.

C. Observe that the abuse of human rights and the failure to honor
pertinent laws and international agreements may create obstacles to
the achievement of the foreign policy objectives. Third World leaders
may be particularly susceptible to damage to their country’s self-
image which would amount to losing face before the international
community.

D. Indicate that abuse of human rights will negatively affect the
character of relations between the U.S. and foreign governments in all
areas.

45. Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Brzezinski) to President Carter'

Washington, May 19, 1977

SUBJECT
Human Rights PRM

Attached at Tab A is a human rights PRM? which has been the sub-
ject of substantial interagency—and intra-NSC—discussion. After pre-
liminary meetings, several concerned agencies were asked to submit
drafts of a human rights PRM. These were coordinated and a redraft in-

1'Source: Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Brzezinski Material, Brzezinski
Office File, Subject Chron File, Box 94, Human Rights: 1977. Confidential. Sent for action.
Tuchman sent Brzezinski the memorandum under a May 17 covering memorandum,
which Inderfurth asked her to prepare on May 13, recommending that Brzezinski for-
ward the memorandum to Carter. Handwritten notations by Inderfurth and Hormats on
the covering memorandum read: “This PRM is now ready to go. I suggest, however, that
a length limitation—say 25 pages—be placed on the response. RL.” and “I agree with Rick
on length. Jessica should ride this one clearly lest it turn into treatise on the issue. RH.”
(Ibid.)

2 Printed as Document 46.
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corporating many of their ideas was produced and debated at a
meeting of about a dozen NSC staff members.?

The resulting PRM is intended to elicit a review that would pro-
vide a sound theoretical and analytical base for a human rights policy,
while at the same time avoiding the risk of philosophical debates. More
specifically, the review will define (for the first time) exactly what our
objectives are in pursuing this policy. It will attempt to deal with the re-
alities imposed by existing law, and provide us with the basis for de-
ciding whether such legislation can in fact be honestly implemented. It
will evaluate the full range of policy tools available to the government
(both unilaterally and in multinational forums) and will analyze their
pros and cons. It will review important national security tradeoffs, and
will propose a strategy for improving Congressional relations on
human rights. Finally, the study will examine bureaucratic obstruc-
tions to pursuing a successful human rights policy, and will propose
bureaucratic changes (reorganization, policy guidance needed in the
field, etc.) that appear necessary.*

Recommendation:

That you approve issuance of the human rights PRM at Tab A.°

3 Not found and not further identified.

4 Brzezinski added the following handwritten notation: “Please note that I have de-
liberately placed the review—a truly interagency matter—under SCC (and not under
PRC-State).” In a May 17 note to Brzezinski, Treverton commented, “At issue [with the
PRM] is whether the review will be chaired by State in the PRC or done directly by the
NSC; as DA [David Aaron] recommended—meaning, I presume, you effectively as
chairman. GFT.” (Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Brzezinski Material, Brze-
zinski Office File, Subject Chron File, Box 94, Human Rights: 1977)

® The President placed a check mark on the approval line and added his initial at the
bottom of the memorandum.
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46. Presidential Review Memorandum/NSC-28!

Washington, May 20, 1977

TO

The Vice President
The Secretary of State
The Secretary of Defense

ALSO

The Secretary of the Treasury

The Attorney General

The Secretary of Commerce

The Director, Office of Management and Budget

The United States Representative to the United Nations
The Administrator, Agency for International Development
The Director of Central Intelligence

The Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff

The Director, U.S. Information Agency

SUBJECT
Human Rights

The President has directed that the Special Coordination Com-
mittee undertake a review of U.S. policy with respect to human rights.
The review should:

1. Define U.S. objectives in the area of human rights, including,
where appropriate, the timeframe for achieving such objectives.

2. Identify what constitutes “a consistent pattern of gross viola-
tions of internationally recognized human rights”, listing those nations
which currently fit this definition.

3. Evaluate actions which the U.S. could take to improve human
rights conditions. Consideration should be given but not limited to the
following:

a. Diplomatic actions, public statements, and various symbolic
acts.

b. Changes in levels of security and economic assistance and food
aid—as both sanctions and incentives.

c. Initiatives in International Financial Institutions of which the
U.S. is a member.

1Source: Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Staff Material, Global Issues—
Bloomfield Subject File, Box 17, Human Rights: Presidential Review Memorandum-28
and Presidential Directive-30: 5/77-2/78. Confidential. The President wrote in the top
right hand corner: “ok, JC.”
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d. Use of overseas radio, and later television, broadcast facilities.

e. Improved access into the U.S. for refugees and dissidents, with
an evaluation of the relevant sections of the Immigration and Natural-
ization Act.

f. Substantive and procedural initiatives the U.S. could take in
various international forums.

4. Review national security aspects of U.S. policies on human
rights, including consideration of their impact on: U.S.-Soviet détente;
friendly states and allies; and other areas of major strategic concern
such as the PRC and the Koreas.

5. Propose actions which can be taken to give authority and bu-
reaucratic access to those charged with the responsibility for inte-
grating human rights considerations into U.S. foreign policy, including
in U.S. missions abroad.

6. Develop a strategy to improve the Administration’s relations
with Congress in this area.

The review should be completed by July 1, 1977, and should be no
longer than 30 pages.

Zbigniew Brzezinski

47. Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Brzezinski) to President Carter'

Washington, May 23, 1977

SUBJECT

Signing of the American Convention on Human Rights

In your Pan American Day speech,” you made two specific com-
mitments—to sign and seek the ratification of Protocol I of the Treaty of

1Source: Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Brzezinski Material, Brzezinski
Office File, Subject Chron File, Box 94, Human Rights: 1977. Confidential. Sent for action.
Sent to Brzezinski by Pastor under cover of a May 23 memorandum. (Ibid.) The NSC sent
a copy to Tarnoff under a May 24 covering memorandum requesting that the Department
of State determine whether or not the signing ceremony could take place at the White
House rather than at OAS headquarters. (Ibid.)

2 See footnote 8, Document 38.
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Tlatelolco® and of the American Convention on Human Rights.* The
most prevalent reaction to your speech by Latin Americans was
whether you would follow up on your promises, and this will un-
doubtedly be a question Mrs. Carter will hear on her trip.5 Therefore, I
would recommend that you try to sign both treaties before or during
her trip.

The Mexicans will be bringing Protocol I with them for their Cab-
inet meeting in Washington on Thursday, May 26,° and it would be ap-
propriate to sign it with Mrs. Carter present, before your flight to St.
Simons Island.”

As far as the American Convention, it would seem particularly ap-
propriate if you could sign that on May 31, when Mrs. Carter arrives in
Costa Rica, where much of the discussion will probably be focused on
human rights issues.

The State Department Legal Adviser and Bob Lipshutz believe that
we can have all the necessary documents ready by late this week. Since
the Convention is deposited at the OAS, you would have to sign it
there. I believe the event would give added meaning to Mrs. Carter’s
visit in Costa Rica.

% The 1967 Treaty of Tlatelolco (Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in
Latin America and the Caribbean), which prohibited and prevented the development,
testing, use, or manufacture of nuclear weapons, contained two protocols. Protocol I
committed countries outside of the Treaty zone to undertake obligations of the Treaty
with respect to their territories within the zone. Protocol II, which Vice President Hum-
phrey signed on behalf of the United States on April 1, 1968, called upon states possessing
nuclear weapons that agree to respect the obligations in the Treaty to not use nuclear
weapons against the parties to the Treaty. For additional information, see Foreign Rela-
tions, 1964-1968, volume XI, Arms Control and Disarmament, Document 226.

4The OAS adopted the American Convention on Human Rights at San José, Costa
Rica, on November 22, 1969. In a May 31, 1977, briefing memorandum to Christopher,
Hansell indicated that the Convention “treats in detail a wide range of civil and political
rights, and establishes both a Commission and a Court to consider complaints of viola-
tions of human rights protected by the Convention. The great majority of the provisions
of the Convention are entirely consistent with the letter and the spirit of the U.S. Consti-
tution and laws.” (National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File, P770103-1218)

5 Reference is to First Lady Rosalynn Carter’s goodwill trip to Jamaica, Costa Rica,
Ecuador, Peru, Colombia, and Venezuela May 30-June 8.

®Minutes of the meeting are scheduled for publication in Foreign Relations,
1977-1980, volume XXVI, Arms Control.

7 The Carter family planned to depart for Musgrove Plantation, on Saint Simons
Island, the afternoon of May 26 in order to spend Memorial Day weekend in Georgia.
Mrs. Carter left for Jamaica on May 30; the President and Amy Carter returned to Wash-
ington on May 31. (Carter, White House Diary, pp. 57-60)
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Recommendation

That you sign Protocol I of the Treaty of Tlatelolco on May 26 in
Washington, before flying to St. Simons Island, and that you sign the
American Convention on Human Rights at the OAS on May 31.%

8 Carter placed a check mark on the approval line and added a handwritten note:
“Can’t it be brought to me?” The President signed Protocol I of the Treaty of Tlatelolco at
the White House on May 26 and the American Convention on Human Rights at OAS
headquarters on June 1. For his remarks at each signing ceremony, see Public Papers:
Carter, 1977, Book I, pp. 1027 and 1050-1051.

48. Memorandum From Secretary of State Vance to
President Carter!

Washington, May 23, 1977

SUBJECT
U.S. Policy on Human Rights

This memorandum (1) provides a brief status report on measures
being taken here to assure that our human rights policy is effectively
implemented and (2) requests that you approve a means for inter-
agency coordination on human rights.

1. To implement our human rights policy, we have organized a
broadscale effort involving all relevant bureaus of the Department as
well as all U.S. posts abroad. As part of this program, we have directed
the following:

! Source: National Archives, RG 59, Office of the Deputy Secretary: Records of
Warren Christopher, 1977-1980, Lot 81D113, Box 19, Human Rights—Tasking Memos.
Confidential. Another copy is in the Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Brzezinski
Material, Brzezinski Office File, Subject Chron File, Box 122, Vance, Misc. Communica-
tions with: 5/77. In the same file is a May 3 memorandum from Christopher to Vance
specifying the actions that Christopher had taken or planned to take “to insure that our
policy is implemented in the full range of U.S. diplomatic efforts.” (National Archives,
RG 59, Office of the Deputy Secretary: Records of Warren Christopher, 1977-1980, Lot
81D113, Box 19, Human Rights—Tasking Memos) Christopher’s memorandum is an up-
dated and expanded version of both Lake’s March 25 memorandum requesting that
Christopher approve various action items (see Document 29) and the redrafted version of
the March 25 memorandum, which is attached to Lake’s April 14 memorandum to Chris-
topher (see Document 34).
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—Specific proposed courses of action with respect to each country,
with consideration to be given to each of the available approaches to
encourage recognition of human rights.

—Strategy papers and action plans on how best to use security
assistance, bilateral economic aid, and U.S. participation in interna-
tional financial institutions to promote human rights.

—Action plans on more creative use of pu%)lic diplomacy (e.g.,
through USIA’s efforts) to further human rights.

—Action plans for using multilateral institutions to promote
human rights.

—More effective cooperation with the Hill and the growing
numbers of human rights lobbies.

In addition, I have directed circulation throughout the Department
and to all U.S. posts abroad of important statements on human rights
made by you and senior Administration officials, including of course
the Law Day speech.” I have also appointed Warren Christopher as
Chairman of the Department’s Human Rights Coordinating Group®
which oversees all major human rights decisions within the State De-
partment, AID and USIA.

2. To enlist fullest possible support for our human rights policy,
coordination throughout the Executive Branch is necessary. Many deci-
sions in this area require collaboration with, for example, the Depart-
ment of Defense, the Treasury, and the National Security Council.

In one particular area—decision-making on human rights issues as
they relate to foreign assistance—interdepartmental coordination is al-
ready being provided by an interagency group formed pursuant to an
NSC memorandum of April 1.* That memo specified that the group
should be chaired by my representative, and earlier this month I desig-
nated Warren Christopher as Chairman.

I believe that the coordination should now be broadened to in-
clude Executive Branch efforts on all fronts. The State Department is
prepared to take the lead, if you agree.

Recommendation

That you direct the State Department to coordinate Executive
Branch efforts affecting the promotion of human rights abroad.’

2 See Document 39.
3 See Document 14.
4See Document 31.

® There is no indication as to whether the President approved or disapproved the
recommendation. A handwritten notation on another copy of the memorandum reads:
“No Record in White House per WH Suspense. OBE.” (National Archives, RG 59, Central
Foreign Policy File, P770144-0667)
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49. Memorandum From the Deputy Coordinator for Human
Rights and Humanitarian Affairs (Schneider) to the
Coordinator for Human Rights and Humanitarian Affairs
(Derian)’

Washington, May 23, 1977

SUBJECT
PRM Meeting

1. Primary Goal:

Retraction of PRM on basis that all or virtually all objectives are
now in process of being resolved.

2. Strategy:

(a) Define interface between on-going activities and PRM;

(b) Emphasize overall coordination will be hampered by inter-
fering in process already set in motion by NSC April 1 memorandum
calling on State to establish inter-agency committee? (in place).

(c) Recommend reporting by inter-agency committee on weekly
basis of actions undertaken—but by agency representatives to their re-
spective agencies based on D/HA summary of inter-agency meetings.

3. Interface between on-going activities and PRM:

(a) First objective is “Define U.S. objectives in the area of human
rights, including, where appropriate, the timeframe for achieving such
objectives.”

RESPONSE: The Deputy Secretary was charged by the Secretary
with following up on the NSC Memorandum of April 1. On that basis,
country action plans are currently being drawn up which focus on spe-
cific U.S. objectives.’ These plans, as well as objectives in such func-
tional areas as International Organizations (UN, ILO, etc.) are soon to
be available. Those objectives, spelled out along with summary of cur-
rent conditions, will be provided through the inter-agency committee

1 Source: National Archives, RG 59, Bureau of Human Rights and Humanitarian
Affairs, Chron and Official Records of the Assistant Secretary for Human Rights and Hu-
manitarian Affairs, Lot 85D366, PRM-28. No classification marking. Schneider did not
initial the memorandum. Another copy is in the National Archives, RG 59, Office of the
Deputy Secretary: Records of Warren Christopher, 1977-1980, Lot 81D113, Box 23,
Human Rights—PRM L.

2 See Document 31.

®In a May 12 memorandum to Holbrooke, Christopher directed EA to develop
country-specific action plans and submit them to Schneider and Vogelgesang by June 7.
(National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File, P830106-1949)
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to other departments. The directions include requiring, in the case of
specific countries, 3, 6-month and 1 year and beyond time frames.

(b) Identify what constitutes “a consistent pattern of gross viola-
tions of internationally recognized human rights”, listing those nations
which currently fit this definition. The proverbial “hit list”, it is the
single area in the PRM where no formal action has been undertaken.

However, at the same time, it should be noted that D/HA has been
in touch with the authors of the language and with legal scholars to
provide a tentative analysis of the words involved.

(c) Evaluate actions, etc.:

1. “Diplomatic actions, public statements, and various symbolic
acts.”

RESPONSE: All of these elements are contained in the directions
previously submitted by D/HA to regional bureaus for consideration
in preparation of country action plans,*

2. “Changes in levels of security and economic assistance and food
aid—as both sanctions and incentives.”

RESPONSE: Again, specifically cited in directions to Bureaus in
preparation of country action plans. Inter-Agency Committee and
Arms Export Control Board now engaged in developing procedures for
consideration of existing programs, loans, grants and sales under those
programs, and future budget proposals.

3. “Initiatives in International Financial Institutions of which the
U.S. is a member.”

RESPONSE: Inter-Agency Committee has not begun to deal with
current loans in IFI's but to establish procedure for early action within
IFI’s to link loan activity to promotion of human rights.

4. “Use of overseas radio, and later television, broadcast facilities.”
Preparation of specific human rights action plans by USIA, CU and PA
will be completed for consideration by Coordinating Committee and
by Inter-Agency Committee.

5. “Improved access into the U.S. etc.”: Previously mandated and
recommendations submitted. Being considered by White House. Al-
though, if the last recommendation from State was negative on
amending the law, perhaps this can be viewed as the basis for a new
evaluation.

6. “... international forums.”

* On May 13, Schneider provided the regional bureaus with guidance concerning
the preparation of action plans. (National Archives, RG 59, Office of the Deputy Secre-
tary: Records of Warren Christopher, 1977-1980, Lot 81D113, Box 19, Human Rights—
Tasking Memos)
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RESPONSE: Being undertaken by IO with results to come before
Coordinating Group in State and then Inter-Agency Committee.’

4. “Review national security aspects, etc.”:

Asitrelates to “friendly states and allies” part of the country action
plans. Similarly, as it relates to Korea. PRC action up in the air.

5. “Develop a strateqy . .. relations with Congress ...”:

RESPONSE: Initially undertaken through the Inter-Agency Com-
mittee as it related to IFI’s and through SAPRC with regard to security
assistance. H in process of preparation following Christopher to Vance
memo,’ although actual tasking memo not yet approved.

5 See Document 52.

¢ In Christopher’s May 3 memorandum to Vance, he commented that the adminis-
tration’s “strategy for Congressional relations on the human rights question need not be
somuch a ‘strategy’ as an attitude. That attitude should start and end with the determina-
tion to work with the Congress.” He indicated that in addition to promoting cooperation
between Congress and the Department of State, he had instructed D and D/HA to meet
with representatives of the major Washington-based human rights organizations. (Na-
tional Archives, RG 59, Office of the Deputy Secretary: Records of Warren Christopher,

1977-1980, Lot 81D113, Box 19, Human Rights—Tasking Memos)

50. Memorandum for the Record'
Washington, May 24, 1977

SUBJECT

Initial Meeting of Interagency Working Group for PRM-28 (Human Rights),
24 May 1977

1. Cord Meyer, SA/DDCI, and [less than 1 line not declassified] rep-
resented CIA at a 24 May meeting at EOB of an Interagency Working
Group to prepare PRM-28 (Human Rights). The meeting was tempo-
rarily chaired by Ms. Jessica Tuchman, Chief of NSC’s Office of Global
Issues, until the arrival of the permanent Chairperson, Deputy Secre-
tary of State Warren Christopher.

!Source: Central Intelligence Agency, National Intelligence Council, Job
91MO00696R: Subject Policy Files Box 1, Folder 3: Presidential Review Memoranda (PRM/
NSC) 1977. Confidential; CIA internal use only. Prepared in the Office of Regional and
Political Analysis on May 25.
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2. Ms. Tuchman organized the meeting to consider the suitability
of her draft outline for the PRM, dated 20 May, and already “ap-
proved” by President Carter. (copy attached)?

3. Ms. Tuchman delivered an illuminating sketch of the previous
history of the PRM. Apparently, a draft outline that she prepared in
February was rejected by the NSC in March.’ Because the Human
Rights aspect of US approval of loan decisions of International Finan-
cial Institutions (IFIs) required immediate attention, an Interagency
Working Group on Economic Assistance and Human Rights was set
up. NSC, State, Treasury, Commerce (?), and later DOD, were
members. This group is now replaced by the larger group invited to the
meeting (which in addition to CIA, now also includes Justice, USIA,
AID and a representative of the Ambassador to the UN). State has the
larg-est representation: the Coordinator and Deputy Coordinator for
Human Rights (Ms. Derian, Mr. Schneider) and Policy Plans (Ms.
Vogelgesang).

4. Early in the meeting, each member was asked to list the papers
on human rights of his unit that could be made available to the group.
In the course of the discussion, Ms. Tuchman praised the usefulness of
CIA’s 11 May Memorandum “Impact of the US Stand on Human
Rights,”* and indicated that President Carter continues to read CIA’s
weekly report on human rights.

5. Ms. Derian referred to Secretary Vance’s 30 April speech on
Human Rights Policy” as a major policy directive. Ms. Tuchman, how-
ever, characterized it as a great speech, but not a policy, and said that
this was the President’s view of it as well.

6. Ms. Derian talked about the activities of her expanding office, in
terms of Action Plans on Human Rights for each country and for Inter-
national Organizations (including IFIs) as well. She apparently indi-
cated that there was a need to move quickly to stay ahead of Congress’s
measures restricting loans and military sales to poor performers in the
human rights area. She indicated that many decisions were already
being made with the human rights criteria in mind.

7. The actual discussion of the 20 May outline was brief and some-
what confused. Most participants wanted to discuss the means at hand
to implement US policy. [name not declassified] indicated that it would
be helpful if the objectives of the policy were discussed first, so that
means and implications (the section of greatest concern to CIA) would be
placed in a more meaningful perspective.

2 Attached but not printed. PRM-28 is printed as Document 46.
3 See footnote 1, Document 22.

4See Document 42.

5 See Document 39.
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8. Deputy Secretary Christopher seemed to endorse this sugges-
tion, as he adjourned the meeting more or less in midstream. The next
meeting will discuss specific tasking for the PRM. It appears that the
bulk, if not all, of the PRM will be drafted by State.

[name not declassified]

51. Telegram From the Department of State to All Diplomatic
Posts'

Washington, May 28, 1977, 21227

124544. From Deputy Secretary for the Ambassador. Subject: Pri-
ority Attention to Human Rights.

1. In his speech at Notre Dame, the President reaffirmed that our
commitment to human rights is “a fundamental tenet of our foreign
policy.”? To insure that the priority which the President and the Secre-
tary place on human rights is fully reflected at your post, I request that
you continue to give human rights matters your personal attention and
you direct the Embassy’s work on human rights. Your personal in-
volvement will insure that appropriate attention is given (a) to analysis
and reporting on human rights practices; (b) to compliance with new
and existing legislative provisions, particularly those bearing on our
foreign assistance program; and, (c) in countries that share our respect
for human rights, to encouraging international cooperation to protect
and promote basic rights.

2. To support your efforts, basic documents in this field will be
pouched to you shortly. A follow-up cable will contain general guid-
ance on our agenda for action on human rights and request specific
post contributions to our overall action program.

Vance

! Source: National Archives, RG 59, Office of the Deputy Secretary: Records of
Warren Christopher, 1977-1980, Lot 81D113, Box 13, Human Rights—Action Plans. Con-
fidential. Drafted by Lamb, Oxman, and Schneider; cleared in S/S-O and in substance by
Derian; approved by Christopher.

2 Reference is to the President’s May 22 commencement address to graduates of the
University of Notre Dame, printed in Public Papers: Carter, 1977, Book L, pp. 954-962; and
scheduled for publication in Foreign Relations, 1977-1980, volume I, Foundations of For-
eign Policy.
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52.  Memorandum From the Deputy Secretary of State
(Christopher) to the Assistant Secretary of State for
International Organization Affairs (Maynes)'

Washington, May 30, 1977

SUBJECT
U.S. Policy on Human Rights: Actions to be Taken

I have sent the attached memorandum (Tab 1)* to the Secretary
outlining a broadscale effort to implement our human rights policy as
effectively as possible. That effort, which involves all relevant bureaus
of the Department as well as AID, USIA and all U.S. posts abroad, is
premised upon the comprehensive statement of policy set forth in the
Secretary’s Law Day speech (Tab 2).? That policy was recently ampli-
fied by the President in his speech at Notre Dame* where he identified
our basic commitment to promote the cause of human rights as the first
of the cardinal premises on which our foreign policy rests.

In a related development an interagency policy review is under
way under the aegis of the Special Coordinating Committee (SCC) of
the NSC. I will chair the SCC for the purpose of this review, which is
designed to produce a concise paper and specific policy recommenda-
tions for the President. The review will further develop and refine the
policies already enunciated by the Administration. The May 20 memo-
randum from Dr. Brzezinski setting out the terms of reference for the
review is attached at Tab 3.°

As you will see from my memorandum to the Secretary, one of the
principal components of our effort is the development of an “Agenda
for U.S. Action on Human Rights at the United Nations.” I would like
you to undertake preparation of such an agenda for submission to the
Human Rights Coordinating Group.

The agenda should encompass consideration of at least the
following;:

! Source: National Archives, RG 59, Office of the Deputy Secretary: Records of
Warren Christopher, 1977-1980, Lot 81D113, Box 19, Human Rights—Tasking Memos.
Confidential. Copies of tasking memoranda sent by Christopher to T, PM, AID, PA,
USIA, EB, H, and CU are in the National Archives, RG 59, Office of the Deputy Secretary:
Records of Warren Christopher, 1977-1980, Lot 81D113, Box 23, Human Rights—PRM 1.

2 Not found attached. Reference is to Christopher’s May 3 memorandum to Vance.
See footnote 1, Document 48.

3 Not found attached. See Document 39.

4 See footnote 2, Document 51.

5 Not found attached. Reference is to PRM-28 (see Document 46).
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(i) determining before the convening of each new session of the
General Assembly and each major UN conference the priority human
rights issues for special U.S. attention;

(ii) consulting early and often with close allies and, when possible,
with non-aligned and third world nations, to identify human rights
issues of shared concern and forge appropriate coalitions;

(iii) seeking ways to eliminate the racism-zionism issue, and trying
to assure even-handed study and statements on country and area
human rights situations so that not just a few countries are singled out;

(iv) following up on the President’s proposals for strengthening
the HRC by more frequent meetings, by returning the Commission to
New York, and by increasing its mandate with the appointment of a
UN Human Rights Commissioner, and also to take steps to preserve
the Commission’s procedures for dealing with private complaints on
human rights.

Please do not feel constrained to limit your proposals to these five
areas.

Paragraph 3(f) of the memorandum requesting the PRM seeks an
evaluation of substantive and procedural initiatives the U.S. could take
in various international forums to improve human rights conditions.
The agenda I have requested above will clearly be of major assistance in
preparing a response to paragraph 3(f). Since paragraph 3(f) is not lim-
ited to the UN, however, I would appreciate it if you would prepare a
draft response to paragraph 3(f) setting forth any substantive and pro-
cedural initiatives you would recommend that the U.S. take in the UN
as well as any other international forums to improve human rights
conditions.

I think it is important to note, as you prepare your paper, that in
his Law Day speech the Secretary (1) specifically defined the human
rights which are the subject of our policy, (2) set forth in detail the ques-
tions to be considered as we determine whether and how to act with re-
spect to human rights, and (3) stated that once we choose to act, the
means available range from quiet diplomacy in its many forms,
through public pronouncements, to withholding of assistance.

In addition to the above described action agenda, I would like you
to prepare, in consultation with AID, and with clearance from D/HA
and S/P, a status report on the observance of women’s rights as well as
an action plan designed to foster greater observance of such rights. You
may wish to consider the following in your paper: cooperation with
U.S. women'’s organizations; greater emphasis on women’s rights in
the implementation of current U.S. legislation on development assist-
ance; ways to follow-up on International Women’s Year.

Please have your staff contact Mr. Schneider of D/HA (Room 7802,
x21181) for further details on substance, for information on format and
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procedures, and, as needed, for copies of tasking memoranda sent to
other bureaus in connection with this effort. Your papers should be
submitted by close of business June 15, except that I would like your
draft response to paragraph 3(f) by close of business June 7. A Human
Rights Coordinating Group meeting will be scheduled after June 15 to
discuss your proposals.

53. Note From the Deputy Secretary of State (Christopher) to
Secretary of State Vance'

Washington, June 6, 1977

Cy:

I plan to meet this week with the bureaus and agencies in the De-
partment to discuss questions and problems they may be encountering
in responding to the tasking memos they have received, which are re-
ferred to in the attached report.

To keep pressing forward but also to be coherent and responsible
is a difficult balance, especially with a PRM in the works. I want to be
sure the bureaus and agencies have an opportunity to express their
concerns.

Warren

1Source: National Archives, RG 59, Office of the Deputy Secretary: Records of
Warren Christopher, 1977-1980: Lot 81D113, Box 19, Human Rights—Tasking Memos.
No classification marking. A handwritten notation on the note indicates that Vance saw
it.
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Attachment

Briefing Memorandum From the Coordinator for Human
Rights and Humanitarian Affairs (Derian) to Secretary of
State Vance’

Washington, June 1, 1977

Status Report on U.S. Policy on Human Rights: Actions Being Taken

Since May 3 the following actions have been taken in accordance
with the memorandum from the Deputy Secretary.?

1. Communication of Policy to All Posts

A. The Atlanta Law Day speech was dispatched to all posts. Am-
bassadors and Embassy personnel informed the highest level of host
governments of the speech and of U.S. human rights policy and re-
ported on the reaction.

B. A cable has been sent to the posts directing the Ambassador to
take personal responsibility for human rights reporting and for as-
suring Embassy personnel awareness of our human rights policy de-
velopments and of recent legislative and international legal develop-
ments in the human rights field.*

C. The results of the policy review memorandum process now un-
derway will be communicated to the posts at an appropriate time.

2. Action with Respect to Individual Countries

A. All regional assistant secretaries have been requested to submit
draft reports on human rights conditions and appropriate recommen-
dations for achieving human rights improvements.’ Each region is cur-
rently preparing three draft reports for submission by June 15 with the
remainder due on July 1. Bureaus will both prepare draft reports for
comment by individual posts and in other instances permit posts to
prepare the initial report for review and comment by the bureaus.

2No classification marking. Drafted by Schneider. Sent through Christopher.
Schneider initialed for Derian. Derian sent an updated version of the memorandum,
dated July 19, through Christopher to Vance. (Department of State, Bureau of Human
Rights and Humanitarian Affairs, 1976-1977 Human Rights Subject Files and Country
Files, Lot 80D177, SHUM—Policies)

3 See footnote 1, Document 48.

4 See Document 51.

5See footnotes 3 and 4, Document 49, and Document 52.
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B. This process of defining conditions, obligations, and recommen-
dations in accordance with the directives enunciated in your Law Day
speech and the President’s Notre Dame speech® appears the best way to
avoid the concept of a country “hit” list since it will provide positive in-
dividual human rights strategies for each country rather than a pariah
list.

3. Coordination of Policy

A. The State Department continues to maintain overall direction of
the human rights policy coordination within the executive branch. The
Interagency Committee on Human Rights and Foreign Assistance,
which the Deputy Secretary chairs, met several times with full repre-
sentation from other agencies to consider issues involving human
rights and the International Financial Institutions.”

B. A special coordinating committee, which the Deputy Secretary
is chairing, has been designated by the NSC to complete a policy re-
view memorandum (PRM 28) on human rights and foreign policy.® The
Department is taking the lead in developing a response to the PRM
with initial drafts due June 7, committee review by June 15 and final re-
view by June 22.°

C. Internally the HRCG, which you previously established and
which the Deputy Secretary chairs,'” has met to review action on
human rights and IFIs prior to their consideration by the Interagency
Committee on Human Rights and Foreign Assistance.

D. An ad hoc working committee which D/HA and EB co-chair
has been formed to provide initial recommendations to the HRCG and
ultimately to the interagency committee, on bilateral and multilateral
assistance issues relating to our human rights policy. In addition to
co-chairing this group, D/HA also provides staff support to the HRCG
and the inter-agency committee and acts as secretariat for those
entities.

E. In the area of security assistance policy, D/HA has been named
a full member of the proposed Arms Export Control Board and its

6 See footnote 2, Document 51.

7 See Document 41. A 4-year listing of Christopher Committee meetings and coun-
tries discussed, prepared in 1980, indicates that the Committee met on May 6, 18, and 19.
(Department of State, Bureau of Human Rights and Humanitarian Affairs, 1980 Human
Rights Subject Files, Lot 82D180, IAGHRFA—History & Organization)

8 See Document 46.

° The Department of State’s outline for the response to PRM/NSC-28 is printed as
Document 54.

10 See Document 14.
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various working groups. Policy guidelines can be discussed in this set-
ting prior to further consideration of human rights and security assist-
ance issues within the HRCG and the interagency committee.

F. D/HA has cooperated with the Foreign Service Institute in orga-
nizing the first seminar on human rights and will collaborate with the
institute in future efforts to strengthen the understanding of our
human rights policy within the Department and receive the counsel of
on-line foreign service officers as to how best to implement that policy.

4. Economic Assistance

A. AID will be submitting drafts of its “New Initiatives in Human
Rights” program as part of its response to the PRM, with a final report
by mid-June."

B. D/HA has met with the representatives of several other indus-
trial nations, to discuss ways of cooperating on human rights. The con-
sultation process will be continuing and will be bolstered by the recom-
mendations from appropriate posts on how to accomplish this goal.

C. AID is drawing up a program covering what has been done and
what will be done to promote women’s rights.'?

D. With regard to multilateral programs:

(i) a procedure ensuring long lead time notice for IFI loans is near
completion with the previously mentioned ad hoc working committee
as the first source of screening for human rights considerations.

(ii) EB is developing a paper on the implementation of our human
rights policy through the IFI's. A summary draft will be completed by
June 7 as part of the PRM exercise.

(iii) the implementation of our human rights policy in the IFIs has
gone forward at the same time as we have responded to upcoming
loans in the various IFIs. In two instances (Ethiopia and Benin), we
have abstained on World Bank votes on human rights grounds; in two
other instances (El Salvador and Argentina) we have indicated that
human rights considerations would likely produce a negative vote and
suggested the appropriateness of a delay in considering the loans." In
the case of El Salvador, the delay was requested by that government.
Our Embassy reported that the IFI action had engendered the first clear
recognition on the part of the GOES of our seriousness in seeking

11 See Tab A, Document 58.
12 Gee Tab B, Document 58.

13 The Interagency Group reached agreement on the course of actions for these
countries at its May 19 meeting. (Meeting minutes, May 20; National Archives, RG 59, Of-
fice of the Deputy Secretary: Records of Warren Christopher, 1977-1980, Lot 81D113, Box
17, Human Rights Interagency Group I)
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human rights improvernents.14 In the case of Argentina, our concern
was communicated by the Secretary of Treasury at the IBD annual
meeting.”” No final decision by the Argentine government in this
matter has yet taken place.

In several other instances, demarches have been made to indicate
that we are considering human rights factors as we evaluate IFI loans in
keeping with the President’s stated intention of using our voice and
vote in the IFI's to promote human rights. In the case of Paraguay, the
demarche produced a promise on the part of that government to re-
spond favorably to the IAHRC request to visit Paraguay. The formal in-
vitation, however, has not yet been offered. Other instances in which
general demarches were made include Malawi and the Philippines.
Other demarches are in process for Indonesia, Guatemala and
Romania.

These actions have given substance to the Administration’s human
rights policy in the IFls and thereby improved the chances for the
success of our legislative strategy. However, continuing evidence on
this policy is clearly necessary if the legislative strategy is ultimately to
be successful.

5. Security Assistance

As noted, the Arms Export Control Board is now in operation with
D/HA participation and initial efforts to define policy guidelines are
underway. In relation to our effort and in conjunction with the PRM, a
summary statement will be available June 7. In addition, D/HA, in ful-
filling its legislative requirements, has continued to advise on arms
transfers to countries with human rights problems. The reports now
being prepared for each country also will discuss ways in which secu-
rity assistance programs can be modified in order to help implement
our human rights policy.

6. Cooperation with the Congress

H has been actively engaged in security assistance, State Depart-
ment authorization, IFI activities, and economic assistance legislation.
In addition H has worked closely with other bureaus and the White
House in pressing for the consideration of the Genocide treaty. The
Deputy Secretary opened the Senate ratification hearings on the

14 In telegram 2297 from San Salvador, May 17, the Embassy reported that the threat
of a U.S. veto of an IDB loan to the Government of El Salvador had signaled a “new GOES
attitude on human rights.” (National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File,
D770175-0468)

15 The eighteenth annual meeting of the Board of Governors of the Inter-American
Development Bank convened in Guatemala City, Guatemala, May 30-June 1, 1977.
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treaty.'® This has been part of the developing strategy for ratification
for the United Nations covenants and conventions and the OAS Con-
vention on Human Rights, which the President signed this week."”

While the balance sheet is still in our favor and a cooperative and
friendly attitude has dominated the process, there is growing ques-
tioning among some sectors of the Congress with regard to the vigor of
our human rights policy. This was most apparent in the IFI legislation
in the House but has recurred on several security assistance matters.
Closer coordination by D/HA and H with the more outspoken advo-
cates on the Hill should take place. There remains a basic receptivity to
our policy if a greater number of specific actions can be cited, even pri-
vately, to these Congressmen and Senators.

D/HA has been meeting with the human rights organizations in
Washington on an individual basis and participated as well in NGO
activities.

7. Multilateral Diplomacy

a. The United Nations

In response to the Deputy Secretary’s previous memorandum and
in keeping with the PRM, IO is working actively on “an agenda for U.S.
action on Human Rights at the United Nations” and has engaged in ef-
forts to seek the appointment of a UN Human Rights Commissioner
and to strengthen the UNHRC.

b. The Organization of American States (OAS)

Preparations are well underway for efforts to strengthen the Inter-
American Human Rights Commission at the upcoming General As-
sembly including efforts to obtain budgetary increases, increasing the
number of visits, more adequate debate and broader educational pro-
grams. ARA also is preparing papers in other ways to strengthen OAS
human rights activities.

16 Reference is to the Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of
Genocide, adopted by the UN General Assembly on December 9, 1948, and entered into
force on January 12, 1951. (A/RES/260(III)A) President Truman submitted the Conven-
tion to the Senate in 1949. Although the Senate Foreign Relations Committee had favor-
ably reported the Convention, the Senate as a whole had not given its advice and consent
as of early 1977. In a May 23 message to the Senate, the President urged ratification of the
Convention, noting that ratification “would be a significant enhancement of the human
rights commitments of this nation, demonstrating again to the world in concrete fashion
our determination to advance and protect human rights.” Carter’s message is printed in
Department of State Bulletin, June 27,1977, p. 676. Christopher testified before the Senate
Foreign Relations Committee on May 24, asserting, “There is no valid moral, political, or
legal argument against U.S. adherence to the genocide convention. There are strong
moral, political, and legal reasons why we should become a party.” (Ibid., p. 678)

17 See Document 47.
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8. Improving U.S. Performance and Defense of American Rights

The visa policy review has not yet been completed, although a de-
cision is currently pending by the President on this issue and on pos-
sible legislative amendment. This matter also will be treated as part of
the PRM exercise.

9. Public Diplomacy

Both as part of the PRM exercise and in response to tasking memo-
randums within the Department, USIA, CU, and PA are exploring
ways to improve public awareness and understanding of our human
rights policy.' The first town meeting in Los Angeles emphasized the
human rights policy and upcoming town meetings will advance that
effort."”

18 For the USIA proposal, see Document 60.

% The Department’s first town hall meeting took place at the Los Angeles Hilton
Hotel on May 20. At one of the sessions, Derian summarized the administration’s human
rights platform and reiterated the administration’s commitment to global rights issues:
“We're really concerned about basic human rights around the world. President Carter is
very serious about human rights. This is not a fad. This commitment has become a key
element in the consideration of American foreign policy.” (Tendayi Kumbula, “Human
Rights Stressed at L.A. Meetings,” The Los Angeles Times, May 21, 1977, p. A-26)

54.  Paper Prepared in the Department of State'
Washington, June 8, 1977

OUTLINE—PRM 28 RESPONSE

1. Objectives:

A. The United States human rights policy must be consistent with
existing international obligations, domestic law and our nation’s heri-
tage. It must be reflected throughout the executive branch and be prem-

1Source: National Archives, RG 59, Office of the Deputy Secretary: Records of
Warren Christopher, 1977-1980, Lot 81D113, Box 23, Human Rights—PRM II. No classifi-
cation marking. Drafted by Schneider and Vogelgesang. On June 8, Nimetz sent Christo-
pher a memorandum containing ideas for the PRM outline, commenting that he had
committed these ideas to paper without the benefit of the Schneider-Vogelgesang draft.
(National Archives, RG 59, Office of the Secretary: Mr. Matthew Nimetz, Counselor of the
Department of State, Under Secretary of State for Security Assistance, Science and Tech-
nology, Lot 81D85, Box 1, MN Chron—Official January—June 1977)
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ised on an understanding of the task and the need for a long-term com-
mitment to produce results. The overall goal is to promote the
observance of internationally-accepted standards of human rights
throughout the world.

1. Specific objectives (the time frame for the attainment of these ob-
jectives will depend greatly on individual country circumstances, and
on the degree of coherence and persistence of U.S. human rights
advocacy).

(a) Promotion of rights of the person in all countries. The initial ob-
jective should be focused on countries with whom we have the greatest
degree of involvement. Failure to see human rights improvements ulti-
mately will jeopardize those bilateral relations.

(b) Promotion of civil and political liberties. The encouragement of
and identification of U.S. with democratic countries and those moving
in that direction is a legitimate goal, and one which has direct relevance
to the enhancement of rights of the person.

(c) Promotion of such basic needs as food, shelter, health care, and
education. This objective can be sought most effectively through posi-
tive support and international action.

(d) Achievement of greater international awareness and concern in
improving human rights conditions.

(e) Reduction in the level of U.S. association with regimes which
engage in gross violations of human rights of their citizens. It will dem-
onstrate our own commitment to human rights goals, maintain public
confidence in the thrust of our foreign policy, and, hopefully, influence
the nation involved and other states as well.

1—Lessening our identification could reach a halt to all assistance
and support if a country rejects pleas for improvements and moves
along a path of institutionalizing its repressive features.

2—Disassociation involving full cut-offs of assistance would occur
where any country reached the threshold defined as being engaged in
“a consistent pattern of gross violations of internationally recognized
human rights.” “Consistent pattern” would be defined in terms of pe-
riod of time, regular nature and trend. “Gross violations” would focus
on those rights of the person cited in current law—and derived from
United Nations Resolution—"torture or cruel, inhuman, or degrading
treatment or punishment, prolonged detention without charges and
trial, and other flagrant denial of the right to life, liberty, or the security
of person.”?

2 Presumable reference to UN General Assembly Resolution 3452(XXX), adopted
on December 9, 1975.
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3—In making that determination as well as in examining the con-
ditions in countries which may not reach that level, similar questions
would be asked in each case: the kind of violations or deprivations, the
extent, the pattern, the trend, the degree of government control and re-
sponsibility and the willingness to submit to outside investigation.

(f) To demonstrate by the closeness of our relations, including spe-
cial treatment in our assistance programs, our readiness to support
those countries which preserve respect for human rights.

(g) Work toward the development and strengthening of interna-
tional institutional protection of human rights through the ratification
of relevant international covenants and treaties by the U.S. and other
nations.

(h) Promote international humanitarian programs with the goal of
easing conditions of political refugees.

(i) Develop public understanding and support for our policy
through the involvement of non-governmental organizations and close
collaboration with the Congress.

(j) Ensure that other nations know clearly our human rights policy
and seek to obtain the broadest support for that policy from other
democratic nations.

I1. Strategies for pursuing policy objectives:

A. Available mechanisms to implement a human rights policy:

1. Symbolic acts such as public statements and personal visits rep-
resent an important declarative aspect of the policy, particularly as it
relates to general goals.

2. Diplomatic actions should be an integral part of individual
country strategy. These actions essentially are preliminary contacts set-
ting the stage for an understanding by the host government of the im-
plications of failing to improve human rights conditions. Later, such
demarches can provide signals as to U.S. current sense of human rights
conditions.

(a) Defining ahead of time the likely sanctions and incentives re-
lated to human rights objectives permits other governments an early
opportunity to respond privately to our concerns.

(b) The existence of statutory restrictions on economic and security
assistance on human rights should be communicated as an indication
of broad support for overall human rights policy.

3. Foreign assistance as leverage:

(a) Security Assistance (including grant MAP, FMS sales, training,
size of U.S. military personnel complement in country, and commercial
arms license approval) generally should be the first area of aid to a gov-
ernment to be reduced. Such assistance is usually viewed as linking the
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U.S. most directly with a repressive regime. So far as possible, in light
of 502B,° the reduction of assistance should continue over a period of
months during which the government is clearly placed on alert and
aware of the linkage between human rights concerns and security
assistance.

1—Interface between security assistance policy and human rights
policy must be communicated fully to each government. Gradual ac-
tion to reduce the level and kind of assistance is desirable.

2—Commercial arms licenses for repressive regimes should be
used along with all other security assistance programs to communicate
our human rights concerns.

(b) Economic Assistance:

1—Bilateral AID programs should be determined in light of
human rights factors. At the same time, efforts should be made to re-
spond positively to governments which act to improve human rights
conditions. Additional efforts to ensure expansion of “New Initiatives”,
furtherance of human rights, and establishment of women’s rights
agenda.

2—Multilateral assistance:

a) Within the International Financial Institutions, the United States
can promote its objectives by insuring a concern for human rights con-
ditions, particularly as they relate to rights of the person, at every level
of the IFI's operations. Concern for these rights in the IFI’s is not only
called for by the President’s policy, but it also is the likely outcome of
the current IFI authorization legislative process and is consistent with
the broad development purpose set forth in IFI charters.

(c) There is no other effective way to demonstrate U.S. willingness
to risk costs in support of human rights objectives than to reduce or end
its bilateral assistance to a consistent violator.

(d) It also is a way of inducing greatest pressure within a regime
for change. The benefits of continued repression thus are outweighed
by the negative consequences of reduced U.S. assistance, the possibility
of similar action by other countries, and the criticism of international
public opinion.

4. Greater use of overseas radio, television broadcast facilities and
other educational and cultural exchange both to convey information on
the human rights activities of the Administration and to report on inter-
national human rights developments.

(a) CSCE compliance with cultural, journalistic and educational
exchange should be emphasized.

3 Section 502(B) of the International Security Assistance and Arms Control Act of
1976.
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(b) Expanding information in developing regions can both educate
and promote greater human rights observance.

5. Initiatives to promote refugee relief:

(a) Improved access into the U.S. for refugees and dissidents by in-
creasing conditional entry numbers and conforming definition of ref-
ugee to UN non-discriminatory language, both involving legislation.

(b) Additionally, we might submit legislation to remove any nu-
merical limitation on refugees the President could admit under a parole
where he is responding to a legitimate international appeal or where an
emergent refugee situation is of special concern to the U.S.

6. Initiatives in international organizations:

(a) Coordinate effort to obtain a United Nations Commissioner for
Human Rights.

(b) Promote human rights in U.N. specialized agencies.

(c) Strengthen independence and increase resources of United Na-
tions and Inter-American Human Rights Commission.

(d) Promote creation of African Human Rights Commission.

III. Competing Interests: National Security Considerations:

A. The national security interests of the U.S. may be affected by de-
cisions to promote human rights where the end result is less identifica-
tion with a country engaged in human rights violations.

1. Close identification with a repressive regime during this period
also may risk longer term alienation of U.S. from the people of that
country and any following government identified with democratic
principles and human rights.

B. US-Soviet détente:

1. The overriding importance of nuclear arms control to both the
Soviet Union and the United States, as well as the human rights related
goal of avoiding nuclear war would argue against linking this issue to
specific human rights improvements.

2. A similar argument would not hold in relation to other aspects
of détente, such as improved economic relations, expansion of trade
and commerce, or non-contentious relations. Linkage in these areas,
privately applied, could be feasible and fruitful.

C. Friendly states and allies:

1. Emphasizing human rights concerns with such states in few in-
stances could produce significant impacts on U.S. national security
concerns. In fact, the failure to demonstrate those concerns in the cases
of Greece and Spain may have produced a threat to maintenance of U.S.
military bases in those countries.

2. Emphasizing those concerns with friendly states and allies who
are not human rights violators (Western Europe) could promote
greater cooperation and joint action in this area.
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3. Emphasizing those concerns with Israel would complicate rela-
tions with that country. However, it also might produce some human
rights improvements.

D. Korea: Failure to improve human rights situation would pro-
duce Congressionally mandated reductions in U.S. identification with
the current regime. Current planned withdrawal of U.S. troops prob-
ably diminishes leverage available in influencing improvement. How-
ever, the converse also is true in that the removal of troops places
greater importance on maintenance of remaining security assistance.

E. PRC: At least the initial stages of the normalization process
probably are inappropriate to press for major human rights improve-
ments. Any hope of achieving such improvements awaits further ac-
tion in the normalization process.

IV. Internal Organization of Human Rights Efforts:

A. D/HA within the Department of State is charged by law with
coordinating human rights activities for the Secretary of State.

B. Within the federal government, the Inter-Agency Committee on
Human Rights and Foreign Assistance, chaired by the Deputy Secre-
tary should continue to function, although expanded to involve all
human rights considerations affecting U.S. foreign policy. In defining
objectives, U.S. missions abroad are vital to help define the objectives
and the tactics to achieve them. Initial action in this area already is
underway.

C. Crucial is full Presidential support for policy implementation
within executive agencies.

V. Congressional Relations:

A. Key strategy must be to demonstrate credibility of policy, to in-
volve the Congress in helping to develop policy and involve the
Congress in the review of implementation.

B. Early and thorough involvement in establishment of policy and
implementation would avoid confrontation.

C. In-depth and frequent briefing of congressional staff also
should be part of the strategy.



Human Rights 163

55. Memorandum From the Assistant Secretary of the Treasury
for International Affairs (Bergsten) to the Deputy Secretary
of State (Christopher)’

Washington, June 9, 1977

SUBJECT
Human Rights and the IFls

From our experience thus far I strongly believe we need the fol-
lowing to improve the process by which we make human rights deci-
sions in connection with IFI loan proposals:

1. timely written reports on the human rights situation in the bor-
rowing countries in question,

2. specific criteria for judging performance and changes in the
human rights situation in offending countries, and

3. a system for coordinating with other countries concerning U.S.
action on human rights and foreign assistance.

Concerning (1), above, the recent case of Benin made it clear that
we need up-to-date reports on the status of human rights conditions
before making a decision on how the United States should vote, and on
any other necessary actions. In the Benin case we abstained on two IDA
credits in May, apparently on the basis of a human rights report made
in January of this year.” I believe we should have an up-to-date written
report on the human rights situation (including an indication of sources

! Source: National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File, P770148-1054. No
classification marking. Katz transmitted Bergsten’s memorandum to Christopher under a
June 21 action memorandum and requested that Christopher approve a response to
Bergsten indicating that the Interagency Group on Human Rights and Foreign Assistance
(IGHRFA) would, at its June 24 meeting, consider the procedural issues Bergsten raised.
Handwritten notations on Katz’s action memorandum read: “OBE Per Steve Oxman
Mtg Held 6/248/10/77” and “FW 6-23-77.” (National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign
Policy File, P770148-1052 and P770148-1053)

2 Presumable reference to early 1977 Department of State human rights reporting
requirements. In telegram 14518 to multiple African diplomatic posts, January 22, the De-
partment indicated that it was in the process of reviewing human rights conditions in the
development assistance recipient countries (countries not part of the annual Congres-
sional security assistance presentation) and asked posts to report on these conditions by
January 31. (National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File, D770023-1100) In tele-
gram 226 from Cotonou, January 28, the Embassy described Benin as a “police state,”
commenting that “rule of law is irrelevant and there are no guarantees for the protection
of internationally recognized human rights.” (National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign
Policy File, D770031-0853) The Benin IDA question was discussed at the May 19 IGHRFA
meeting. Schneider noted that the Bureau of African Affairs felt “that the suggested ap-
proach to Benin, i.e., to abstain on two upcoming votes for the needy, is appropriate.”
(National Archives, RG 59, Office of the Deputy Secretary: Records of Warren Christo-
pher, 1977-1980, Lot 81D113, Box 17, Human Rights Interagency Group I)
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and reliability of information) in each country under consideration by
the Inter-Agency Group so that all of its members can participate with
full knowledge in arriving at decisions on each proposed loan. Knowl-
edge of the specific human rights situation in each country is also im-
portant for our Executive Directors in the IFIs so that they can intelli-
gently discuss the reasons for the U.S. positions with EDs of other
countries, and with the managements of the Banks. (Our ED in the
World Bank was placed in a difficult situation when other Directors
questioned the validity of our view on Benin.) We should also have
written copies of the proposed instructions for demarches to countries
being approached in connection with human rights matters.?

On (2) above, we need a specific set of human rights criteria
against which to formulate decisions on proposed loans to violating
countries and to measure changes in their human rights situations. In
this connection, Secretary Vance’s speech of April 30, on human rights
policy*—while useful—was too broad in scope for the purposes of the
Inter-Agency Group. It seems to me we need to have specific criteria so
that we can be absolutely clear on the type of actions to which we ob-
ject, and on specific corrective measures we want to see taken before we
alter our position on a particular IFI loan or loans.

On the matter of systematic and timely consultation with other
countries, we found at the IDB Annual Meeting in Guatemala that a
number of IFI donor countries were receptive to our general human
rights position; they felt, however, that in applying our human rights
policy to IFI loans we were taking a unilateral approach and were

3 In telegram 117008 to Cotonou, May 20, the Department indicated that the U.S.
Executive Director of the IBRD would be instructed to refrain from the May 24 vote on
the IDA loans for Benin “because of our concern for human rights conditions in that
country, particularly arbitrary arrests and imprisonment.” The Department instructed
the Embassy to démarche the Beninese prior to the May 24 action. (National Archives, RG
59, Central Foreign Policy File, D770180-1025) In telegram 916 from Cotonou, May 25, the
Embassy reported that the Chargé made the démarche. (National Archives, RG 59, Cen-
tral Foreign Policy File, D770186-1008) In telegram 920 from Cotonou, May 26, the
Chargé expressed frustration that the Embassy had not been consulted or allowed to con-
tribute to the IGHRFA decision concerning the abstention, adding that while “Benin’s
record on human rights is far from laudable,” many of the political arrests had been
linked to a January 16 mercenary attack on Cotonou. He concluded, “I believe that Benin
should indeed be taken to task for its violations of human rights but I think the timing
and the nature of the measures involved will greatly determine whether our actions will
have the desired or the opposite effect. Even if our views on the subject were rejected we
would at least have appreciated the opportunity to have our voice heard.” (National Ar-
chives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File, D770189-0444) In telegram 998 from Cotonou,
June 9, the Embassy reported that it was in the process of revising telegram 926, the “tone
and content of which were heavily influenced by the fact that it was written 10 days after
mercenary attack and at time when post-coup security measures were at their most strin-
gent. Situation showing some signs of improvement.” (National Archives, RG 59, Central
Foreign Policy File, D770205-1186)

4See Document 39.
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making arbitrary or selective moral judgments. Thus, in general, they
seemed to resent our manner of handling human rights in the IFIs. We
therefore need to have systematic discussions with other like-minded
countries to explain our human rights position, not only on IFI loans
but also concerning our approach on other forms of assistance, particu-
larly when there appear to be inconsistencies in our position. By con-
sulting with other countries through our Executive Directors in the IFIs
and directly with their governments, we will avoid confrontations and
stand a chance of building a consensus in favor of our position on the
human rights issue.

I recommend that we discuss these matters in the next meeting of
the Inter-Agency Group on Human Rights and Foreign Assistance.

C. Fred Bergsten®

5 Bergsten signed “Fred” above his typed signature.

56. Memorandum Prepared by Representative Donald Fraser'

Washington, June 10, 1977

Other issues.

1. There is a need for up-to-date reporting on human rights condi-
tions. It would be desirable to make an annual report on all countries,
not just on those countries to which military equipment will be sold.
Raw data, of course, need not be published. Such reports provide an
opportunity to show positive change without making a direct link to
U.S. efforts.

! Source: National Archives, RG 59, Office of the Deputy Secretary: Records of
Warren Christopher, 1977-1980, Lot 81D113, Box 16, Human Rights—Don Fraser. No
classification marking. Tarnoff sent the memorandum to Christopher, Derian, Nimetz,
Bennet, Holbrooke, Todman, and Maynes under a June 11 covering memorandum noting
that Fraser had left his memorandum and an additional memorandum outlining country
situations with Vance following Fraser’s June 10 meeting with the Secretary. Tarnoff indi-
cated that Vance had requested a short status report on the issues contained within the
two memoranda. (Ibid.) Briefing memoranda for Vance’s meeting with Fraser are in the
Department of State, Bureau of Human Rights and Humanitarian Affairs, 1976-1977
Human Rights Subject Files and Country Files, Lot 80D177, PGOV—Congressional. No
record of the meeting has been found.
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2. The coordinators office needs strengthening with additional per-
sonnel. In addition, full-time human rights® offices are needed in the re-
gional bureaus. They continue to be part-time now.

3. Attendance at political trials at the level of a political officer is
needed.’ The Embassies should be informed of such a policy.

4. With respect to our participation in the international financial
banks, if discretion is left to the Executive Branch in pursuing human
rights concerns (which I favor), is the government developing diplo-
matic approaches prior to consideration of loan applications by serious
violators to ensure discussion of the human rights factors in the staffs’
papers and the Boards’ deliberations?

5. In the past, the U.S. has supported and cooperated with the
Southern African Program of the Lawyers’ Committee for Civil Rights
Under Law. The Bureau of Educational and Cultural Affairs has given
grants to the International Commission of Jurists. These actions have
been helpful. The Department’s affirmative position on the UN Trust
Fund and on the proposed defense and aid program for Chile have also
been good,4 but I'm told the results have been poor.

(a) Could the Department look at the possibilities for initiating a
worldwide UN legal defense and aid program® with voluntary (in-
cluding US) contributions?

(b) Could the Department also examine possibilities of creating a
U.S. Commission which could administer a modest amount of public
funds in support of programs that strengthen the role of the private
sector working in human rights field. Such funding might provide for
conferences on the subject of human rights, fellowships for human
rights studies abroad, and studies of special human rights problems.®

2 An unknown hand underlined “full-time human rights.”

3 An unknown hand underlined this sentence.

* An unknown hand underlined the first half of this sentence.

® An unknown hand underlined “initiating a worldwide UN legal defense” and
“aid program.”

¢ An unknown hand placed a check mark next to this paragraph and underlined the
portion of the first sentence following the word “strengthen” to the end of the paragraph.
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57.  Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Brzezinski) to the President’s Assistant for
Domestic Affairs and Policy (Eizenstat)'

Washington, June 10, 1977

SUBJECT
The Genocide Treaty

I understand that the Genocide Treaty is in pretty serious trouble
on the Hill, and will not be ratified without strong help from the White
House. Moreover, the human rights groups are watching what we do
very carefully to see whether the Administration will push hard for
this, or whether we will simply send it up and allow it to die, as has
happened so many times before. Therefore, if the vote fails, the Admin-
istration will get a lot of criticism on this score, and the President will be
accused again of “backing off” on human rights. Accordingly, I urge
that ratification of the Genocide Treaty be accorded a high spot on our
list of legislative priorities.”

! Source: Carter Library, White House Central Files, Subject File, Human Rights,
Box HU-18, HU-3—Executive, 1/20/77-12/31/78. No classification marking.

2 On May 23, the President sent a message to the Senate concerning the Genocide
Convention; see footnote 16, Document 53. In a June 10 memorandum to Hansell, Baker,
and Derian, Atwood indicated that he had “put in motion” an effort to ascertain a “cred-
ible vote count” on the Genocide Treaty. (Department of State, Bureau of Human Rights
and Humanitarian Affairs, 1979 Human Rights Subject Files, Lot 82D102, Genocide—
Action File) According to a June 13 note from Eizenstat to Brzezinski, ratification of
the Genocide Treaty had been placed on the legislative priorities list. (Carter Library,
White House Central Files, Subject File, Human Rights, Box HU-18, HU-3—Executive,
1/20/77-12/31/78)
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58. Memorandum From the Administrator of the Agency for
International Development (Gilligan) to the Deputy
Secretary of State (Christopher)’

Washington, June 13, 1977

SUBJECT
U. S. Policy on Human Rights

Attached are the contributions to PRM 28 which you requested
from A.LD. These are:

—Action Plan for Expanding A.LD.’s Human Rights Initiatives

(Tab A
—%tatus Report on the Observance of Women'’s Rights (Tab B)
—Use of Economic and Food Assistance to Improve Human
Rights Conditions (Tab C)

The last paper has been coordinated with State/EB as you
requested.

These possibilities for additional action in pursuit of the Adminis-
tration’s human rights objectives are appropriate for consideration at
this point. No decisions should be made on them at this time, however,
since their respective pros and cons cannot be reflected in a contribu-
tion of this length. Each should be more thoroughly and openly dis-
cussed, and coordinated with proposed action in other areas, to fully
develop information on which final action can be based. I assume such
interagency discussions will be part of the PRM 28 process as it has
been for earlier PRMs.

John J. Gilligan

Tab A

Paper Prepared in the Agency for International
Development

Washington, undated

NEW INITIATIVES IN HUMAN RIGHTS

The A.LD. program provides support for selective initiatives spe-
cifically addressed to human rights concerns, in the context of eco-

1Source: National Archives, RG 59, Office of the Deputy Secretary: Records of
Warren Christopher, 1977-1980, Lot 81D113, Box 19, Tasking Memos. Confidential.
Wisner initialed the memorandum.

2 Confidential.
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nomic development. The kinds of initiatives which we have said we
contemplate include, but will not necessarily be limited to:

(a) Cooperative programs with leading international or regional
institutions, such as the International Commission of Jurists and the
Inter-American Human Rights Commission, which are specialized in
dealing with serious human rights violations;

(b) Programs designed to help the urban poor and rural poor to
have effective access to the rights and protections which are provided
for them under law and under development programs—including ar-
rangements for local advocacy and for nonformal education aimed at
providing the poor majority with knowledge of their rights and of gov-
ernmental processes which affect them; and

(c) Sponsorship of studies and conferences regarding human
rights problems and their relationship to development.

The emphasis is to be on the various categories of human rights
recognized in the Universal Declaration of Human Rights as they relate
to each other.

Each A.LD. regional bureau has proposed to follow a strategy to fit
the particular circumstances and needs of the countries it is concerned
with. LA has stressed legal aid and “public interest” law. NE empha-
sizes the need for a better understanding of local social, cultural, and
political conditions. ASIA stresses the work of voluntary groups, such
as the Asia Foundation. AFR intends to encourage studies and confer-
ences, with emphasis on African participation, which focus on
problems related to the development in multi-ethnic societies, the
human rights aspects of local and traditional values, and the human
rights consequences of economic and political change.

In actions taken to date:

—A.LD. sponsored a one-day meeting at Johns Hopkins Univer-
sity of scholars, foundation officials, human rights activists, and of-
ficers from the Executive and Legislative Branch on the relationship be-
tween economic and the other categories of rights. The deliberations
are summarized in the April issue of War on Hunger.> A.1D. also funded
a conference sponsored by the State University of New York at Albany
and the Irish Institute for Public Administration on the roles which leg-
islative bodies play with respect to the various categories of human
rights. A report on that meeting is available.*

—A.LD. is sponsoring a program of studies by scholars in various
countries on non-totalitarian approaches toward economic growth
with equity. We are contributing to a program of research on local po-
litical leadership and development programs and progress. Antedating

3 Reference is to a monthly periodical produced by the Press and Publications Divi-
sion, Office of Public Affairs, Agency for International Development (AID/OPA/PP).

4 Not further identified.
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the new initiatives, it has supported a program for technical assistance
to representative assemblies in developing countries, but this support
is scheduled to end in 1977. We have also distributed a collection of re-
ports dealing with Human Rights and Economic Development.

—A.LD. supports a major American Society for International Law
study of the role of public interest law as an instrument for economic
and social development. We have helped a legal aid program in Chile
and expect to do the same in other countries.

—We have supported conferences on social and political struc-
tures and rural equity in Afghanistan and Yemen.

—We are provioﬁng money for some leaders in the World Peace
Through Law organization to visit African countries for the purpose of
surveying the need for “paralegal” services. A proposal to support a
conference on human rights to be sponsored by the Rwanda Govern-
ment is pending.

Some of the private voluntary organizations assisted by A.LD. have
been doing work that is relevant to the new initiatives. A.LD.’s latest re-
port to Congress mentions legal aid and probation reform projects sup-
ported by the Asia Foundation.

A.1D.’s human rights policy for the future will be the subject of a
discussion of A.I.D.’s Senior Staff scheduled for June 10. There are a
number of options which are to be considered; we will inform the
Deputy Secretary of any specific results of that meeting.

Tab B

Memorandum From the Coordinator of the Women in
Development Office, Agency for International Development
(Fraser) to the Deputy Assistant Administrator for
Intergovernmental and International Affairs, Agency for
International Development (Butler)’

Washington, June 6, 1977

SUBJECT
Human Rights: AID Response to PRM 28

Women’s rights are necessarily a part of human rights both be-
cause women are half of humanity and also because women have fre-
quently been considered second class citizens legally, socially and
economically.

The Women’s Rights Movement has its roots in the U.S. Civil
Rights Movement beginning with the abolition of slavery, running

5 No classification marking.



Human Rights 171

through the demands for suffrage and reasserting itself following the
Civil Rights Movement of the 1960s. Legislation frequently includes
both the terms race and sex. When it does not there is often parallel leg-
islation. Likewise, many private and voluntary organizations are be-
coming increasingly interested in women rights. The AID Women in
Development Office is seeking contact and response to requests from
both the traditional women’s groups and the newer women’s rights
groups concerning the women in development issue. The women in
development sections of the Foreign Assistance Act both current and
pending® are responses to the women’s rights movement within the
U.S. and International Women’s Year.

The AID Action Plan

1. Meetings, seminars and conferences with experts and other in-
terested persons at home and abroad on the general issue of women in
development and on the specific elements contained in the World Plan
of Action for the Decade for Women.’

2. Concentration on the Five Year Minimum Goals as set forth in
the U.N. World Plan which include:

a. A marked increase in literacy and civic education of women
through primary, secondary and vocational training to the highest
level of education;

b. Participation in policy and decision making by women;

c. Recognition of the economic value of women’s work, both in tra-
ditional work (home and child care which is uncompensated) and in
that work inside and outside the home done for cash or in exchange for
goods or services;

d. Increased provision for health education, sanitation, nutrition,
family education, family planning and other welfare services.

3. Constant monitoring of all programs, projects and activities.
This monitoring to be in accordance with the current legislation, with
implementation to include:

® The “current” reference is to the Percy amendment to the Foreign Assistance Act
of 1973 (S. 1443; P.L. 93-189), which Nixon signed into law on December 17, 1973. The
amendment added a Section 113—Integrating Women Into National Economies—to the
act. The “pending” reference is to the International Development and Food Assistance
Act (H.R. 6714), which contained an amendment to the Foreign Assistance Act directing
the President to submit to Congress a report on the impact of development programs,
projects, and activities on the integration of women into the developing economies of
countries receiving U.S. development assistance. Carter signed the International Devel-
opment and Food Assistance Act of 1977 (P.L. 95-88; 91 Stat. 533-552) into law on August
3,1977.

" Delegates to the World Conference of the International Women’s Year, held in
Mexico City June 19-July 2, 1975, approved a World Plan of Action designed as a “gen-
eral guide” toward eliminating discrimination against women. See Foreign Relations,
1969-1976, volume E-14, Part 1, Documents on the United Nations, 1973-1976, Docu-
ments 175-185. See also Document 342.
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a. Evaluation by Bureaus and Missions of current and proposed
programs:
—to assure that women’s needs, interests, concerns and ef-
forts are not overlooked or ignored;
—to determine whether and how AID programs promote the
Five-Year Minimum Goals in the World Plan of Action.

AID will provide operating units with simple, objective criteria for
use in this assessment.

b. Allocation of funds in which central AID administrators inform
the a%propriate operating units of the nature and extent of efforts re-
quired to assure that programs provide sufficient emphasis on
women’s rights.

Tab C

Paper Prepared in the Agency for International
Development®

Washington, undated

USE OF ECONOMIC AND FOOD ASSISTANCE TO IMPROVE
HUMAN RIGHTS CONDITIONS

Economic assistance and food assistance are potential tools for
pursuing our human rights objectives. Both have strengths and weak-
nesses in this regard.

—Economic assistance is perceived to be immediately responsive to
policy control—the presumption is that we could cut direct financial
assistance to governments pursuing policies of which we disapprove.
A distinction should be made between development assistance, which
is intended to benefit the poor majority, and security supporting assist-
ance which is extended for political reasons. Manipulation of develop-
ment assistance programs to achieve short-run political leverage, how-
ever, is not consistent with sound development programming since it is
aimed at the needy, who may be those suffering most from denial of
human rights. Security supporting assistance could and should be
more responsive to short-run political considerations.

—Food assistance under PL 480 Title I is more amenable to short-
run manipulation, in that it may technically be seen as balance-of-
anments assistance. Such use runs the considerable political risk,

owever, of appearing to deny food to hungry people in order to
achieve U.S. political objectives. (The domestic purposes of the pro-
gram may also argue against sharp increases and decreases.) Title 1I,

8 Confidential.
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which is programmed specifically for humanitarian purposes, ought
not to be considered for human rights leverage.

Economic Assistance

A1D.s legislation requires that it be sensitive to human rights
considerations in the design and implementation of its programs. Sec-
tion 116 of the Foreign Assistance Act requires a denial of all develop-
ment assistance under the Act to governments which engage in con-
sistent patterns of gross violations of internationally recognized human
rights, unless the assistance directly benefits the needy people of that
country. Section 502B declares that no security assistance shall be pro-
vided to a government that engages in a consistent pattern of gross vio-
lations of internationally recognized human rights, except under ex-
traordinary circumstances.

A.LD. currently:

—reviews ongoing and tproposecl profects in each country which
may be a serious violator of internationally recognized standards of
human rights.

—ensures that such projects will directly benefit the needy people
of the country.

ALD. will:

—submit assistance proposals for such countries to the Inter-
agency Committee on Human Rights and Foreign Assistance for dis-
cussion of overriding political considerations.

—ensure, in developing its proposals for projects in developing
countries in which there is a serious question about human rights, that
full consideration will be given to the impact of the program on the im-
provement of human rights in that country.

—constantly examine the implementation of its programs in all
countries to ensure that they are supportive of the Administration’s
human rights objectives.

—review annually, on a country-by-country basis, its total pro-
posed levels of bilateral development and supporting assistance to en-
sure that these levels are fully compatible with the Administration’s
policy of positively promoting a commitment to human rights.

The strengthening of sound development policy which is neces-
sary to reach the needy people of developing countries however, re-
quires long-range planning. A.LLD.’s internal procedures require keen
sensitivity to human rights issues, and the process described above
should serve to ensure built-in responsiveness. Therefore, we hope that
development assistance would not be used to send short-term signals
of approval or disapproval except in extreme cases. Further, while re-
ductions in development assistance in reaction to flagrant violations of
human rights may be appropriate in extreme cases, sudden increases
would be much harder to implement productively. Positive incentives
should thus be limited to instances of longer-term steady improvement
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of human rights conditions rather than specific individual actions. Sup-
porting assistance is more political in nature; this means that sudden
changes are less disruptive but also that there may be overriding polit-
ical arguments against using it to pursue human rights objectives.

Nonetheless, there are possibilities for additional action which
could be considered.

—Automatic cutoff of development and security supporting aid to
flagrant violators. This should be reserved for extreme cases only. It
would not preclude humanitarian assistance to meet disasters.

—Increase development and/or security assistance to reward pos-
itive steps. It is difficult to programmatically justify short-term re-
sponses in development assistance.

—Respond to longer-term human rights trends by raising or low-
ering programmed aid levels. This is more consistent with sound use of
development resources. Could be coupled with demarches in capitals
to explain this policy.

; —}E)evelop projects specifically directed to enhancing the respect
or rights.

EConsul’t with other donors to achieve coordinated action. This
would require considerable time and effort, but could be effective over
the longer term.

A.LD. will continue to reflect, in its development assistance policy,
continuity and perseverance of support of the respect for human rights,
including the fulfillment of such basic human needs as food, shelter,
health care, and education. A.L.D. will continue to examine the appro-
priate mix of these possibilities for additional action.

Food Assistance

The new food aid legislation pending in Congress’ contains a pro-
vision that no Title I assistance be provided to any country which en-
gages in a consistent pattern of gross violation of internationally recog-
nized human rights, unless the agreement directly benefits the needy.
An agreement will not be considered to directly benefit the needy
unless either the commodities themselves, or the proceeds from their
sale, will be used for specific projects or programs which the President
determines would directly benefit the needy.

The following are some additional measures which the Adminis-
tration might consider for using food aid to promote human rights, to-
gether with discussions of their possible usefulness and drawbacks:

—Publicize U.S. intentions to include human rights considerations
in food aid programs. Instruct Ambassadors and Chiefs of Mission to
inform host governments. Make the point in speeches and statements
by senior officials.

9 Reference is to P.L. 95-88; see footnote 6 above.
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Discussion: This initiative would help to underscore to our mis-
sions abroad and to foreign governments the U.S. intention to incorpo-
rate human rights considerations in programming food aid; the effort
should increase host countries’ sensitivity to human rights problems.
This is a low-cost course of action; we see no serious disadvantages.

—Use food aid agreements to seek human rights reform on a
case-by-case basis. Specify during negotiations what human rights ac-
tions would be required to obtain food aid. Indicate that progress
would be considered a positive factor in future food aid decision-
making, while regression or continued violations would be regarded
negatively.

Discussion: This procedure would give the U.S. considerable lev-
erage to seek improvement of human rights conditions. This leverage
would be hard to exercise discreetly, however, in a way which avoids
forcing the recipient nation to acknowledge publicly it is a human
rights violator. Not every case would lend itself to pressure through
food aid. Failure to reach agreement on a food aid program due to
human rights issues would adversely affect bilateral relations and
could lead to charges of U.S. intervention.

—Reduce or eliminate food aid programs in countries which we
believe have performed poorly in the human rights area.

Discussion: The problem with a sanctions approach is that it creates
animosity without providing a positive incentive for a country to im-
prove its human rights performance. When American food aid is with-
drawn, needy people may suffer badly. While there may be regimes
whose human rights performance is so repugnant as to require with-
drawal of American food aid, in general it would appear desirable to
avoid this action.

—Include human rights self-help measures in appropriate PL 480
agreements.

Discussion: Self-help development measures are currently in-
cluded in each PL 480 agreement. The principle could be extended to
human rights measures. These provisions would have to be carefully
drafted to avoid giving unwarranted offense. This would be difficult to
enforce and could result in limited bilateral tension, but is an option. It
would be more useful in communicating concern than in securing ac-
tual progress.

—Shift our food aid programs to countries with favorable human
rights performance. Announce that we will give priority to such coun-
tries and provide food assistance on more favorable terms.

Discussion: This proposal is the most forthcoming and would spe-
cifically make human rights performance a key criteria in program-
ming food aid. Many would question such a criteria when food needs
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in many countries are so great, however, and the proposal does not
give the U.S. much leverage over offending countries where the need
for food assistance is recognized to be great.

At a minimum, we should inform missions that we plan to give in-
creased emphasis to human rights considerations in the allocation of
food aid. We should avoid using food aid to chastize poor human
rights performance but seek to encourage improved performance by
recognizing progress in our negotiations. Measures beyond this should
be implemented only in extreme cases, due to the high visibility, hu-
manitarian justification, and domestic support of food aid programs.

For these same reasons, Title II should not be considered as a
source of leverage to achieve human rights objectives.

59. Briefing Memorandum From the Coordinator for Human
Rights and Humanitarian Affairs (Derian) to Secretary of
State Vance'

Washington, June 16, 1977

Status Report on the Main Issues of Congressman Fraser’s
Memorandum

1. Annual Reporting of Human Rights Conditions in All Countries.
Congressman Fraser recommends that we publish annual unclassified
reports on human rights conditions in all countries. Background: We are
required by law to send annual reports on human rights conditions in
all countries which receive security assistance. The reports we sub-
mitted this year were unclassified. Their publication took place among
cries of outrage from some of those eighty-two countries which consid-
ered themselves our friends and allies.” It was widely perceived by
press, public and some other nations as an example of our uneven ap-

! Source: National Archives, RG 59, Office of the Deputy Secretary: Records of
Warren Christopher, 1977-1980, Lot 81D113, Box 16, Human Rights—Don Fraser. Confi-
dential With Secret/Exdis Attachment. Sent through Christopher, who did not initial the
memorandum. Christopher sent the memorandum to Vance under a June 18 covering
memorandum indicating that he would be happy to prepare a response to Fraser based
on Derian’s status report. (Ibid.) Derian prepared the report in response to Fraser’s
June 10 memorandum (see Document 56). Attached at Tab B is a copy of Fraser’s
memorandum.

2 See footnote 6, Document 17.



Human Rights 177

plication of the Administration’s human rights policy. In an effort to
avoid this difficulty in the future and, as a result of his own interest in
human rights conditions of all countries, Don suggests what amounts
to universal reporting. (Note: we are now in the process of preparing
human rights evaluations of all countries which will include problems,
trends, our objectives, resources, tactics and plans. These will be used
as a basic resource for decision making in the implementation of the
human rights policy. There is no thought of making these evaluations
public or of submitting them to any branch or agency of the gov-
ernment.) Positive Aspects: World-wide unclassified reporting would
eliminate criticism that we were concentrating on some countries and
avoiding human rights problems in others. It would widen public un-
derstanding of human rights conditions throughout the world.

There is pending legislation which will expand our reporting to in-
clude all countries which receive any kind of assistance from this gov-
ernment. A strong case could be made for such a practice because the
citizenry has a right to know what kind of countries are receiving aid.

Objections: 1 am not confident that universal public reporting
would further our ability to gather allies willing to work with us on im-
proving human rights practices in the world. My guess is that universal
dismay would be the most positive reaction we could expect. We have
endeavored to avoid sanctimony and a holier than thou stance; such re-
porting would require us to spend months assuring everyone that we
do not feel that we are better than all other nations.

2. Human Rights Personnel. Two additional officers and one support
staff person are being recruited now. By June 30, all geographic Bu-
reaus will have designated full-time human rights officers and func-
tional Bureaus will have designated near full-time officers.

3. Attendance at Political Trials. I am sending a memorandum to all
geographic Bureau Assistant Secretaries with an inquiry about present
practices and their views on methods we might use to establish a
common procedure.’

4. Discussions of Human Rights Factors in staff papers and broad deliber-
ations of the IFI’s. I believe diplomatic approaches prior to consideration
of loan applications are essential for long-range success; we address the
question of how to achieve this in PRM 28. We are examining the possi-
bility of having the Inter-American Human Rights Commission and the
UN Human Rights Commission report directly to the IFI’s on human
rights conditions. Secretary Blumenthal and Under Secretary Cooper
plan to talk with World Bank President McNamara in the near future

3 Not found.
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about ways in which human rights concerns can be factored into the
operations of that bank.

5. Legal Defense and Aid Programs: (a) We support initiation of a
world-wide legal defense and aid program with voluntary (including
US) contributions. I will start exploring ways in which we can act with
L, CU, IO, H, Don’s staff and others in and out of government, in-
cluding the Lawyers’ Committee and the International Commission of
Jurists. (b) U.S. Commission for Human Rights: CU funds a wide range of
programs and projects to domestic organizations and groups, many of
which are directly involved with human rights or have human rights
concerns. It is their view that “a U.S. Commission for Human Rights
would act as a layer between the funding source and the programming
organization, and would divert resources now going directly to the pri-
vate organizations. In light of the President’s desire to reduce the
number of advisory commissions, CU believes the establishment of a
U.S. Commission for Human Rights is not necessary at this time, since
its proposed activities are already being carried out by the institutional
funding mechanisms in CU.” Possible Recommendations: Don Fraser is
undoubtedly aware of CU’s many programs and projects; he is prob-
ably aiming for a tighter focus and a more coordinated effort. There is a
possible alternative to be found in the proposal of Hodding Carter and
Joe Duffey for a State Department-sponsored international group in
each state with an over-all board at the national level.* T will discuss
ways and means we might employ, though I believe that Don is
thinking more in terms of a subsidy to groups like Amnesty Interna-
tional and Freedom House. Will explore in more detail with him.

Country Situations

Note: Appended at Tab A are responses prepared by the appro-
priate Bureaus on countries mentioned by Congressman Fraser in his
memo.” Below are extremely brief comments of my own.

1. South Korea. Don has heard the case we make for Korean in-
volvement. His memorandum conveys his continued dissatisfaction
with our policy. My suggestion is to abandon the practice of re-
sponding to each assertion and instead to outline in some detail the
specific steps we have taken. It is also important to make a special effort
to keep him informed on a week-to-week basis, if necessary, of new
representations and initiatives related to Korea. This week, we might
inform him that our “yes” vote on a World Bank Korean loan was ac-
companied by a public statement by the U.S. Executive Director of our
human rights concerns in Korea.

4 Not further identified.
5 Attached but not printed at Tab A are the undated Bureau responses.
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2. East Timor. We will either have to change our current policy
which accepts Indonesia’s absorption or will have to take the heat
which may be severe. I concur with John Hays’ gloomy appraisal of In-
donesian intentions to improve their human rights situation in a se-
rious and substantive way.® Perhaps I will feel differently after
spending some time there.

Spanish Sahara. By virture of U.N. adoption of two separate and
conflicting resolutions dealing with Saharan self determination, the
issue remains unsettled.” We are still pressing for regional resolution,
hopefully, through U.N. good offices. In practice, we have supported
Morocco with military assistance and some may view that aid as giving
comfort to Morocco/Mauritania claims over the disputed territory. Al-
geria is harboring refugees/guerrillas/terrorists and this is the nub of
the problem. While we cannot ignore refugee needs, the Sahara is a
mess we would do well to stay out of, but I am not sure we can.

3. The Caribbean and Central America. Don suggested we find some
“institutional means.. .. to make sure that the U.S. is especially sensitive
to the problems of these near-by countries.” Completion of the country
evaluations should provide a firm basis for a series of steps we might
take to be of positive assistance and should surely heighten our sensi-
tivity as well.

6 The East Timor undated response reads, in part: “The previous Administration
did acquiesce in Indonesia’s absorption of East Timor after the Indonesians went through
an elaborate, stage-managed exercise in Timorese self-determination. We have seen no
reason to question the previous Administration’s decision, especially when it is clear that
there is not the slightest possibility of reversing the action—nor, for that matter, any evi-
dence that the Timorese would be better off if the action were reversed.” (National Ar-
chives, RG 59, Office of the Deputy Secretary: Records of Warren Christopher, 1977-1980,
Lot 81D113, Box 16, Human Rights—Don Fraser)

7 The Bureau of African Affairs undated response reads, in part: “In December 1975
the UN General Assembly adopted two resolutions, to a degree conflicting. One, which
was sponsored by Algeria, called on Spain to assure that the Saharans could exercise their
right to self-determination under UN supervision. The U.S. abstained on this resolution.
The other, which the U.S. supported because we believed it offered the best chance of a
peaceful settlement at the time, took note of the Tripartite Agreement, and called on the
administrators of the territory to ensure that the Saharans would be able to exercise their
right to self-determination through free consultations organized with the assistance of a
UN representative.” (Ibid.)
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60. Memorandum From the Director of the United States
Information Agency (Reinhardt) to the Deputy Secretary of
State (Christopher)’

Washington, June 16, 1977

SUBJECT
USIA Human Rights Action Proposals

In response to your memorandum of May 30,> I am attaching
USIA’s Human Rights Action Plan. Our objective is to insure that our
programs fully support U.S. policy. We will refine our efforts as the De-
partment develops its own regional and country-specific plans this
summer.

Our Deputy Director, Charles Bray, will be the USIA repre-
sentative on the Department’s Human Rights Coordinating Group, at
least through the early stages of the effort and until the organization of
public diplomacy is clearer.

While we advance a large number of programmatic ideas in the at-
tached, we are sensitive to the need to assure that they are carefully at-
tuned to the evolution of global policy and specific-country situations.

I plan to send copies of the attached proposal to Public Affairs Of-
ficers in selected countries abroad where human rights is a sensitive
issue.’ Not only do I want their comments on the proposal itself but I
want them to begin thinking now about specific plans for USIS support
of the Department’s human-rights plan for their country.

1 Source: Department of State, Bureau of Human Rights and Humanitarian Affairs,
1980 Human Rights Subject Files, Lot 82D180, IAGHRFA—History & Organization. Con-
fidential. Reinhardt did not initial the memorandum.

2 A copy of Christopher’s May 30 memorandum to Reinhardt is in the National Ar-
chives, RG 59, Office of the Deputy Secretary: Records of Warren Christopher, 1977-1980,
Lot 81D113, Box 23, Human Rights—PRM 1. See footnote 1, Document 52.

% Attached but not printed is a June 17 covering memorandum from Bray to USIS
principal posts, presumably used to transmit copies of the USIA human rights action
plan.
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Attachment

Paper Prepared in the United States Information Agency*

Washington, undated

USIA HUMAN RIGHTS ACTION PROPOSALS
—objectives, themes, treatment—

The purpose of the USIA plan of action is to organize Agency re-
sources for a sustained effort in the human rights field. This plan will
be coordinated with the Department’s human rights plans for indi-
vidual countries as they are developed.

Salient features of the Agency proposals are:

A. Objectives

The basic objective of the plan is to advance human rights. Special
attention will be given to:

—Increasing global understanding of, and support for, US policies
relating to human rights;

—Strengthening understanding of the universality of basic human
rights as defined in the UN Charter and the UN Declaration of Human
Rights;

—Providing support and encouragement, where appropriate, to
individuals and groups abroad who are actively involved in promoting
human rights;

—Creating an international atmosphere more conducive to ex-
tending and promoting human rights;

—Describing challenges and responses to human rights issues in
the United States.

B. Themes

The following broad thematic categories will be given major
emphasis:

—The policies of the Administration reflect historic American
concerns.

—The American record in strengthening human rights, while im-
perfect has relevance to similar efforts in other nations.

—Human rights are a multilateral concern. Positive achievements
within individual countries can reinforce each other in assuring a more
humane world order.

4 Confidential.
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—Human rights include economic and social as well as political
rights.

C. Treatment

Human rights are an integral part of Agency information output,
not the subject of a separate “public relations” campaign.

Programming will be reasoned rather than strident. It will empha-
size human rights achievements but will not hesitate to address repres-
sive practices by foreign governments.

In coverage of U.S. human rights developments, our case will ben-
efit in the long run by balanced reporting of both achivements and con-
tinuing problems.

Posts will evaluate local perceptions of human rights and take
these factors into consideration in their programs on this subject.

While bilateral efforts will be made to foster human rights in spe-
cial cases, multilateral approaches may stand better chances for
success.

In USIA programming, care will be taken to assure that human
rights are considered in the overall context of U.S. political, economic
and social goals.

USIA will be sensitive to the fact that, in some instances, human
rights can be advanced more effectively through quiet diplomacy than
through appeal to public opinion.

The following are specific responses to the subject raised in
Deputy Secretary Christopher’s May 30 memorandum to Director
Reinhardt:

a. Proposals for providing information and guidance on human rights to
all USIS field offices.

We shall use a multi-media approach in explicating U.S. policy
and promoting human rights. This includes a full range of print and au-
diovisual materials, together with speakers. Guidance will be tailored
to statements and actions by U.S. or foreign officials, and to significant
events (e.g. CSCE developments, UN Human Rights Commission
meetings, etc.).

We shall periodically explore with field posts their perceptions of
local human rights situations, and then develop supplemental pro-
grams which are responsive to these conditions.

b. Recommendations of specific steps USIA might take in particular
countries to promote human rights.

The following specialized projects will be proposed to support
USIS posts in individual countries on the human rights issue. These
proposals are illustrative, not exhaustive, of the possibilities open to the
Administration via USIA’s programming potential abroad.
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1. USIA will provide a phased series of videotaped interviews or
direct video statements by the President, Secretary of State, other
cabinet-level officials, and Assistant Secretaries of State. These would
provide an essential overview.

2. Agency elements and State/CU should cooperate in the conduct
of at least one, and possibly more, International Visitor projects on an
appropriate human rights topic. The projects and visitors would be se-
lected on the basis of their potential for tangible follow-up programs
(seminars, workshops, symposia, etc.) and other activities overseas.

3. The Agency will provide directories of major American and in-
ternational human rights organizations to USIS posts and libraries for
reference or for presentation to indigenous organizations.

4. We will continue Agency/CU efforts to foster inter-personal
communication among officials, opinion leaders and professionals in
the human rights field. Three major programs including speakers and
media support will be conducted by USIS posts in the coming year:

(a) Human Rights Aspects of U.S. Foreign Policy: e.g. the impact of
human rights concerns on bilateral relations; the relation of human
rights to arms sales, aid, technology transfer, etc; origins of U.S. foreign
policy emphasis on human rights (national beliefs, traditions, Congres-
sional interest, public interests groups).

(b) U.S. Challenges and Responses in the Human Rights Field, e.g.: civil
rights—voting, political participation, the legitimacy of opposition,
peaceful transfer of power, equal opportunity, minority rights,
freedom of expression and movement; civil liberties—{reedom of
information, privacy, legal representation, habeus corpus; “human
fulfillment”.

(c) Human Rights Questions and Economic Development e.g.: the ques-
tion of whether economic mobilization can occur without suppression
of political freedoms and individual rights; North-South issues of dis-
tribution of wealth.

5. The Department and USIA should issue guidelines and provide
whatever support necessary for Missions to encourage foreign leaders
and internationally respected individuals to speak out in support of
human rights.

6. The Agency, through its Washington and New York Press
Centers, will organize a series of tours for foreign journalists resident in
the U.S., including official briefings on human rights concerns and
American responses.

7. An international conference on human rights should be proposed
for September—October 1978 or in 1979. It would provide a focus for
strengthening international understanding of human rights questions,
reinforcing commitments to human rights progress, and providing for
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followup programming overseas by US Missions with Agency and CU
support.

The Conference should be structured to maximize constructive ex-
changes of experience and views in the human rights field, and to mini-
mize polemical or political confrontations.

8. Establish a Human Rights Alert Service, which would use Agency
radio and press facilities to call attention to human rights abuses and
progress where and as they occur.

In order to ensure that the U.S. effort is fully implemented in the
field, the Department should consider establishing a human rights
coordinating committee at overseas missions. The committee would
consist of representatives from the embassy’s substantive elements in-
cluding USIS. Its purpose should be two-fold: (1) report on the status of
human rights issues in the host country and (2) recommend programs
designed to increase understanding of U.S. human rights policies
(public affairs goal) and, equally important, encourage promotion of
human rights in the host country (political goal). USIS posts would
designate a human rights officer who would be a member of the mis-
sion’s human rights committee. This officer would help identify target
audience members and organizations committed to strengthening
human rights (e.g. religious groups, the bar, labor unions, political
parties). The USIS human rights officer would also plan and implement
public affairs efforts involving human rights.

To take advantage of audience data gained in this way, posts will
be asked to broaden their audience lists to include human rights
opinion leaders to be reached with program materials and through per-
sonal contact.

Specific Agency actions in particular countries will be determined
by the political and other factors in the Department’s human rights
plan of action for each country. Pending the issuance of these plans, the
following approaches could be taken regionally:

LATIN AMERICA

In Latin America, the Agency will attempt to make our policies
better understood, particularly in view of the bilateral disputes that
have arisen over human rights between the United States and many
governments in the hemisphere.

Because Latin American posts continue to have regular access to
mass media outlets, the Agency will rely heavily on the press, radio
and television to influence opinion leaders and the public at large. This
is particularly useful in countries where the United States is engaged in
human rights questions with authoritarian governments and where we
may not be able openly to sponsor lectures and seminar discussions on
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the subject. Paradoxically, the media in these countries are generally
free to report and comment on human rights issues.

Despite potential local difficulties, posts in Central America,
Mexico, Argentina, and Brazil have asked for speakers on human rights
while USIS posts in Guatemala and Paraguay have asked for exhibits
demonstrating the historic U.S. commitment to human rights. USIS Ca-
racas proposes a television co-production with Venezuelan national
television on the Administration’s human rights policy.

In addition to these field proposals, the Agency will: (1) produce a
television and radio series dramatizing human rights causes out of
Latin American and world history; (2) publish a 12-page insert on
human rights in the regional edition of the Agency magazine Horizons;
(3) publish human rights-oriented books for the Agency’s book transla-
tion program for general distribution and introduction into school cur-
ricula; (4) recommend that high-ranking USG officials who travel to
Latin America be available as voluntary speakers for human rights pro-
gramming; (5) produce a radio and press series to create greater recog-
nition and prestige for international and private organizations devoted
to human rights, with emphasis on the work of the Inter-American
Human Rights Commission.

AFRICA

African nations tend to applaud human rights concepts in the ab-
stract but many fail to put them into practice. Most African countries
are quick to condemn human rights violations elsewhere but are reluc-
tant to make a public denunciation of misdeeds in other OAU
countries.

Given such sensitivities, USIS programming in Africa must be
carefully handled in order to avoid the appearance of preaching and
charges of interference in local affairs. One approach will be to call on
State/CU resources to arrange two-way exchanges of persons in fields
of key importance to human rights, particularly in law and jurispru-
dence. Amnesty International and the American Civil Liberties Union
should be utilized, both as resources for these visitors and as sources of
speakers for overseas programming.

A second approach will be to publicize, especially through the
Voice of America and through post programming in individual coun-
tries, the efforts of African countries such as Botswana, Mauritius and
Gambia which have good human rights records.

Finally, through consultation with field posts, other media
products will be developed to further human rights goals. Exhibits, if
discreetly done, are an indispensable tool in closed societies such as
Guinea and Somalia, where they are often the post’s most effective in-
formation resource.



186 Foreign Relations, 1977-1980, Volume II

EUROPE

USIA’s approach to promoting human rights in Europe must take
into account political realities on that continent.

In the communist states, we are obviously restricted in what we can
do but not in what we say. Our most important medium is in VOA. We
know, for example, that our international radio programs have been
welcomed by human rights groups in communist societies. Indeed, our
unjammed broadcasts often have had an immediate and direct effect on
the governments of these countries. Western publicity about and sup-
port for these activities have reinforced the resolve of human rights
leaders in the USSR and Eastern Europe. They also appear to have had
some restraining effect on the authorities. We should continue to
broadcast human rights and to reject charges that this is interference in
the internal affairs of other countries.

In Western Europe, our objectives should be to 1) gain support for
U.S. human rights policy, and 2) attempt to motivate the Europeans to
become more involved in promoting human rights elsewhere. We can
do so by strengthening and/or initiating ties with those European insti-
tutions and organizations which are concerned with human rights.
This includes those European youth organizations whose views are
similar to ours in the human rights field. Our aim should be to en-
courage the exchange of ideas and information between like-minded
people and organizations so that we can support each other’s efforts.
We should also strengthen U.S.-European parliamentary links where
the subject of human rights could be discussed. This is of particular im-
portance in view of the European Community’s plan to hold direct
elections to the European Parliament in 1978. The CU exchange pro-
gram should support this as one of its primary objectives.

It has been our experience that when we coordinate a particular
policy with our European allies we not only get their support, but we
are often able to project a common policy. For example, NATO is the
forum where we have coordinated western CSCE strategy including
Basket Il initiatives.” There is another forum where we could pursue a
common human rights policy—the OECD. It is an organization com-
prising most of the western industrial world plus Japan where we now
coordinate aid to LDCs and carry on the North-South dialogue. At a
forthcoming OECD ministerial meeting, the U.S. will propose further
cooperation on member-states’ unemployment policies—a subject
which impacts on human rights.

5 See footnote 14, Document 4.
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EAST ASIA AND PACIFIC

The following projects for East Asian countries merit special
attention.

Philippines—The major human rights issue in the Philippines in-
volves political detainees. The Mission’s basic tool so far has been quiet
but firm diplomacy, avoiding high profile public dialogue in favor of
subtle but unequivocal pressure. The post has a program scheduled on
the legal aspects of human rights and will follow-up with speakers,
films and press items. Here again the key to programming is to avoid
preaching and to depict candidly both the successes and failures of the
U.S. efforts to protect human rights.

Indonesin—As in the Philippines, the major concern is political de-
tainees. The post will continue to follow a low profile approach while
discussing the issues with influential contacts and disseminating the
statements of U.S. officials. It will also organize meetings and seminars
for American experts who can underscore the fundamental strength of
our commitment to civil liberties.

The following specific USIS programs and supporting actions are
planned:

—Preparation of background papers by Embassy and USIS of-
ficers for press and electronic media representatives on the future
thrust of US foreign policy. These will emphasize human rights as a key
element in our policy.

—Developing library collections for “outreach” programming,
documenting the fundamental concern Americans have for human
rights, as well as the successes and failures of our efforts.

Korea—One of this post’s major program objectives addresses the
human rights issue. Seminars and discussion programs planned under
this objective will seek understanding of how American values are
formed and expressed and establish a dialogue with Koreans on
common values. ROKG sensitivities and policy guidance by the Mis-
sion will be taken into account in program planning.

U.S. concerns and pronouncements on this issue will be fully re-
flected in VOA Korean language broadcasts. The post will publicize
such programs with the primary audience in advance of the broadcasts.
Similar programs will be made available for broadcast through the
U.S. Armed Forces radio stations, which have a substantial Korean
listenership.

Because there are definite limits within the ROK to a full discus-
sion of U.S. concerns on this issue, consideration will be given to orga-
nizing special seminars or symposia in the United States to which key
Koreans will be invited to participate. This approach will only be effec-
tive if the scope of discussion is not confined to the problems of one
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country. Multi-country participation and a broad-gauged discussion of
the issues are more likely to improve understanding of the U.S.
position.

NORTH AFRICA, NEAR EAST AND SOUTH ASIA

Countries in this area have such varying perceptions of human
rights that both the frequency and type of program approach must be
tailored to each country. For example, a wide range of programs about
human rights for diverse audiences would be fruitful in India, but only
carefully chosen programs involving outstanding experts before small,
selected audiences are acceptable in Iran. On the other hand, in Algeria,
programming opportunities are rare, and even then limited to subjects
related to economic or social rights.

In Iran the recent human rights dialogue between U.S. political an-
alyst Ben J. Wattenberg and Iranian government officials apparently
struck a positive chord. However, this type of programming may not
be as well received by similar audiences in other NEA countries.

Examples of specific program proposals for this area are:

—expansion of USIA’s book programs to include outstanding
works (foreign and domestic including translations) on human rights
subjects;

—expansion of CU’s International Visitor program to involve
more human rights activists; foreign journalists’ tours of the U.S. orga-
nized around human rights themes;

—more speaker and seminar programs focused on salient aspects
of human rights that have relevance in specific countries or groups of
countries in this geographic area.

c. Proposals for using the Voice of America, the Press Service (IPS) and
other functional arms of the Agency to increase popular attention to human
rights.

Agency print, radio and film/videotape will continue to report of-
ficial policies, statements and other activities of Administration offi-
cials and members of Congress to overseas audiences. The Agency’s
media services will also increase coverage of national and international
human rights events such as the signing of the American Convention
on Human Rights, U.N. Human Rights Day and the CSCE meetings in
Belgrade.

Agency media will also report on private domestic and interna-
tional organizations which monitor and advocate human rights (Am-
nesty International, ACLU, NAACP, etc.), as well as statements and ac-
tivities by prominent American scholars, writers and scientists.
Examples of this are the recent protests by the National Academy of
Science over the arrest and torture of a group of physicists in Uruguay,
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and protests by Saul Bellow and Arthur Miller concerning the harsh
treatment of writers in many countries for their human rights stand.

The Voice of America will produce a series honoring human rights
statesmen and stateswomen in American history. Included will be Jus-
tice Oliver Wendell Holmes; Charles Houston, the late black lawyer
and leader in the civil rights struggle; Eleanor Roosevelt, Ralph Bunche
and others. Such programs will illustrate the historical basis of human
rights in the U.S. The Voice will produce a “VOA Forum Series” of
twenty half-hour programs treating human rights. Examples of pro-
gram themes will be important Supreme Court decisions dealing with
human rights and the concept of due process in the 14th amendment.
Prominent jurists and civil rights activists will be featured speakers for
the Forum series. The Voice will also schedule prominent American
and foreign speakers for interviews and panel programs.

The Press and Publications Service (IPS) will commission articles
and acquire byliners by American and non-American scholars on the
origins and record of human rights in the United States. IPS will pro-
duce an illustrated pamphlet on the origins and development of human
rights in the U.S.

Special articles on human rights will be placed in Agency publica-
tions such as Problems of Communism, Horizons, Dialogue, Economic Im-
pact, and Economic Portfolio. The March—April 1977 issue of Problems of
Communism featured a review-essay of six books entitled “Détente and
Soviet Dissidents” by Sovietologist Harvey Fireside.

Problems of Communism has developed a distinguished world-wide
reputation. We will consider initiating a new publication, perhaps to be
entitled Problems of Democracy, which could afford distinguished Amer-
ican—and foreign—political philosophers, politicians, humanitarians a
forum in which to explore the ideas, values and processes which lie be-
neath both liberty and democracy.

For selected audiences, the Agency’s Film and Television Service
(IMV) will continue videotape coverage of official statements. It will ac-
quire commercial films and videotapes, feature films, network specials
and documentaries. Examples of acquired commercial productions are
the two recent NBC programs on human rights—the recent Soviet-
American debate at Georgetown University® and the documentary on
the Belgrade CSCE meeting. For more general television audiences, the

6 The NBC News Soviet debate special, moderated by Edwin Newman, was telecast
live from Georgetown University and featured three Soviet citizens debating Robert G.
Kaiser of The Washington Post, Professor Alan M. Dershowitz of the Harvard University
Law School, and Reverend Theodore Hesburgh. (John Carmody, “The TV Column,” The
Washington Post, May 27, 1977, p. D-8 and “Late TV Information,” The Washington Post,
June 12, 1977, p. 102)
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Agency will increase output on human rights subjects in its current
newsclip service and in its regular TV series which are seen on several
hundred foreign stations. The Agency will also cooperate with foreign
television broadcast companies sending production teams to the U.S. to
make programs about human rights.

In the exhibits field, the Agency will highlight salient passages of
the Secretary of State’s April 30 speech,” including human rights state-
ments by prominent American and foreign advocates of human rights.

The Agency will support multi-regional International Visitor pro-
grams, bringing human rights advocates from a number of countries
together with their American counterparts. The Agency will compile a
directory of American and international human rights organizations
for use by the posts in providing orientation to prospective interna-
tional visitors. The concept of multi-regional international visitor pro-
grams might, as suggested earlier, be expanded to the level of an Inter-
national Human Rights Conference to be held in late 1978 or 1979. Such
a meeting would bring together some 200-300 human rights advocates
from around the world and would provide a very visible focal point for
the subject.

d. Proposals for coordinating the public diplomacy dimension of human
rights issues with other relevant foreign affairs agencies, particularly AID,
D/HA and CU.

We propose that the Agency’s Human Rights Advisor serve as our
primary liaison with the Department’s Human Rights Coordinator’s
(D/HA) staff. In this capacity he would be a participant in cooperative
human rights public diplomacy efforts with members of the Depart-
ment, AID and other agencies. Currently the Agency’s Human Rights
Advisor is actively involved in cooperative projects resulting from at-
tendance at weekly meetings of Department regional and functional
bureau human rights officers.

e. Formal structure within USIA

The Deputy Director will be the interim USIA representative on
the Department’s Human Rights Coordinating Group (HRCG). The
Department may also wish to consider having Mr. Bray serve as the
public affairs advisor to the HRCG. In this capacity he could suggest
public affairs approaches as U.S. human rights policies and actions
develop.

A USIA ad hoc Human Rights Coordinating Committee has been
established to provide information policy guidance and review Agency
human rights programming to ensure that the Agency’s effort is on

7 See Document 39.
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target. The committee is a “working level” group which is chaired by
the Human Rights Advisor who reports to the Deputy Director.

f. Steps USIA has already taken to achieve human rights objectives.

Human rights is a primary theme and prominent feature of
Agency programs.

All Agency communications media are being used to present the
Administration’s human rights policies to overseas audiences. Radio
has been the primary direct channel to audiences, particularly in closed
or authoritarian societies, where local media are controlled and where
human rights problems are usually most acute.

In the early months of the new Administration, the Voice of
America gave extensive coverage (news analyses, features and edito-
rials) to statements by the President and other Administration officials
which emphasized the heightened importance of human rights in U.S.
foreign policy.

Congressman Dante Fascell, Chairman, Joint Legislative-
Executive Commission on CSCE, was interviewed in December on
VOA'’s “Press Conference-USA.” Human rights provisions of the CSCE
Helsinki Final Act was a primary subject of this interview.

In the field of television placement the Agency has provided exten-
sive coverage of official USG statements, speeches and comments on
human rights and its role in U.S. foreign policy. Since President
Carter’s inauguration 18 different videotapes on human rights subjects
have been made available to posts. Examples are:

—Secretary Vance’s April 30 human rights policy speech before
the University of Georgia Law School;

—President Carter’s March 17 UN speech;® his April 14 Organiza-
tion of American States speech’ and the recent speech at the University
of Notre Dame;"

—interview by U.S. and European journalists on April 30 with
Congressman Fascell;

—US human rights policy interview with Ms. Patricia M. Derian,
Coordinator, Human Rights and Humanitarian Affairs (D/HA).

The Agency overseas speakers program incorporates U.S. and in-
ternational human rights subjects by selected speakers. For example,
Allard Lowenstein, head of the U.S. delegation to the recent UN
Human Rights Commission, was programmed recently in five Euro-
pean cities where he discussed U.S. human rights policy before selected

8 See Document 26.
9 See footnote 40, Document 29.
10 See footnote 2, Document 51.
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audiences. Mr. Lowenstein received extensive and favorable media
coverage in each of the capitals he visited.

Special information kits and background papers have been pro-
vided to all posts. The kits highlight press treatment of the Administra-
tion’s emphasis on human rights and provide texts of the UN Charter
relevant to human rights as well as copies of human rights covenants
and conventions. The background papers present information and
guidance on human rights provisions of U.S. security assistance legisla-
tion and the role of human rights in U.S. foreign policy.

61. Telegram From the Department of State to All American
Republic Diplomatic Posts'

Washington, June 16, 1977, 22287

140421. For Ambassador from Luers. Subject: Human Rights Eval-
uation Reports.

1. The Department is undertaking a broad scale effort to imple-
ment the administration’s human rights policy as effectively as pos-
sible. One of the principal components of this effort will be the develop-
ment of specific proposed courses of action with respect to each
individual country. It is not repeat not the Department’s intention to
compile a country “hit list,” but these human rights evaluation reports
(earlier called human rights country action plans) will enable us to de-
termine where we should concentrate our attention. The Bureau has
been requested to submit these reports to D/HA not later than July 1,
except those for Brazil, Colombia and Peru, which should be submitted
by June 15 if possible.

2. D/HA originally intended to prepare a cable for worldwide dis-
tribution setting forth the background for the effort and providing an
outline of the required report format.> On June 8 however the decision

1Source: National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File, D770215-0996.
Confidential; Immediate. Drafted by Lister; cleared in draft by Schneider and Devine; ap-
proved by Luers. Repeated to USCINCSO.

2 In a June 2 memorandum to Christopher, Oxman noted that D/HA had prepared
a draft cable on human rights reporting mechanisms and country action plans, adding
that Derian and Schneider hoped that the cable could be dispatched immediately. Oxman
commented that the first 4 pages of the cable required “drastic revision” and indicated
that in his suggested version he had deleted references to country reports and tried to
reshape the cable in an attempt to make it “consistent with the substance of the Law Day
speech.” Although Schneider asserted that none of the regional bureaus expressed any
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was taken to leave action up to each individual bureau. This cable will
therefore set forth the background for this effort, the required format
for reporting, and the specific action requested of each post.

3. Background. In his Law Day speech at the University of Georgia
April 30 (copies have been forwarded to each post), the Secretary spe-
cifically defined the human rights which are the subject of our policy,
and set forth in detail the questions to be considered as we determine
whether and how to act with respect to human rights. Further, he
stated that once we choose to act, the means available range from quiet
diplomacy in its many forms, through public pronouncements, to with-
holding of assistance. Evaluation reports should focus on all of the
means of action he indicated. Both bilateral and multilateral ap-
proaches and all forms of economic and military assistance should be
considered, especially possibilities for carrying out our policy through
the U.N. and the international financial institutions.

4. Evaluation reports should, in a concise manner, describe the cur-
rent condition of human rights, the extent of violations, their intensity
and the most recent instances, and give recommendations for both
short and long-term strategies to improve the human rights situation.
The following format should be used.

Outline for evaluation reports:
A. Condition of human rights in (appropriate country).
1. Respect for the integrity of the person, including freedom from:

a. Torture

b. Cruel, inhuman or degrading punishment
c. Arbitrary arrest or imprisonment

d. Denial of fair public trial

e. Invasion of the home.

2. Respect for civil and political liberties

a. Freedom of thought, religion, assembly

b. Freedom of movement within a country, foreign travel and emi-
gration policies

c. Democratic processes assuring the freedom to participate in the
political process.

3. Recent trends in governmental policies relating to the fulfillment
of basic needs for food, shelter, health care and education.

“strong objections” to the proposed cable, Oxman pointed out that Lamb had received
several telephone calls “expressing opposition on the grounds that the cable seeks to rate
countries” human rights performance on some kind of a scale.” He added: “I don’t think
that is an accurate description of what the original cable does, and I certainly don’t think
my redraft seeks such a rating.” (National Archives, RG 59, Office of the Deputy Secre-
tary: Records of Warren Christopher, 1977-1980, Lot 81D113, Box 19, Human Rights—
Tasking Memos)
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a. Policies designed to respond to the needs of the poor and pol-
icies which tend to ignore the needs of the poor.

b. Corruption of such a nature that significant resources are di-
verted toward the nation’s elite and away from the majority of the
population.

4. Describe the level of the government’s responsibility for the
foregoing human rights record, including the extent to which positive
human rights measures are articulated as public policy or violations
condoned as public policy because of security or other justifications.
Evaluate the genuineness of those justifications.

5. Describe the willingness and past record of the government re-
garding independent, outside investigation of alleged human rights
violations.

B. Analysis and recommendations

1. Identify legitimate objectives over the next three, six, twelve
months in relation to improving conditions in (fill in appropriate
country), with respect to categories A 1, 2, and 3 above. Define in terms
of (a) importance, (b) feasibility, (c) U.S. leverage, (d) likely interna-
tional support and (e) provide options and recommended actions (e.g.,
quiet diplomacy, IFI loans, security assistance, EXIM bank credits, etc.)
in terms of their usefulness and likely consequences.

2. Identify principal reactions in the host countries, pro and con, to
the new U.S. human rights policies and Embassy actions and proposed
actions in support of those policies, including reactions of the gov-
ernment, opposition leaders, church and the most influential private
and intellectual groups and the general public.

3. Evaluate reactions in 2 above in terms of the implications for
positive and negative changes in the human rights conditions.

4. a. Where a human rights record justifies U.S. actions, evaluate
the impact of those actions on other U.S. interests in that country, i.e.
political, economic, security, diplomatic (influence of the host country
on U.S. interests in the region).

b. Where the human rights record is good or encouraging, indicate
the likelihood of the host government’s supporting U.S. efforts to pro-
mote human rights through governmental and non-governmental
organizations.

End outline.

5. Action requested: A few ARA Embassies have already received
copies of the above outline by pouch. They are preparing to cable in
first drafts, or have already done so. However, first drafts for most
countries will be prepared in the Department and then cabled to posts
for comment and suggestions. The first draft for Brazil, prepared by the
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Desk, will be cabled to Brasilia upon clearance with D/HA and S/ P2
The drafts for Colombia and Peru, based largely on the drafts cabled in
by Bogota® and Lima,” will be reviewed and cleared here, and will then
be cabled back to the field for still further review and comment.®

6. All messages on human rights should include SHUM in the
TAGS line to ensure distribution to interested offices in the
Department.

7. Assistant Secretary Todman’s personal comment and guidance
on the above are being provided by separate cable.”

Christopher

% In telegram 204237 to Brasilia, August 26, the Department noted that the draft Bra-
zilian human rights report had been pouched for delivery to the Political Counselor on
July 13. (National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File, D770310-1104) In tele-
gram 7203 from Brasilia, August 31, the Embassy transmitted suggestions for revision.
(National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File, D770315-0838)

4 In telegram 5282 from Bogota, June 7, the Embassy transmitted the Colombia draft
evaluation report. (National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File, D770202-0952)

® In telegram 4544 from Lima, June 2, the Embassy transmitted the Peru draft evalu-
ation report. (National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File, D770197-0770)

®In telegram 263597 to Lima, November 3, the Department requested that the Em-
bassy revise the draft evaluation report prepared in June. (National Archives, RG 59,
Central Foreign Policy File, D770406-0099) The Department request to the Embassy in
Bogota has not been found.

7 The Department transmitted Todman’s guidance regarding the reports in tele-
gram 141243 to all American Republic diplomatic posts, June 17. (National Archives, RG
59, Central Foreign Policy File, D770218-1071)
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62. Briefing Memorandum From the Assistant Secretary of State
for Congressional Relations (Bennet) to the Deputy Secretary
of State (Christopher)’

Washington, June 18, 1977

SUBJECT

Congressional Strategy on Human Rights

Human rights represents the Carter Administration’s most dra-
matic foreign policy departure. Sustaining this leadership will require a
strong constituency on Capitol Hill which understands and supports
the Administration’s efforts and opposes excessively specific legisla-
tion. We are fast approaching the time when general statements of sup-
port for human rights will not be accepted as a comprehensive policy,
and our credibility will be brought into question. We must be in a posi-
tion to explain each specific human rights-related action as fully as pos-
sible in terms of country-by-country plans.

L. Ongoing Human Rights Issues

1. International Financial Institutions

As you know, we have been trying to shape acceptable language
which will permit us to deal with human rights concerns in the IFIs
without harming their overall structure.? We may succeed this year in
avoiding language mandating a negative vote on human rights of-
fender countries.

ACTION: We must demonstrate that we will use our voice and
vote in a consistent manner in the IFIs to gain the credibility to protect
the IFIs from further attacks in the future.

1 Source: National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File, P770115-0474. Con-
fidential. Drafted by Swift. Wisner initialed the memorandum on June 18. Additional no-
tations read: “WC” and “Copy to SO.” Christopher also initialed the memorandum.

2 Reference is to the pending IFI authorization bill (see Document 35). On June 14,
the Senate passed H.R. 5262, whereupon House and Senate conferees began drafting
compromise language. (Congress and the Nation, Volume V, 1977-1980, pp. 42—44) During
the Senate debate over H.R. 5262, Humphrey challenged an amendment introduced by
Hatfield and Abourezk, which was based on the Harkin-Badillo language, asserting that
its rigidity “would be of less real use” than the more flexible language adopted by the
SFRC during its markup session. The Senate did approve an amendment on June 14,
sponsored by Dole, which directed U.S. representatives to the IFIs to vote against any aid
to Vietnam, Laos, and Cambodia. (Spencer Rich, “Hill Steps Into Human Rights Debate,”
The Washington Post, June 15, 1977, p. A-12)
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2. Security Assistance

The Authorization Bill will be through both Houses by the end of
June, and the main shape of the Appropriation Bill has already been
drawn. This legislation came upon us too quickly this year and our ef-
forts to deal with it have been very much of a fire-fighting operation.’
Our policy guidelines on how we were to apply the 502(b) human
rights provision were unclear, especially in Latin America, and this,
coupled with the momentum for human rights in Congress, has caused
cuts in programs for Latin American countries. In Asia, however,
where our policy toward Korea, Philippines, and Indonesia is clearer,
we have been able to gain the Congress’ trust for the time being.

ACTION: We should start planning now for what we will be pre-
senting to Congress for FY 79. Human rights offender countries in
which we have no security interest will find themselves under heavy
attack not only on grant MAP but also on FMS credit and training next
year unless we can demonstrate that progress has been achieved in
human rights and we convince the Congress that our efforts bring re-
sults. The most vulnerable will be offenders in Latin America (in-
cluding Argentina, Brazil, etc.) and Indonesia and Thailand.

3. Economic Assistance

Congress this year, with AID’s agreement, has tightened the
human rights reporting requirements for bilateral economic aid. This is
our first concrete signal that Congress plans to pay far greater attention
to bilateral economic assistance in the future. To date, efforts to cut eco-
nomic aid have not been supported by the liberals as long as the aid is
for the needy.

ACTION: We can expect far greater attention next year, however,
to the needy criterion which AID has applied rather loosely. The
warning signs are also flying that for gross violators even economic
programs may not be exempt. AID’s review of the total U.S. AID effort,
due August 15, must deal thoroughly with human rights consider-
ations, particularly if the Administration is to achieve increases in total
U.S. assistance.

4. UN Covenants

The President has made four UN covenants an important part of
his overall human rights initiative. We are moving ahead energetically
on the Genocide Convention and would hope to see a vote on the meas-
ure prior to the end of this session. We are currently trying to ascertain
whether we have the votes to ratify the Convention and we expect to be

3 See footnote 9, Document 38.
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ready to make that determination in the next two or three weeks.* The
SFRC will consider the Convention in executive session on June 21, and
may report it to the floor at that time. Majority Leader Byrd is expected
to hold up consideration of the Treaty until we can assure him that we
have the votes to (1) invoke cloture and (2) ratify the Convention.

The President has given his personal endorsement to three other
human rights treaties in his speech before the United Nations on March
17. No decision has yet been made as to when to forward these
covenants to the Senate. There is some thought being given to signing
the International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights
and the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights at the
United Nations when the General Assembly convenes in September.
The International Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Racial
Discrimination was signed by the United States in 1966, but Senate ap-
proval was not sought by previous Administrations and it has yet to be
transmitted to the Senate. Final decisions as to the wording of reserva-
tions to these covenants have not been made.

The President personally signed the American Convention on
Human Rights at the Organization of American States headquarters
several weeks ago.” Preliminary work has begun on reservations to this
Convention and a number of legal implications are being analyzed.
One controversial provision of the Convention is a ban on abortion.

ACTION: H feels that a major effort should be made to gain Senate
approval of the Genocide Convention during this session. We should
be in a better position to determine whether we can move quickly on
this Convention within the next few weeks. We do not expect any se-
rious consideration of the other conventions during this session, but the
Administration should be prepared to submit them in the fall.

5. Problem Countries

a. Korea—Our policy toward Korean human rights is well under-
stood on the Hill and our determination to withdraw troops® has
disarmed those who would like to attack our security assistance pro-
gram—i.e. Don Fraser. Troop withdrawals and the security of Korea
are at present of more concern on the Hill than human rights. We can
assume, however, that once anxiety over troop withdrawals dies down,
human rights considerations will come to the fore again.

4See Document 57 and footnote 2 thereto.
5See Document 47 and footnote 8 thereto.

6 Reference is to the President’s decision to withdraw 33,000 U.S. Army troops from
South Korea beginning in 1978 and concluding in 1982 or 1983. On May 11, the Depart-
ment of State announced that Joint Chiefs of Staff Chairman General George Brown and
Habib would fly to Seoul on May 24 to engage in talks with South Korean officials. (Ber-
nard Gwertzman, “U.S. and Seoul to Start Discussion Of Troop Pullout Late This
Month,” The New York Times, p. 4)



Human Rights 199

b. Philippines—Major efforts by EA in both the House and the
Senate this year have saved our Philippine military assistance program
from significant cuts on human rights grounds.” Unless there is major
progress in the human rights situation, we can expect further attacks
next year against the Philippine program and against any base agree-
ment which requires congressional approval of funds.

c. Indonesia/Thailand—These are the most vulnerable countries
in East Asia as the U.S. has no major security interests in either country.
EA has done a good job this year of explaining our position on hu-
man rights in both countries. Some improvements in the human rights
field must occur if we hope to continue to preserve our security
relationships.

d. Latin America—Unless there are major human rights improve-
ments in most of the Latin American offender countries in the coming
months, we will probably see the end of all forms of military assistance
to these countries in FY 79. The principal targets this year have been Ar-
gentina, Brazil, Uruguay, Chile, Nicaragua and San Salvador. How-
ever, we can assume that Paraguay and Haiti, and perhaps Guatemala,
will join the list next year. ARA must begin now to develop a more
finely tuned and credible human rights policy towards security assist-
ance in all recipient countries. One option would be to eliminate all mil-
itary assistance in Latin America, with the exception of modest training
programs.

e. Africa—Congress still has a certain myopia as far as African
human rights are concerned, and this has protected Africa from the sort
of attack faced in Latin America. The questions of Rhodesia, South Af-
rica and Namibia are the main ones as far as Congress is concerned at
the moment. We should expect increasing attention to human rights
conditions in other parts of Africa.

f. Iran/Israel—Congress has avoided these two topics. We should
press ahead with efforts in both countries so that we are in a good posi-
tion to show that we have made real efforts should trouble arise.

6. U.S. Human Rights—Visa Policy

There are pending in the White House several proposals to liber-
alize our visa policy.

The President has not decided which option to accept but is under-
stood to be leaning toward the McGovern amendment which would

7 See footnote 17, Document 38. While registering the administration’s concern for
human rights abuses in the Philippines, Holbrooke asserted: “However, we don’t believe
that security or economic assistance should be reduced because of the human rights
problem. As I have noted, the Philippines has strategic importance, not only for our own
country but also for nations friendly to the United States in the region, and thus we
should continue our support.” (Department of State Bulletin, April 4, 1977, p. 326)



200 Foreign Relations, 1977-1980, Volume II

remove the Secretary from the decision process in requesting from
the Attorney General waivers of ineligibility for aliens excludable
under the Immigration Act because of political affiliation.® A decision
on this matter awaits consultation with the two Judiciary Committee
Chairmen, Rodino and Eastland, by the Secretary and the Attorney
General.

Regarding expanded refugee and asylum policies, the Eilberg leg-
islation includes an expanded definition of refugees which the Admin-
istration supported, but the bill effectively eliminates the parole au-
thority and requires mandatory consultation for the admission of
refugees by class.”

Administratively, we are expanding our program for African ref-
ugees with enlarged assistance in the educational field.

II. Techniques for Dealing with Congress

1. Have Clear Positions on Specific Issues

As a basis for orderly policy and rational presentation to Congress,
we must develop clear policy lines which combine general objectives
and specific courses of action for each human rights issue and each
country which violates human rights. We are in the early stages of such
a policy development process. It should be completed as soon as pos-
sible and implemented before we begin the next round of authorization
and appropriation battles early next year. This will make our job with
Congress much easier. As we take our positions to Congress on each
substantive issue which arises (for instance, amendments to IFI legisla-
tion) talking points should be drawn up and given wide distribution.
Consideration should be given to the issuance of an Administration
policy statement or letter on the issue which can then be used as the
basis for calls on individual Congressmen by high and mid-level of-
ficers from concerned government organizations. Leaders of various
interested groups on the Hill should be contacted and offered briefings

8 The Foreign Relations Authorization Act, Fiscal Year 1978 (H.R. 6689; P.L. 95-105;
91 Stat. 844-866), which the President signed into law on August 17, 1977, contained the
McGovern amendment, which sought to relax visa provisions for non-immigrant vis-
itors. In late August, the Department of State announced that an official of the French
General Confederation of Labor, which had been described as Communist-run, had been
granted a visa to attend an American labor conference scheduled to take place in New
York in September. (Graham Hovey, “French Labor Leader is Granted U.S. Visa,” The
New York Times, August 27, 1977, p. 2)

9 Reference is to H.R. 7175, introduced in the House by Eilberg on May 13, which
sought to amend the Immigration and Nationality Act of 1965 (P.L. 89-236). Public Law
89-236, also known as the Hart—Cellar Act after Senator Philip Hart (D-Michigan) and
Representative Emmanuel Cellar (D-New York), abolished the national origins quota
system established by the Immigration Act of 1924 and overturned many of the restric-
tions contained within the Immigration and Nationality Act of 1952 (McCarran-Walter
Act, P.L. 82-414; 66 Stat. 163-282).
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on the various issues and problem countries at their convenience. This
activity should be done on a routine, ongoing basis so that information
flow becomes normal and is not seen as a one-time blitz on some partic-
ular special interest. We have begun doing this on some of our current
issues but it has been on an ad hoc basis. We hope to regularize this in
the future but it will mean earlier identification of problem areas and
development of clear policy directions.

2. Regular Bureau Contacts with Congress

The bulk of H’s time in human rights questions is spent dealing
with major bills on the Hill or fore-fighting human rights problems re-
lated to countries such as Korea, Argentina or Iran. We believe the De-
partment’s credibility on human rights and other matters could be built
up through some direct contact by substantive regional and desk of-
ficers with Congressmen interested in their areas. Special efforts should
be made to keep Members informed on human rights questions.
Strengthening of informal contacts at the desk levels would give
working-level FSOs an exposure to Hill thinking and develop relation-
ships of trust which might head off problems before they occur.

3. Contacts with Non-Governmental Agencies

H agrees that we should develop our relationship with the inter-
ested Non-Governmental Agencies (NGOs) which can be of immense
help to us with their influence in the Congress. (It should be kept in
mind, however, that we sometimes find ourselves differing with these
groups on matters of substance.) D/HA already meets with these
groups frequently and on a regular basis. H feels that rather than dupli-
cating D/HA’s work we should tag on to some of their activities. We
are in the process of coordinating this with D/HA now.

4. SCA Matters

In order to keep the human rights coordinating group fully in-
formed of legislation on visa, refugee and asylum problems, H feels it
might be worthwhile to institute a brief monthly report on ongoing ef-
forts in this field. This would be in addition to the normal coordination
which occurs daily.
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63. Memorandum From the Assistant Secretary of State for Near
Eastern and South Asian Affairs (Dubs) to the Coordinator
for Human Rights and Humanitarian Affairs (Derian)’

Washington, June 23, 1977

SUBJECT
PRM on Human Rights: Comments/Suggestions

NEA’s comments and/or recommended changes to specific
items in the first draft PRM? are contained in the attachment to this
memorandum.?

The first draft of PRM 28 on Human Rights is a good beginning. It
does not, however, present any options, or choices, or suggested
courses of action for Presidential decision. For example, the PRM could
pose the option of using or not using economic—as distinguished from
military and supporting—assistance as a lever to promote human
rights. This would provide an opportunity to alert the President to
some of the negative consequences which could flow from the denial of
economic assistance that is destined for the poor and hungry.

Under Section I, the legal basis for U.S. involvement in attempts to
improve the human rights condition of mankind is not spelled out. L
should be asked to prepare a short brief on this subject.

In identifying U.S. objectives in the area of human rights, the state-
ment to the effect that all governments manifest an interest in the
growth of human rights is not completely true. Many states are pri-
marily interested in economic and social rights and give personal, civil
and political liberties a low priority.

Section I, page 5, talks about changing other societies. We do not
believe that this should be an objective of U.S. foreign policy. While we
are dedicated to improving the human rights condition in various so-

1Source: National Archives, RG 59, Office of the Deputy Secretary: Records of
Warren Christopher, 1977-1980, Lot 81D113, Box 23, Human Rights—PRM I. Confiden-
tial. Drafted by Holly on June 24.

2 Christopher sent the draft study prepared in response to PRM 28 to interagency
participants under cover of a June 14 memorandum, commenting that he hoped the ad-
dressees would consider it “a chopping block and a vehicle for discussion.” (National Ar-
chives, RG 59, Office of the Deputy Secretary: Records of Warren Christopher, 1977-1980,
Lot 81D113, Withdrawn Material, RC # 1126, Box 12 of 13) Dubs is apparently referring to
that study.

3 Attached but not printed is the undated paper entitled “Suggested Changes to
First Draft PRM.”
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cieties, we assume that we still want a pluralistic world in which there
is room for societies which are not modeled after our own.

The objective to make “pariahs” out of “gross violators of human
rights” raises the question as to whether goals are best achieved in in-
ternational relations through ostracism or through having a presence
by means of which some influence could be exerted. Moreover, seeking
to normalize relations with human rights violators such as Cuba, the
PRC and Vietnam would be excluded if we took the position that we
should treat them as “pariahs”.

Some further effort should be made to define what comprises “a
consistent pattern of gross violations of internationally recognized
human rights” together with some examples. However, care must be
taken not to adopt too rigid or legalistic an approach which could re-
strict unduly the USG’s flexibility in dealing with human rights
problems on a world-wide basis.

In this connection, it would be most useful to provide a list indi-
cating which countries have and which have not signed the Universal
Declaration of Human Rights as well as the various covenants dealing
with economic and social rights, civil and political rights, etc. If a nation
has signed and ratified the various covenants, etc. this fact should make
it more vulnerable to international criticism if it is guilty of violation in
the human rights area.

In discussing carrots or sticks to be used in encouraging improve-
ment in the observance of human rights, (page 26), care must be taken
to ensure that by cutting off food aid, for instance to an offending
country because of its use of torture or ill-treatment of political pris-
oners, the punitive action does not result in the starvation or depriva-
tion of food to thousands of innocent hungry people who are helpless
victims of their own government.

Security Assistance as either a carrot or a stick may also have its
pitfalls. A recommendation to cut off or lower security assistance levels
to a particular country must take into account during the decision-
making process the effects such an action might have on other imme-
diate interests such as, for example, the search for a peace settlement in
the Middle East.

The suggestion to emphasize “our human rights concerns in all
training programs that we conduct for foreign military personnel”
(page 31) could easily be interpreted by a country as a roundabout at-
tempt to “destablize” its government by the encouragement of “sub-
version” among its military personnel.

Our recent experience in the International Labor Conference (June
1-21,1977) indicates that whatever legal view we may hold concerning
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what is “politicization” or what is not, ours is a minority viewpoint.*
Voting for loans or abstaining from voting in IFI's will be, and is, re-
garded as a political act. Our use of political criteria on IFI loans may
come back to haunt us should the Egyptians move from expressing
concern about our policy in the IFI’s to taking advantage of it in an ef-
fort to deny IFI loans to Israel on human rights grounds. The Egyptians
have used international organizations in the past to further their for-
eign policy efforts vis-a-vis Israel. Since most of the world community
believes that Israel does violate human rights in the occupied terri-
tories, our effort to address human rights questions in the IFI's may
place us in an akward and embarrassing position in the future.’

If we do continue to use the IFI's as an instrument of human rights
policy we should concentrate our fire on gross offenders where we
have substantial multilateral support, e.g. Uganda. We suggest a cold,
hard look at the possible future consequences of this policy be taken be-
fore any recommendation is made to the President.

In connection with the Decade for Action to Combat Racism and Racial
Discrimination (page 56),° it should be noted that the USG has, thus far,
declined to take part in the Decade because of the equating of Zionism
with racism. The draft PRM states that we should consult with key Af-
rican delegations at the 1977 UNGA in an effort to reach advance un-
derstandings for the avoidance of the Zionism-racism issue at the
World Conference to Combat Racism and Racial Discrimination to be
in August 1978.7 Before even attempting this, it should be remembered
that Africa also includes such radical states as Algeria and Libya and

4 At the ILO Conference in Geneva, the United States lost a vote on a 75-page com-
mittee report that contained unfavorable references to several third world countries. In a
June 21 article, The Washington Post reported that some delegates indicated that the vote
might compel the United States to withdraw from the ILO. (“U.S. Loses Critical Vote in
ILO, Raising Possibility of Pullout,” p. C-7) Previously, on November 6, 1975, the Ford
administration had submitted a letter to the ILO giving a 2-year notice of intent to with-
draw. In aJanuary 21, 1976, letter to Ambassador to Yugoslavia Laurence Silberman, des-
ignated as Ford’s special representative to review U.S. relations with the ILO, Ford com-
mented that recent developments within the ILO, including increased politicization and
the denial of due process to member states, had resulted in this course of action. (Public
Papers: Ford, 1976-77, Book I, pp. 79-80) On May 27, 1977, the White House issued a state-
ment indicating that a Cabinet-level committee was reviewing the membership issue.
(Public Papers: Carter, 1977, Book I, p. 1029) The White House announced on November 1,
1977, that the United States would terminate its ILO membership. (Department of State
Bulletin, December 26, 1977, p. 912)

5 An unknown hand bracketed and starred this paragraph.

® During its 27th session in 1972, the UN General Assembly adopted Resolution
2919 on November 15, declaring that the Decade would commence on December 10,
1973, the 25th anniversary of the issuance of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights.

7 Scheduled to take place in Geneva. UN General Assembly Resolution 3379(XXX),
adopted November 10, 1975, equated Zionism with racism. The United States voted
against the resolution.
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anti-Israeli states such as Egypt and Tunisia. Therefore, the USG should
not participate in the World Conference or the UNESCO Conference to
draft a Declaration on Race and Racial Prejudice scheduled to be held
in Lusaka, Zambia in late 19778 until the connection between Zionism
and racism is officially broken by a UN resolution. It should also be
noted that it is conceivable that the issue of Israeli-South African rela-
tions will be brought up at the Anti-Apartheid Conference scheduled to
be held in Lagos in August 1977.

A reversal of previous USG policy not to participate in the Decade
or in any of its activities because of the equating of Zionism with racism
could have serious domestic and international consequences.’

Our recent experience of prior consultations with African states in
connection with the just completed International Labor Conference,
Geneva, June 1-21, would indicate that the Africans would more than
likely back away from any promises made to the USG before the con-
ference in the face of heavy radical Arab pressure and/or monetary
inducements.

8 UNESCO adopted the Declaration on Race and Racial Prejudice at its 20th session
in Paris in November 1978.

 An unknown hand bracketed and starred this paragraph.

64. Memorandum From the Director of the Policy Planning Staff
(Lake) to the Deputy Secretary of State (Christopher)’

Washington, June 30, 1977

SUBJECT
PRM 28 on Human Rights

I understand that Steve Oxman now has the dubious privilege of
producing a coherent draft PRM on human rights. My staff tells me that

! Source: National Archives, RG 59, Policy and Planning Staff—Office of the Di-
rector, Records of Anthony Lake, 1977-1981, Lot 82D298, Box 2, TL 6/16-30/77. Confi-
dential. Lake did not initial the memorandum. A notation on the first page of the memo-
randum reads: “cy also given PHK [Paul Kreisberg]. PG [Peter Grose].” In a handwritten
note to Lake, July 1, Oxman commented that he had found Lake’s memorandum helpful.
He added: “Please note that the draft you were commenting on was a D/HA product nei-
ther Matt [Nimetz] nor Chris [Warren Christopher] nor I had passed upon in any way.
That draft about to be completed answers many of your substantive concerns—I think.”
(Ibid.)
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he and Matt Nimetz have already done an impressive job in assembling
disparate materials from throughout the Executive Branch.?

Even though I know that another draft is now in preparation, I do
want to share some of my concerns about work done so far. (I should
note also that we did not get a chance to see the first draft that was sent
for interagency comment, which was also not cleared elsewhere in the
Department.> Whether or not S/P plays the role it is supposed to on
PRM’s, it will be very important that the Assistant Secretaries affected
be involved.)

The latest draft, we believe:

—Does not provide a clear consensus on what we mean by human
rights or a clear sense of where differences exist. There is, in fact, a divi-
sion between those who favor the broad approach outlined in the Sec-
retary’s April 30 speech and those who opt for stress on crimes against
the security of the person. That philosophical and practical diver-
gence—from which operational decisions obviously flow—is not iden-
tified for the President.

—S5till does not relate our human rights policy to our overall for-
eign policy objectives. The result is a discussion which skirts the key
issue of costs and benefits for the Carter Administration. What will
pressing for promotion of human rights mean in the short- and
long-term for certain bilateral relations, security interests, dealings
with the Congress, etc.? Conversely, how might a well-managed
human rights program in fact reinforce goals in the North-South
Dialogue?

—TFor those areas where there are serious splits of opinion, such as
the use of security assistance or of the international financial institu-
tions, what are the choices? The discussion of these contains a short list
of belatedly inserted options. There is, however, no evaluation of those
options pro and con or indication of which Department supports what
and why.

—In yet other areas, such as those treating public diplomacy and
bilateral economic assistance, there are allusions to ambitious pro-
grams to promote human rights. In neither case, however, is there a

2 In the NSC Global Issues Cluster’s June 17 evening report, Tuchman indicated
that she had met with Oxman that day to review the first draft of the PRM. She added:
“Oxman is very bright and a good writer, but the PRM skims over all the tough ques-
tions, and concludes that the way State is doing things now is the right way. In many
areas, particularly the IFIs, I couldn’t agree less. Other issues may raise some real
problems months or years from now that might be avoidable. Fundamental assumptions
that should be analyzed are not, etc.” (Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Staff
Material, Global Issues—Oplinger/Bloomfield Subject File, Box 36, Evening Reports:
5-7/77)

3 See footnote 2, Document 63.
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suggestion about a price tag. Do AID, USIA, CU, and PA plan to reallo-
cate from among present and projected resources to emphasize human
rights or to request substantial budget increases?

—More money suggests the need for Congressional concurrence.
There is no flag raised for the President on the need to launch consider-
able campaigns on the Hill—both to achieve the kind of appropriations
potentially implicit in an expanded basic human needs component to
US policy on human rights or for such stalled objectives as Senate ratifi-
cation of the UN human-rights-related Covenants and Conventions.

—Finally, there is no indication of follow-up. Although parts of the
PRM allude to agendas for action, there is no discussion of what need
there may be for “new initiatives” and specific action by various
agencies of the Government.

Before the final text is sent to the White House, you may want to
raise this subject at an 8:30 staff meeting and request all concerned As-
sistant Secretaries of State to give this document their personal atten-
tion. Further, it may be necessary and worthwhile to defer dispatch
until all relevant bureaus and offices register their views more clearly. I
feel strongly that PRM 28 must address the kinds of issues I have noted
if we are to have a final product which both reflects broader policy con-
cerns and provides a concise basis for Presidential decision.

65. Briefing Memorandum From the Director of the Bureau of
Politico-Military Affairs (Gelb) to the Deputy Secretary of
State (Christopher)'

Washington, July 7, 1977

PRM on Human Rights

In response to your request, we have reviewed the draft Human
Rights PRM? with a view to developing comments on the main sub-
stantive points. On the whole, we found it a commendable effort to deal
with a complicated subject.

! Source: National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File, P770122-0733. Con-
fidential. Drafted by Ericson.

2 Presumable reference to the first draft version of the study prepared in response to
PRM 28; see footnote 2, Document 63.
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Our three principal comments revolve around one central issue,
which the draft itself acknowledges is all but intractable. That issue in-
volves how much weight to give human rights in comparison to other
factors when we make our foreign policy decisions. We all acknowl-
edge that our commitment to human rights is, as the PRM states, a fun-
damental tenet of our foreign policy. But the assumption that it should
drive all other considerations still pervades the paper. Specifically, in
three sections of concern to PM:

—the section on specific objectives (pp 21-23) assumes that certain
specific objectives have already been identified and that others will
emerge as the result of a detailed analysis of the “human rights situa-
tion in other countries and the possibilities for international action.”
There is no reference to a process whereby these objectives would, be-
fore adoption, be weighed against other specific foreign policy objec-
tives in the areas concerned. We feel the PRM should outline such a
process, and should not assume that the USG will be committed to un-
named specific objectives without further review.

—We recognize that the relationship between security assistance
and human rights is among the most difficult of all, involving as it does
a potential conflict between two of our fundamental foreign policy
tenets. The suggested approach—the option addressed on pp 55-56 of
the draft—would have us not provide security assistance to any
country unless 1) it is essential for our national security that the assist-
ance be given, or 2) the recipient country has or is clearly developing a
good human rights record. We believe this option is so fraught with
possibilities for error that it should be discarded. Who would make
these determinations? And on the basis of what criteria? Would the cri-
teria involve consideration of whether the security assistance relation-
ship with a particular country is essential or would it involve the type of
materiel to be provided? Would it mean an abrupt cessation of all secu-
rity assistance to all countries which could not meet the conditions
specified? Does it mean that human rights and our national security are
the only factors to be considered in determining whether we should
have a security assistance relationship with a given country? In sum,
these criteria go much farther than those already established by the
President’s new arms transfer policy (which includes human rights
considerations),’ are too stark and restrictive to be practical, and would
deprive the President of the freedom of maneuver he requires in the
foreign policy field. We therefore suggest elimination of the text begin-

3 Reference is to PD/NSC-13, issued on May 13, which indicates that the United
States “will give continued emphasis to formulating and conducting our security assist-
ance programs in a manner which will promote and advance respect for human rights in
recipient countries.” PD/NSC-13 is scheduled for publication in Foreign Relations,
1977-1980, volume XXVI, Arms Control.
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ning with the words “In view” on line 13 of page 55 through the option
on page 56.

—Of particular concern in this context is the statement on page 121
that “when the Arms Export Control Board (AECB) is unable to reach a
consensus on particular policies, programs or transactions because of
differences concerning the effect on human rights of the proposed ac-
tions, it will refer the issue to the Interagency Group on Human Rights
and Foreign Assistance. This will ensure overall coordination of our
human rights policy as it relates to foreign assistance.” We have many
objections to what appears less a proposal than a statement of estab-
lished procedure. It seems to be based on the premise that human
rights considerations should have primacy over all others in security
assistance matters and would give final jurisdiction to a body on which
several of the agencies most directly concerned with security assistance
are not represented. There exist ample assurances that human rights
considerations will be factored into the proceedings of the AECB at
every step and will be fully reflected in the recommendations which
that Board (which is an advisory, not a decision-making body) will
make to the Secretary. We therefore recommend strongly that the last
two sentences of the paragraph at the top of page 121 be deleted.

I am attaching a list of other specific suggestions, keyed to perti-
nent sections of the text, for your consideration.*

4 Gelb’s specific comments were not attached.
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66. Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Brzezinski) to Secretary of State Vance'

Washington, July 9, 1977

SUBJECT

Recognition of Improvements in Human Rights

The following is based on a conversation I had with the President
this morning:*

1. As you know, the Argentine Government has stated its intention
to release 342 political prisoners. The President would like you to ac-
knowledge this and express his gratification to the Argentine Govern-
ment when they have released the prisoners.

2. At the same time, the President would like the State Department,
on background to the press, to acknowledge this action by the Argen-
tine Government and express the President’s gratification.

3. The President would like it to be a matter of policy to acknowl-
edge and express gratification for improvements in human rights once
it has been determined that these improvements are real rather than
cosmetic. This should be done not only with the Government con-
cerned but, on background, with the press.

Zbigniew Brzezinski

1Source: National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File, P770131-1346.
Confidential.

2 The President met with Brzezinski from 9 to 9:15 a.m. in Carter’s private office in
the White House. (Carter Library, Presidential Materials, President’s Daily Diary) No
record of this conversation has been found.
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67. Memorandum From the Global Issues Cluster of the
National Security Council Staff to the President’s Assistant
for National Security Affairs (Brzezinski)'

Washington, July 13, 1977

SUBJECT
Evening Report
Daily Activities
Tuchman started a marathon day of meetings at Rand Corporation

briefing for ERDA on nuclear fuel cycles—economic analysis of various
possible cycles.

Tuchman attended the second plenary of the human rights PRM to
hear comments on the second draft.” Most agencies felt that this was a
great improvement over the first draft. Defense, however, hated it,
found the security assistance sections “totally unacceptable”, and the
rest of the draft “unbalanced”. I felt that most of the relatively unim-
portant things were improved, but that all the important issues remain.
I made the points that: (1) there is no discussion of objectives® and that
is absolutely central to everything else (the PRM defines the objective
as: “to encourage the respect that governments accord to human
rights” and leaves it at that; (2) it essentially considers democracy (or
the approximate content of the Bill of Rights) as a basic human right,
which I find completely* unjustified; (3) the strategy content of 85 pp
boils down to—"we have to do everything on a case-by-case basis”. I
see real dangers in this. Everyone makes a point of saying that some-
times “other interests” will take precedence over human rights. This
means that we will have in essence a country-by-country list of prior-

1Source: Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Staff Material, Global Issues—
Oplinger/Bloomfield Subject File, Box 36, Evening Reports: 5-7/77. Secret. Sent for
information.

% Reference is to the second draft of the Department of State study prepared in re-
sponse to PRM-28. Under cover of a July 7 memorandum, Nimetz sent Christopher the
85-page draft, noting that he had “tried to incorporate comments and suggestions from
all of the Bureaus who submitted ideas. However, it was not possible to accommodate all
suggestions made. In addition, I have cut the draft considerably, although I believe that
little of real substance has been lost.” (National Archives, RG 59, Office of the Secretary:
Mr. Matthew Nimetz, Counselor of the Department of State, Under Secretary of State for
Security Assistance, Science, and Technology, Lot 81D85, Box 1, MN Chron—Official July
1977-December 1977)

% Brzezinski underlined the word “objectives” and wrote “need” in the left-hand
margin next to the paragraph.

% Brzezinski underlined the word “completely” and placed a question mark next to
it in the left-hand margin.
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ities, and it will become clear over time that for Argentina (e.g.) human
rights heads the list, while for Iran, it is down near the bottom. Can
such a policy succeed over time? This is getting too long. I will do a sep-
arate memo for you and I will be submitting written comments to
Christopher.” There is an agreed need for another draft.

Later in the day, Tuchman spent a sobering two hours at the staff
level meeting of the interagency group on Human Rights and Financial
Assistance (i.e., the Christopher group). This was the first time I had at-
tended the working level sessions. The discussions were alarmingly
picayune—"“It says here that 15 people were arrested in Togo in 1974
for distributing pamphlets, do we know what happened to them?”
“No”. “Let’s find out from the embassy, perhaps we should make a de-
marche.” While the mechanics are vastly improved (in terms of back-
ground papers, etc.) the substance is not. Also it becomes very clear
that you cannot separate financial assistance (even when you include
both bilateral and multilateral) from all the other aspects of a bilateral
relationship. For example, this group does not control security assist-
ance decisions.

[Omitted here is information unrelated to human rights.]

5 Presumable reference to Tuchman’s July 20 memorandum to Brzezinski, Docu-
ment 69.

68. Memorandum From the Counselor of the Department of
State (Nimetz) to the Deputy Secretary of State
(Christopher)'

Washington, July 15, 1977

SUBJECT
Human Rights

I have been giving considerable thought to your suggestion that I
write an analytical introduction to PRM-28 in defense of the human

1Source: National Archives, RG 59, Office of the Secretary: Mr. Matthew Nimetz,
Counselor of the Department of State, Under Secretary of State for Security Assistance,
Science and Technology, Lot 81D85, Box 1, MN Chron—Official July 1977-December
1977. No classification marking.
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rights policy, particularly in light of our last interagency meeting on the
PRM.?

It is my view that this PRM is not an exercise in which the human
rights policy ought to be re-argued as if we were writing on a clean
slate. I know there are some who want to take a fresh look at the policy.
Jessica Tuchman of the NSC staff holds this view. I do not believe this is
a credible alternative. The President articulated a human rights policy,
not once, but consistently. The Secretary has spoken with authority on
the subject. Decisive actions have been taken in its name. Reactions
have occurred around the world. History, as it were, has been made.

I happen to believe that including human rights as a significant
factor in foreign policy decisions is correct, on moral grounds, on stra-
tegic grounds and on domestic political grounds. But whether or not
one agrees with the basic thrust of the policy, the fact remains that it is
firmly imbedded as a part of this Administration’s over-all foreign
policy. To re-argue it now, or even to suggest, in a fundamental policy
document that is bound to receive wide circulation, that the policy is
open to question would have very detrimental effects. It would cer-
tainly be seen by the Soviet Union, and the rest of the world, as a tre-
mendous victory for Moscow and a weakening of the American Presi-
dent’s resolve under pressure. It would cause consternation among our
friends abroad, who have adjusted to our policy, and to supporters of
the human rights policy in the Congress and throughout the country. It
would cause bureaucratic havoc in the Department where bureaus are
now beginning to work human rights factors into their daily work pro-
gram. It would be a foreign policy and political disaster.

What is needed now is refinement of the policy so that day-to-day
decisions can be made effectively. I believe that everyone who has
thought seriously about this matter recognizes that human rights can
never be the fundamental goal of our foreign policy, which must be
rooted firmly in our national security interest. But it should be one of a
number of important concerns around the world to be pursued over
the long term. Like environmental concerns or economic development
interests, the sooner we transform “human rights” from an ideological
crusade to a series of working level problems, the better we will all be.
We must, so to speak, tame the human rights thrust and make it work
for us, and workable by us.

For these reasons, I continue to believe that the PRM memo-
randum should not take on an analysis of the basic policy but should
take off from the unshakable premise, eloquently elaborated by the
President and the Secretary, that human rights concerns will play an

2 See Document 67.



214 Foreign Relations, 1977-1980, Volume II

important part in the formulation and implementation of United States
foreign policy.

69. Memorandum From Jessica Tuchman of the National
Security Council Staff to the President’s Assistant for
National Security Affairs (Brzezinski)'

Washington, July 20, 1977

SUBJECT
PRM-28—Human Rights

Attached at Tab A? is the table of contents of the third draft of
PRM-28. It runs to 32 pages single spaced. The following are the major
problems I have with it.

1. What is to be taken as a given?

In previous sessions, I stated my own feeling that we should ap-
proach the PRM exercise in the spirit that nothing done or said so far
should be considered dogma. The first two drafts constantly resolved
tricky issues by a simple appeal to authority: referring to public state-
ments of the President and the Secretary of State as the last word. I ar-
gued that we would not have been asked to do this review in the first
place if a thorough analysis (even one that raised difficult questions)
was not wanted. This draft finally does face this problem head on—but
not at all in the spirit I had intended:

1'Source: Carter Library, National Security Council, Institutional Files, Box 44,
PRM-28 [2]. No classification marking. Brzezinski’s handwritten notations on the first
page read: “URGENT” and “DA [David Aaron] 1) What do you think? 2) Let me see the
PRM 3) pts 6-9 more convincing than the 1-5 criticism. ZB.”

2 Not found attached. The 32-page third draft was attached to another copy of
Tuchman’s memorandum. (Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Staff Material,
North—South Pastor Files, Subject File, Box 55, Human Rights: 6-7/77) In the NSC Global
Issues Cluster’s July 22 evening report to Brzezinski, Tuchman noted that she had spoken
with the “human rights expert from SP who reported that the last drafts of the PRM had
been almost entirely written by Christopher’s staff (Oxman, Lamb, and Nimetz) ex-
cluding both SP and Derian’s shop. This is interesting and surprising, but I don’t know
what it means. According to this source, virtually everyone outside Christopher’s office
is very upset with the PRM as it now stands, and eager to make it better. That is encour-
aging but hard to believe.” Brzezinski underlined the phrase “Derian’s shop” and wrote
in the margin “good?” (Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Staff Material, Global
Issues—Oplinger/Bloomfield Subject File, Box 36, Evening Reports: 5-7/77)
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“In order to be useful, this study takes as its starting point the
human rights policy articulated consistently by the President since his
inauguration. It does not inquire whether we should have such a
policy. The fact is that decisive actions have been taken to advance this
policy both by the President and in his name. The Secretary of State has
spoken with authority on the subject. Reactions have occurred around
the world. History, as it were, has been made.”

This means that all major statements—in particular the Secretary’s
Law Day Speech—are now taken as carved in granite.

2. Objectives

The PRM states that our “overall” objective is to “increase the re-
spect that governments accord to the human rights enumerated
below”. I suspect that the choice of “overall” instead of “long range”
was deliberate. It suggests a broad vagueness appropriate to what is
provided. This section represents probably the most serious failure of
the PRM—and also the most difficult set of questions to answer. What
are we really after? Is it to change totalitarian systems to democracies? To
improve the social and economic welfare of the billions of impover-
ished people of the world? To increase domestic support for foreign
policy in general? To make ourselves feel good? etc. These are not
simple questions but I suspect that a careful effort to analyze them
would dictate quite different policy choices for the short term as well as
the long.

The PRM also lists six “intermediate objectives”. Of the six only one
is substantive—"seek a rapid end to patterns of gross governmental vi-
olations of the person”. All the rest are entirely procedural: —“heighten
international awareness”; “attract international support”; “promote
and strengthen international institutions”; etc. Again, we should be
thinking in much more concrete terms.

3. The Definition of Human Rights

Vance’s Law Day speech set forth three categories of human rights.
State now regards these as inviolate. Let me quote them since this is a
key point:

“First, the right to be free from governmental violations of the integrity of
the person: such violations include torture; cruel, inhuman or degrading
treatment and 1punishrnen’c; arbitrary arrest or imprisonment; denial of
fair public trial; and invasion of the home (‘the First Group’).?

“Second, economic and social rights: the right to be free from gov-
ernment action or inaction which either obstructs an individual’s ef-
forts to fulfill his vital needs for food, shelter, health care and education

% Aaron bracketed and starred this paragraph and drew an arrow pointing at it.
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or fails adequately to support the individual in meeting basic needs
(‘the Second Group’).*

“Third, the right to enjoy civil and political liberties: freedom of
thought, of religion, of assembly, of speech, of the press; freedom to
take part in government (‘the Third Group’).”

The First Group should be those which are universally applicable.
To my mind therefore it should not include the last two items. Denial of
a fair public trial is not tantamount to a denial of justice, and invasion of
the home is of questionable meaning and applicability to certain so-
cieties—particularly Asian. Both these two items belong in Group
Three.

More fundamental, is the question of whether the Third Group of
rights can be globally applied. Why do we assume that these rights which
we hold so dear are equally valued in other cultures? The PRM’s ration-
ale does not even pretend to grapple with the issue:

“We do not accept the charge that by promoting these rights we
seek to impose 18th century western ideas on non-western societies
where they have no roots or relevance. These rights have been es-
poused in principle by virtually all governments and are of world-wide
significance as a matter of practice.”

To say that “we do not accept the charge” is not to meet it. And to
appeal to the UN Charter which includes every right that anyone can
think of, does not take us much further. There are major questions to be an-
swered as to where and when and how Group Three rights are relevant and ap-
plicable. They should be addressed.

4. Priority Among the Different Groups of Human Rights

The PRM states only that “the three groups of rights should be consid-
ered equally important”. This is not self-evident. Among other options
are that Group One should be considered primary, or that Groups One
and Two should be considered as equally important with Group Three
being applied only in certain cases.’

A related issue is the question of which tools—including both sanc-
tions and incentives—are applicable and appropriate to each of the
three groups. Most sanctions, for example, seem inappropriate to en-
force or punish violations of Group Two rights. But if we do not react to
violations of these rights, are we then relegating them to a lesser impor-
tance? There are many other related questions to be answered.

% Aaron wrote in the margin next to this paragraph: “Basic Human Needs.”

5 Aaron wrote in the margin next to this paragraph: “Categorization by type of ac-
tion or how we intend to act.”
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5. Timeframe and the Scorecard Problem.

The discussion of this issue is cursory to say the least. The draft ex-
plains that we must “concentrate on encouraging the maximum pos-
sible evolutionary movement”. Also, that “realistic timeframes will
differ by country and by the type of human rights violation involved”,
and that Group One improvements can be expected in a shorter time-
frame than Groups Two and Three. That is all.

We are under intense pressure from both Congress and the press
to explain what our expectations are, and when we expect to be ready
for an accounting. When I stress to reporters that meaningful change in
societies occurs slowly, they respond, “yes, but when will you be ready
to be judged on whether this policy has been a success or failure? At the
end of one year, two years, four years, two terms?, etc.” This is obvi-
ously a fair question and one to which we must provide some kind of
answer. The obvious temptation, to which we have already to some ex-
tent succumbed, is to produce a scorecard on shorter and shorter, and
therefore less and less meaningful time-frames. If we are going to
refuse to produce such a scorecard we need a rationale for doing so—
one on which all Administration spokesmen agree.

6. Priority of Human Rights vis-a-vis Other Foreign Policy Interests

The draft states that “the task of relating human rights policy to
our other foreign policy concerns has been and will continue to be a
case-by-case task”. This is not good enough. In fact I am not really con-
vinced that it is any kind of an answer to this question. The State De-
partment is currently heavily engaged in producing detailed country-
by-country human rights reports and program plans for every nation in
the world. While these will help us make informed judgments, they in
no way contribute to the establishment of guidelines and criteria through
which a consistent policy can be shaped. Moreover, if priority is as-
signed to human rights (vis-a-vis security interests, economic interests,
proliferation interests, etc.) on a country-by-country basis, the inevi-
table result is a situation in which human rights is the number one pri-
ority in our relations with certain countries (e.g., Argentina) while it is
way down on the list (if there at all) for other countries (e.g., Iran). Can
we live with such a policy? Won't other nations point it out and resent
it? This needs analysis.®

6 Brzezinski drew a line next to this paragraph, Aaron bracketed the last three sen-
tences of the paragraph beginning with the word “priority” and wrote in the margin:
“right.”
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7. Strategies

In an effort to preserve maximum flexibility, the draft addresses
the possibility of formulating strategies for different types of country, by
dividing the globe into three divisions—western democracies, third
world nations and communist states. The total analysis is three pages.
Obviously, though every country is unique, a great deal more could be
done by way of categorizing nations into groups according to their human
rights characteristics and situations, and suggesting strategies for each.
The discussion of the Soviet Union and of the PRC (which gets one sen-
tence) is totally inadequate.”

8. Major Problems in the IFls

The PRM raises the point that the IFIs” charters state that they
shall:

“not interfere in the political affairs of any member; nor shall they
be influenced in their decisions by the political character of ... (the re-
cipient government). Only economic considerations shall be relevant to
their decisions ...”

Clearly, then, our actions raise the serious question of whether our human
rights policy violates the charters of these banks. The PRM suggests three ar-
guments to counter that possibility. One is a nitpicking legalism and ir-
relevant politically. The second—that the term “economic” might be
taken to include welfare and other social concerns, and therefore
human rights—is weak. The third—that disregarding human rights con-
siderations might not be compatible with the UN Charter, and is there-
fore unwarranted—is highly questionable both legally and politically.
Having gone to the point of raising this issue, however, the PRM does
absolutely nothing by way of answering it.

9. Creating Domestic and Congressional Support

Neither of these is treated, though the Congressional Liaison Of-
fices are working on the latter. We have already seen enough, during
the debates of the IFIs, to know that human rights concerns can lead to
some very counter-productive legislative results.® The Left may in-
creasingly restrict our relations with rightist countries, while the Right
does the same against Communist regimes, to the point where our for-
eign policy may be severely hampered. In addition, the putative “pro-
gressive center” is often so split by ethnic lobbying (Jews, Greeks,
Eastern Europeans, etc.) as not to constitute a reliable base of support.

7 Brzezinski drew a line next to the portion of this paragraph beginning with the
word “total” and ending with “inadequate.”

8 Brzezinski drew a line next to the portion of this paragraph beginning with the
phrase “Neither of these” and ending with “can lead to.”
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Furthermore, we already know that the extreme Right can and will use
this issue to further their goal of ending all foreign assistance. A serious
and well thought through Congressional strategy and public program
is therefore essential to even the short term success of a human rights
policy. We should not accept any draft which fails to address it.

Conclusion

I'would like your guidance as to how you wish to proceed. My relations
with Christopher, Nimetz and their staff have been extremely friendly,
and my comments on previous drafts (which were very close to the
points made here) were welcomed with sympathy, and apparent ap-
proval, by Christopher. However, they were also obviously ignored.
State seems prepared to do infinite rewrites, but without a formal NSC
input, I'm not sure that they are willing to do a new draft rather than a
rewrite of this one. On the other hand, perhaps I am wrong, perhaps
these questions are simply too hard (and too soft) to answer.

I have circulated this draft to members of the NSC Staff (Thornton,
Pastor, Richardson, Hormats, Hansen, Armacost, Oksenberg, and
Hunter) for comment. Attached at Tab B are some of the comments I re-
ceived on the first draft,” which I believe are very similar to what I'll get
back again. They are obviously extremely negative.

My own inclination is that we will be much better off in the future if
we insist on a good interagency product, than if we accept a bad one
and redo it ourselves.

? Attached but not printed are a June 24 memorandum from Thornton to Tuchman,
an undated memorandum entitled “Some Observations on Human Rights,” a June 29
memorandum from Hormats to Tuchman, a July 6 memorandum from Richardson to
Tuchman, and a June 28 memorandum from Armacost to Tuchman. (Carter Library, Na-
tional Security Council, Institutional Files, Box 44, PRM-28 [2])
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70. Telegram From the Department of State to All Diplomatic
and Consular Posts’

Washington, July 29, 1977, 1943Z

178340. Subject: Communications on Human Rights Policies.

1. On July 5, 1977 the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Inter-
national Security Affairs sent the following message to the three
Commanders-in-Chief in Europe, the Pacific and Southern Command
and an identical memorandum to the Director of the Defense Intelli-
gence Agency: Quote The President has made clear the commitment of
this government to the support of human rights as enunciated in such
international instruments as the UN Universal Declaration on Human
Rights. Human rights concerns are a key element in our national pol-
icies, and it is important that our military personnel abroad have a thor-
ough knowledge of these policies. The State Department has been
asked to assure that its guidance to our diplomatic missions on the ad-
ministration’s policies regarding human rights is made available to the
unified commands and to US military personnel in attache or security
assistance offices, so that they will have the fullest possible personal
understanding of the government’s position on the issue as back-
ground in their work, and for their interchanges with host country of-
ficers. End of quote.

2. I heartily endorse this proposal. I have asked that outgoing De-
partment messages concerning general human rights policies and
issues be copied to all commands and that messages dealing with re-
gional or country specific human rights issues which may be of interest
be copied to the concerned commanders. Country Teams are requested
to do the same. Moreover, Chiefs of Mission are requested to discuss
appropriate ways of assuring that all members of Country Teams in-
cluding the military components have prompt access to general policy
pronouncements and discussions of human rights issues relevant to
their countries and regions, including those which are received
through United States Information Agency channels. All elements of
the Country Team should be informed on human rights policy in order
to be in a position to respond intelligently to questions on the subject
and to support US policy as appropriate subject to guidance from
the Ambassador. Addressees should also share messages concerning

1 Source: National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File, D770274-0270. Un-
classified. Drafted by Jones; cleared by Leslie Brown, Holly, Ericson, ARA, Fuerth, Shurt-
leff, Martens, USIA/IOP, DOD/OSD, and Spiegel; approved by Derian. Also sent to
USCINCEUR, CINCPAC, USCINCSO. Sent to Harold Brown for information. Sent to
military addressees for POLAD.
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human rights problems and issues in their countries with neighboring
posts as appropriate.

Vance

71. Memorandum From the Assistant Secretary of the Treasury
for International Affairs (Bergsten) to the Deputy Secretary
of State (Christopher)’

Washington, August 1, 1977

SUBJECT
Human Rights and the IFIs

The purpose of this memorandum is to recommend that the Inter-
Agency Group on Human Rights and Foreign Assistance reexamine,
on a regular basis (say quarterly), the human rights situation in coun-
tries for which we are awaiting responses and results of demarches al-
ready recommended by the Group. My concern is that we will approve
IFI loans to a country even in the absence of some action by the country
to improve its human rights situation.

Under current practice, the Working Group calls to our attention
cases of proposed foreign assistance to countries which had not been
considered by the Group earlier. As a result, the Group has recom-
mended (1) abstention on IFI loans to Argentina, Benin, and Ethiopia,
(2) withdrawals of IFI loan applications by El Salvador and Paraguay,
and (3) demarches or other diplomatic approaches to Afghanistan,
Brazil, Guatemala, Indonesia, Korea, Malawi, Nepal, The Philippines,
Romania, Thailand and Yugoslavia.

Since the last meeting of the Inter-Agency Group on June 24, the
Working Group has reviewed IFI loans coming up in August and Sep-
tember for the following countries which had been considered by the
Inter-Agency Group earlier: Afghanistan, Brazil, Haiti, Indonesia,
Korea, Nepal, The Philippines, and Thailand. (The new IFI proposals
for these countries are listed in the attached table.)?

1Source: National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File, P770149-2361.
Confidential.

2 Attached but not printed is an undated 6-page table entitled “Proposed IFI Loans
to Countries Considered Earlier of the Interagency Group on Human Rights and Foreign
Assistance.”
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For each of these new proposals, State representatives in the
Working Group have recommended approval of loans with a “wait
and see attitude” without time limit, pending results of demarches and
other approaches approved by the Inter-Agency Group.

I strongly urge that henceforth our review at Inter-Agency
meetings include not only new situations but also reports from the
Working Group updating human rights trends in countries for which
the results of demarches are pending (particularly for countries in
which IFIloans come up frequently and for large amounts—e.g., Brazil,
Indonesia, Korea, and The Philippines). The absence of such a follow-
up might well lead to a situation in which loans continue to be made to
major human rights offenders, thus counteracting the Administration’s
human rights objectives and possibly causing strong criticism from the
Hill and the public.?

C. Fred Bergsten

3In an August 19 action memorandum to Christopher, Derian recommended that
Christopher sign an attached memorandum that expressed agreement with Bergsten’s
recommendation. (Department of State, Bureau of Human Rights and Humanitarian Af-
fairs, 1980 Human Rights Subject Files, Lot 82D180, IAGHRFA—History & Organization)
Christopher sent Bergsten a different version of the memorandum on September 6, both
expressing agreement and underscoring the Department of the Treasury’s cooperation in
promoting the IAGHRFA'’s efforts. (National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy
File, P770140-2360)

72.  Memorandum for the Record'

Washington, August 2, 1977

SUBJECT

PAID Assessment of Intelligence Production in Support of US Human Rights
Initiatives

1. (U) On 2 August 1977 the undersigned met with members of the
NSC staff, together with a representative of the Policy Planning Staff,
Department of State, to obtain their views concerning the adequacy of
Intelligence Community products concerning human rights. Present

!Source: Central Intelligence Agency, Community Management Staff, Job
83MO00171R: Subject Files (1961-1982), Box 12, Folder 18: 1977 Intelligence Reporting on
Human Rights. Confidential. Drafted in DCI/IC on August 9.
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from the NSC were Robert Pastor, Latin America, Mike Oksenberg, Far
East, PRC, Mike Armacost, SEA, and Richard Feinberg from the Policy
Planning Staff.

2. (C) As users of Intelligence Community products, these NSC
and State Department representatives rated Community output on
human rights as good to excellent and of considerable value in the for-
mulation of US foreign policies. While expressing general satisfaction
with Community products, suggestions were offered for future pro-
duction along the following lines:

e Evaluations concerning how foreign leaders, both parties in
power and opposition groups, rank the human rights issue in order of
importance against other issues pertinent to the relevant geographic
area.

¢ Additional reports to assist in determining the degree to which
non-governmental entities may be committing human rights violations
on behalf of foreign governments, such as recent allegations involving
right wing groups in El Salvador.

* Specific information upon which to base evaluations of allega-
tions of human rights violations received from non-governmental
groups such as Amnesty International.

3. Both Messrs. Oksenberg and Armacost expressed concern that
the injudicious use of clandestine collection resources could have nega-
tive overall effects upon US relations with countries targeted for collec-
tion. Both recommend that overt resources be used, to the maximum
extent possible, in satisfying national requirements on this topic, al-
though it was recognized that clandestine collection can provide per-
spective and balance when gaps exist in overt reporting. It was gener-
ally agreed that the Intelligence Community and users of intelligence
products should identify base line information requirements on human
rights with respect to individual geographic areas to conserve clandes-
tine collection capabilities.

4. On the basis of our discussion, there appears to be some dis-
parity in the extent to which NSC and State staff members who support
policymakers have become knowledgeable concerning the structure
and capabilities of the Community through prior work experience or
other means. Selected staff members at the NSC, State, and elsewhere
might usefully be provided with an overview.

[name not declassified]
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73.  Study Prepared by the Ad Hoc Inter-Agency Group on
Human Rights and Foreign Assistance'

Washington, August 15, 1977

[Omitted here is the table of contents.]

PRESIDENTIAL REVIEW MEMORANDUM /NSC-28:
HUMAN RIGHTS

This study is submitted in response to the NSC memorandum of
May 20, 1977,% requesting a review of United States foreign policy with
respect to human rights. The major sections of the study are keyed to
the NSC memorandum.

This study takes as its starting point the human rights policy artic-
ulated consistently by the President since his inauguration. Decisive ac-
tions have been taken to advance this policy both by the President and
by the Secretary of State. Reactions have occurred around the world.

Day-to-day decisions which must be taken to advance the cause of
human rights will require a careful weighing of the circumstances in in-
dividual countries. The study refines the overall thrust of our policy,
evaluates the instruments at our disposal to carry it out, and considers
costs, risks, and tradeoffs.

I. Definition of U.S. Objectives in the Area of Human Rights.
A. Overall Objective.

The overall objective of our human rights policy is to increase ob-
servance of human rights by governments.

1. Definition of Human Rights.

Generally accepted expressions of these rights are found in the
United Nations Charter and the Universal Declaration of Human
Rights, adopted by the United Nations in 1948. To maximize our effec-
tiveness, our policy should be directed to the most fundamental and
important human rights, as set forth below, and should include the

1'Source: Carter Library, National Security Council, Institutional Files, Box 44,
PRM-28 [1]. Confidential. Dodson sent a copy to Mondale, Vance, Harold Brown, Blu-
menthal, Bell, Kreps, Lance, Young, Gilligan, Turner, George Brown, and Reinhardt
under a September 7 covering memorandum. (Ibid.) Another copy of the study, which
Schneider circulated in the Department of State, AID, and USIA under a September 2 cov-
ering memorandum, is in the National Archives, RG 59, Office of the Deputy Secretary:
Records of Warren Christopher, 1977-1980, Lot File 81D113, Box 23, PRM-28-1.

2 See Document 46.
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right to enjoy them without distinction as to race, sex, language, or
religion:

First, the right to be free from governmental violations of the integrity of
the person: such violations include torture; cruel, inhuman or degrading
treatment and punishment; arbitrary arrest or imprisonment; denial of
fair public trial; and invasion of the home (“the first group”).

Second, economic and social rights: the right to be free from gov-
ernment action or inaction which either obstructs an individual’s ef-
forts to fulfill his vital needs for food, shelter, health care and education
or fails adequately to support the individual in meeting basic needs
(“the second group”). Fulfillment of these rights will depend, in part,
upon the stage of a country’s economic development.

Third, civil and political liberties: these include freedom of thought,
of religion, of assembly, of speech, of the press; freedom of movement
both within and outside one’s own country; and freedom to take part in
government (“the third group”).

The President and the Secretary of State have expressly included
the second and third groups within the general purview of the Admin-
istration’s human rights policy. The rationale and the implications of
including these rights merit discussion.

Incorporation of the second group of rights in our policy has par-
ticular implications for its application to the Third World. A policy
which subordinated these rights would not only be inconsistent with
our humanitarian ideals and efforts, but would also be viewed unfa-
vorably in those countries where the tendency is to view basic eco-
nomic and social rights as the most important human rights of all.

As for the third group—civil and political rights—a policy that ig-
nored them would be so narrow in construction as to sacrifice overall
coherence. It would also be untrue to our heritage and basic values. We
do not accept the charge that by promoting these rights we seek to im-
pose eighteenth century, Western ideas on non-Western societies
where they have no roots or relevance. These rights have been es-
poused in principle by virtually all governments and are of worldwide
significance as a matter of practice. There is no necessary inconsistency
between political and civil rights on the one hand and economic devel-
opment on the other.

Reliable and lasting protection against violations of the first and
second groups can only come with the development of institutions that
protect broadly defined civil and political liberties. To stop the torture
of one person or to alleviate hunger in one family is important. To build
institutions that safeguard against torture and provide a steadily im-
proving standard of living must be our long-term goal. In espousing
the third group of rights, there is a particular need, however, to avoid
parochialism. Our goal is to enhance basic human rights in diverse so-
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cieties; we do not seek to destabilize governments or remake societies
in our image.

The three groups of rights should be considered equally impor-
tant. However, that does not mean that, as a practical matter, they will
be pursued in the same way or over the same time span. In countries
where the first group of rights is denied or threatened, the protection of
those rights has obvious priority, since human life and fundamental
human dignity are threatened. In countries where the first group of
rights is generally observed, but political and civil rights are abridged
or non-existent, our policy should emphasize our support for those
rights. Promotion of economic rights is, for the U.S., primarily a matter
of helping to stimulate economic development. This includes coopera-
tion with and contribution to bilateral and multilateral foreign assist-
ance efforts as well as other measures (e.g., in trade and finance) de-
signed to strengthen the world economy. We should also encourage
other countries to follow policies which will advance their economic
and social development.

2. Timeframe.

In seeking greater respect for all these rights we must keep in mind
the limits of our power and the intractability of the problem. Our ability
to change human rights practices in other societies is limited, even if we
exert substantial efforts. Thus, our expectations must be realistic, and
we must concentrate on encouraging the maximum possible evolu-
tionary movement. There will, of course, be certain exceptional circum-
stances in which we will seek dramatic improvements, as in our efforts
to promote majority rule in Rhodesia.

Realistic timeframes will differ by country and by the type of
human rights violation involved. The timeframes within which to ex-
pect improvements in group one rights should, in general, be consider-
ably shorter than those in groups two and three.

B. Reasons for Pursuing the Overall Objective.

There are sound reasons, based in national interest as well as our
moral tradition and legal obligation, for encouraging an increase in the
respect that governments accord to human rights. Pursuit of this
objective:

(a) helps fulfill a moral obligation that we have incurred by virtue
of our heritage and values and our legal obligations under the United
Nations Charter;

(b) strengthens the rule of law and respect for agreements by pro-
moting the authority of the human rights recognized in the United Na-
tions Charter, the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, the Helsinki
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Final Act® and other international instruments and by furthering the
goal contained in U.S. laws authorizing foreign assistance that our for-
eign policy promote increased observance of internationally recog-
nized human rights by all countries;

(c) substitutes, in determining our attitude toward Third World
governments, a standard based on governmental behavior toward
people for an increasingly outmoded Marxist-non-Marxist standard,
and assists in the philosophical debate with the Soviet Union over the
type of society worth developing;

(d) strengthens domestic support for our foreign policy by re-
flecting the moral and ethical values of our people;

(e) promotes the fundamental long-term American interest in a
world of nations whose systems of government and societies reflect in-
dividual freedom and dignity.

C. Intermediate Objectives.

In order to attain the overall objective set forth above, we should
seek to achieve the following broad intermediate objectives:

(a) heighten international and national awareness of human rights
concerns in order to steadily increase the norms of acceptable conduct
in the human rights field;

(b) attract international support for our efforts;

(c) demonstrate that countries which violate basic human rights do
so at a cost in their standing in the international community. Con-
versely, that countries with positive records or significant improving
performance benefit tangibly and intangibly from their efforts;

(d) promote and strengthen the efforts of international institutions
as well as non-governmental organizations to protect human rights;

(e) ensure that our own conduct measures up to the same stand-
ards we apply to others;

(f) seek a rapid end to patterns of gross governmental violations of
the person, particularly murder, torture, and lengthy imprisonment for
political offenses;

(g) seek to increase U.S. resources available for alleviating human
suffering, particularly with regard to refugees.

D. Specific Objectives.

Achievement of the overall objective and the broad intermediate
objectives set forth above will entail pursuit of specific objectives in
particular countries and international institutions. The identification of
these objectives requires detailed analysis of the human rights situa-

3 See footnote 14, Document 4.
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tion, as well as other relevant factors, in other countries and of the pos-
sibilities for action. This effort is presently underway at both the De-
partment of State and posts abroad.

While certain specific objectives are already apparent—such as an
end to the state of siege in Chile, the release of the Myongdong defend-
ants in Korea,* majority rule in Rhodesia, increased emigration of mi-
norities from Eastern Europe—others will only emerge after additional
analysis. The pursuit of certain human rights objectives, such as ma-
jority rule in Rhodesia and implementation of the Helsinki Final Act,
will also serve to enhance political and other policy goals.

E. Recognizing the Costs of a Human Rights Policy and Relation to Other
Foreign Policy Objectives.

As the promotion of human rights becomes one of our basic for-
eign policy tenets, we are faced with the task of relating human rights
policy to our other major foreign policy concerns. It has been, and will
continue to be, a difficult task. For we are adding an emphasis on
human rights to an already wide range of policy goals, many of which,
in the nature of things, come into conflict with one another at times.

Day by day, country by country, human rights considerations are
being weighed against other foreign policy objectives, such as the
maintenance of NATO strength and solidarity, strategic arms limita-
tion, peacekeeping in the Middle East, control of nuclear proliferation,
and normalization of relations with the PRC, Vietham and Cuba.

While there is no necessary inconsistency among these objectives,
they will, on occasion, compete for primacy. Resolution of the conflict
between or among them will depend on the facts of the situation at
hand, which should be addressed with openness and candor. There
will clearly be instances in which efforts to achieve our human rights
goals will have to be modified, delayed or curtailed in deference to
other important objectives. But by the same token, making human
rights a principal goal of our foreign policy means that promotion of
human rights will not be viewed as a lesser objective. Even when other
objectives outweigh human rights, our policies will be implemented in
a manner that promotes human rights to the extent possible.

4 Reference is to 13 Catholic priests and dissidents detained by the South Korean
Government in order to head off anti-government protests. The announcement of their
detention was made on March 1 during Mass at the Myongdong Cathedral in Seoul.
(“South Korea Detains 13 Catholic Priests, Dissidents in Crackdown,” The Los Angeles
Times, March 2, 1977, p. B-7) The Department of State issued a press release on December
31 indicating that the ROK Government had released all but one of the Myongdong pris-
oners. The remaining prisoner—former Presidential candidate Kim Dae-jung—had been
moved to a hospital for medical treatment. (Department of State Bulletin, January 1978,
p- 39)
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Adoption of an affirmative human rights policy will carry with it a
variety of risks, choices, tradeoffs and potential costs:

—Our actions and statements regarding human rights objectives
may involve criticism of conditions in another country, which may be
viewed as either offensive or threatening by the government concerned
and, in certain cases, by some segments of the population. The resulting
strain in our relations with that government may have a negative im-
pact on other objectives. The sensitivity of the Soviet Union to our
human rights initiatives represents a manifestation of the possible risks
involved, in this case a strain in crucial East-West relations. Never-
theless, in many countries, positive responses to our human rights ini-
tiatives have occurred, are occurring, or are possible. As they do, rela-
tions will improve.

—Since some Western democracies, while supporting our general
principles have not agreed with us on certain tactics, there is a risk that
certain of our initiatives, if not properly coordinated, could lead to dif-
ferences with our NATO allies. These differences could, of course, be
exploited by the Soviet Union.

—Our criticism of human rights violations may provoke a greater
degree of repression by a government, either because it fears our initia-
tives will encourage dissident groups to act with boldness or because it
wants to demonstrate disdain for our policy. Of course, such a reaction
bears its own internal political cost.

—Our methods may adversely affect multilateral institutions or
ongoing programs, particularly in the economic area, which have their
own U.S.-endorsed objectives. In particular, using our vote in interna-
tional financial institutions to encourage respect for human rights
might lead others to seek to block assistance on other and purely polit-
ical grounds. On the other hand, failure to raise human rights concerns
could jeopardize domestic support for these institutions. More broadly,
we will have to remain alert to possible costs in terms of developing
country cooperation on North-South issues.

—Inevitable inconsistencies in our human rights policy around the
world will expose us to criticism. Allies such as Korea, Iran and the
Philippines, for instance, cannot be immune from some application of
the policy without endangering the integrity of the policy; neither can
powerful adversaries like the Soviet Union. But whatever qualifications
on the application of our policy toward these or other nations we deem
necessary will invite charges that our policy lacks credibility.

—The implementation of our policy is likely to provoke reciprocal
criticism of domestic conditions in this country, not only from commu-
nist nations but also from friends. Our response should be to welcome
constructive criticism, noting that our system provides many remedies
for social and economic ills.
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—The pursuit of our human rights objectives will in some cases re-
sult in reduction of security assistance to, and cooperation with, of-
fending governments. In some instances where our own defense pos-
ture is involved, U.S. security interests may be adversely affected.

—The human rights effort could involve significant dollar costs.
While our commitment to a substantial increase in economic assistance
is not solely a function of our human rights policy, it does relate to our
commitment to the enhancement of economic and social rights.

F. Strategies for Pursuing our Human Rights Objectives.

Our human rights objectives obviously cannot be pursued every-
where, at once, and in the same manner. While no two countries’ situa-
tions will ever be identical, there are certain logical groupings of coun-
tries which can be useful for analysis and discussion.

1. Western Democracies.

We should support and reinforce human rights values in the
Western industrial countries (including Canada, Japan, Australia, New
Zealand) and encourage these countries to support our human rights
initiatives. We are now at a historic point at which all NATO and
Western European countries are democracies, and a major effort
should be made to reinforce democratic tendencies, particularly in
countries that have only recently established or re-established democ-
racy, such as Turkey, Greece, Portugal and Spain.

2. Third World Nations.

Efforts should be made to reinforce positive human rights and
democratic tendencies in the Third World, particularly in states that al-
ready have demonstrated good or improving human rights perform-
ance. This support is particularly important with respect to countries
that are vulnerable to external or internal threat, or which face severe
economic problems. We should provide increased symbolic support as
well as increased economic assistance, as appropriate, and cultural, ed-
ucational and scientific exchanges. We should also seek support for
U.S. human rights initiatives by these countries.

Our efforts with respect to Third World nations where a human
rights tradition has been disrupted should seek to encourage return to
former norms and to discourage the arbitrary use of power. In such so-
cieties, the populace may be receptive to various forms of assistance
geared to support human rights values. Educational and cultural pro-
grams directed to human rights supporters might be especially
effective.

In Third World nations where human rights values have never
taken firm root, we should discourage the arbitrary use of power and
promote a more equitable and humane social and economic order. In
some cases, it will be more realistic to expect concrete achievements
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with respect to the first and second groups of rights than with respect
to the third.

An important aspect of our policy should be to ensure that our re-
lations with countries that continually violate human rights are correct,
in keeping with our other interests, but not close. The tone we set in our
relations is important to the credibility and thus to the success of our
overall policy.

3. Communist States.

With respect to the communist countries, our human rights effort
should remain firm and consistent but non-polemical. We should rec-
ognize that major changes in communist regimes and their human
rights practices will not take place in the short term; they are only likely
to occur, if at all, gradually as the basic political and social structures of
these countries change. On the other hand, we believe that U.S. and
world opinion and U.S. actions can positively influence trends in the
long term and encourage improvements in limited but important areas
in the short term. We should make it clear that our commitment to
human rights is basic to our foreign policy. This view should be com-
municated to the people of these countries as well as their gov-
ernments. We should emphasize implementation of the Helsinki Final
Act.

Because of its pivotal importance, the Soviet Union is a special case
meriting a separate word. Soviet governmental response to our em-
phasis on human rights has been negative and increasingly sharp, ex-
plicitly suggesting that détente is threatened by our policy. To what ex-
tent the Soviet leadership truly feels their system and their hold in
Eastern Europe is endangered is unclear; but their objective appears to
be to bring about a significant decrease in our public advocacy of
human rights, thus reducing its most embarrassing aspects for them, on
the pretext that a “one-sided” U.S. advocacy of human rights and re-
spect for state sovereignty cannot co-exist.

There is no evidence that the U.S. human rights policy has affected
Soviet bargaining positions in important negotiations, even if the
atmosphere surrounding negotiations is tense. Our substantive posi-
tion on arms control has and likely will continue to determine the So-
viet response on this critical issue. Similarly, we believe that the Soviet
Union will continue to pursue its perceived interests in arms control,
trade, scientific and cultural exchanges and other areas of our bilateral
relations, regardless of our advocacy of human rights. The inevitable
strain of a massive arms race, the need to take increasing consumer de-
mands into account, and the potential for unrest in Eastern Europe
means the Soviet Union cannot easily pull away from MBFR or SALT
negotiations, technological transfer agreements or commercial credit
arrangements.
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The USSR is continuing efforts to cooperate with the U.S. private
sector, despite the Jackson-Vanik amendment.’ This indicates that the
Kremlin may implicitly recognize that Soviet economic concerns will
make it difficult to delay forward bilateral movement for long periods
of time because of U.S. human rights advocacy.

With proper management, our security interests and our human
rights concerns both can be accommodated in our relations with the So-
viet Union. In fact, failure to execute an appropriate human rights
strategy with proper balance will detract from the political value of our
human rights policy elsewhere in the world.

The potential normalization of relations with China and Cuba will
place some strain on the credibility of our human rights policy, for in
both cases other considerations are likely to govern in the short term.
As relations are established, we will be expected to take human rights
initiatives. We should now be examining the methods we will utilize to
achieve specific human rights goals. These would probably fall, at the
beginning, in the areas of family reunification and, with respect to
Cuba, the treatment and disposition of political prisoners. We should
recognize that with respect to human rights we will have little, if any,
leverage or influence with the PRC at this stage.

4. Gross Violaters of Human Rights.

Governments that have a consistent record of gross violations of
human rights should be dealt with as special cases, and our policy
should generally be to bring to bear international opinion and con-
certed action by the world community to bring about improvement.
Obviously, this should be done only in flagrant cases after attempts to
encourage evolutionary improvement have been spurned. Even in
such cases, however, there is no necessary reason why formal diplo-
matic relations should not be maintained.

II. Identification of “a Consistent Pattern of Gross Violations of
Internationally Recognized Human Rights.”

The phrase, “a consistent pattern of gross violations of internation-
ally recognized human rights” derives from terminology in Resolution
1503 of the UN Economic and Social Council, dated May 27, 1970,° and
has been used in Sections 116 and 502B (a) (2) of the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1961, Section 28 (a) of the Inter-American Development Bank
Act, and Section 211 (a) of the African Development Fund Act. The gen-
eral purport of all these statutory provisions is that we should not pro-
vide assistance to governments that engage in such conduct.

5 See footnote 13, Document 4.
6 See footnote 3, Document 2.
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The legislative history of our statutory provisions does not indi-
cate the meaning Congress attached to the concept of a “consistent pat-
tern,” and there are no judicial decisions interpreting the phrase. By its
terms the language excludes isolated events and incorporates the di-
mensions of time as well as repetition. Thus, frequently repeated ac-
tions over a relatively short period of time would appear to be covered
as would somewhat less frequent but regular violations over a rela-
tively long period of time.

While “internationally recognized human rights” would include,
inter alia, all of the rights in the Universal Declaration of Human Rights,
it appears from the legislative history that in using the phrase and com-
bining it with the concept of “gross violations,” Congress intended to
cover mainly the right to be free from governmental violation of the in-
tegrity of the person, i.e., the first group of rights discussed above.

Once a determination is made that a country has engaged in a con-
sistent pattern of gross violations of internationally recognized human
rights, certain important questions arise. For example, is the determina-
tion binding as to future decisions with respect to that country? If that
would depend on whether there had been substantial intervening
events, by what standard ought those events be judged? Further,
would a determination as to one country have precedential effect as to
other countries?

These are not easy questions. While answers can no doubt be de-
vised, the questions point up the limitations in the human rights con-
text of requiring uniform actions pursuant to a statutorily-prescribed
standard of conduct. There are vast differences among human rights
conditions in various countries, and what may rise to the level of offen-
sive conduct in one country may not be properly so characterized in the
setting of another country with different circumstances, a different his-
tory, and a different trend. To be realistic and effective, our policy must
take account of such differences. That will therefore be difficult if we
are required to take the same action—e.g., a “no” vote on an IFI loan—
with respect to different countries, even though our own best assess-
ment of the circumstances in such countries might indicate that the
mandated action would be inappropriate or that other actions should
be taken instead.

II. Evaluate Actions Which U.S. Could Take to Improve Human
Rights Conditions.

The range of actions we can take to advance our human rights ob-
jectives is examined below. Of primary importance is the need to eval-
uate the human rights situation in individual countries and to consider
the various policy instruments at our disposal in the light of our own
foreign policy objectives in those countries. These evaluations, which
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are underway, will apply the factors Secretary Vance cited in his April
30, 1977, Law Day speech as important to the determination of human
rights policy in particular instances.

A. Diplomatic actions, public statements, and various symbolic acts.

Diplomatic exchanges, ranging from informal talks with officials
or government leaders to formal demarches, are a valuable tool.
Through them we can make our human rights policy understood by
other governments and provide notification of the sanctions or incen-
tives that may flow from our policy. As a general proposition, our ac-
tions with respect to the human rights conditions in any country ought
to begin with such approaches.

Diplomatic actions, of course, extend beyond demarches. In fla-
grant cases we may find it advisable and effective to reduce the level of
our presence in a given country.

Public statements can also promote our human rights goals. By
conveying publicly what we have previously said privately, they add
the force of world opinion to our efforts. Statements can be critical of
particular violations or general attitudes, or they can commend posi-
tive conduct or attitudes. Critical statements will be used sparingly
to preserve their effectiveness. A constant stream of criticism of for-
eign governments may cause the U.S. ultimately to be ignored as a
tiresome and ineffective international scold. While public statements
are an extremely important tool, they must be used with skill and
discrimination.

Symbolic acts can in certain circumstances be even more effective
than public statements and may not present the same risks. They can
encourage countries with good human rights records to persist. Invita-
tions to make state visits, Presidential letters, goodwill missions, spe-
cial visitor programs and the like are highly valued abroad. Directing
them to countries with good or improving human rights records will
send a very effective signal.

There will clearly be circumstances in which we should use sym-
bolic acts to identify the U.S. with representatives of human rights or-
ganizations, or with the victims of human rights abuses who seek or
would welcome such identification. We not only demonstrate thereby
our concern and communicate our support, but we may also add an
element of protection to the organizations and individuals involved. Of
course, there will be circumstances in which such symbolic acts on our
part would actually increase the risks to such organizations and
individuals.

B. Changes in Levels of Security and Economic Assistance and Food Aid.

If we genuinely seek to promote economic and social rights, we
should work to meet the Administration’s objective to increase sub-
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stantially both bilateral and multilateral foreign economic assistance by
1982.

Where the promotion of human rights is concerned, increases or
reductions in the security and economic assistance (including food aid)
that we provide to individual countries are more decisive and visible
measures than diplomatic actions, public statements or symbolic acts.
However, because of the sensitivity of recipients and the unpredicta-
bility of their reactions, reductions in aid ought not be considered
lightly or until less drastic measures have been taken. Ideally, we
would like to be perceived as working closely with the developing na-
tions that are pursuing equitable growth policies which protect and
promote human dignity. To the extent we are so perceived, our human
rights policy will be strengthened.

Obviously we do not write on a clear slate when we consider re-
ductions in assistance in view of the various statutory provisions which
direct that assistance be used to promote human rights, and except in
certain exceptional cases, be withheld when a consistent pattern of
gross violations emerges.

Our military and economic assistance is generally valued highly
by recipient governments. Thus it is appropriate, circumstances per-
mitting, that we should seek to obtain improved human rights conduct
in return. It should be noted that in many cases aid is extended in re-
turn for other considerations, e.g., in some cases it is called for by base
rights agreements. In other cases, our assistance may be small in
amount and thus easily dispensed with or replaced from other sources.
In such cases our aid may afford us only limited leverage on human
rights issues.

Certain general costs and benefits apply to the use of both military
and economic assistance as sanctions and incentives with respect to
human rights. The benefits include underscoring the seriousness and
determination with which we are pursuing our human rights objec-
tives, avoiding where feasible the inconsistency of providing substan-
tial material assistance to repressive governments, and demonstrating
tangibly that it can be costly to violate human rights and valuable to re-
spect them. The costs include possible damage to U.S. national security
interests, and to our general political and economic interests; disrup-
tion of established assistance relationships; curtailment of activities di-
rectly supporting the second group of human rights; possibly penal-
izing groups of individuals who bear no responsibility for the abuses of
their governments; and the risk that some recipient governments from
whom we withhold assistance may be in a position to retaliate by with-
holding resources that we vitally need.

As a very general proposition, reductions in military assistance
ought usually to precede reductions in economic assistance. Con-
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versely, increases in economic assistance ought usually to precede in-
creases in levels of military assistance.

1. Security (Military) Assistance.”

Our military assistance is a matter of great sensitivity both to the
governments that receive it and to those segments of the American
public and the Congress who watch it closely as an index of the priority
we place on human rights objectives in relation to our other foreign
policy concerns. Moreover, under Section 502(B) of the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1961, as amended, we have a legal obligation to ensure
that our security assistance programs are formulated and conducted in
a manner that will promote and advance human rights and avoid iden-
tification of the U.S. with governments that violate human rights.

Perhaps more than any other single factor, U.S. military assistance
is seen as implying U.S. support for the governments that receive it. To
be perceived as supporting a repressive government inevitably exacts
costs in terms of the consistency and the credibility of our human rights
policy. Moreover, some types of arms we provide, finance or license
can be used by a recipient government to carry out or undergird repres-
sive practices. (Although such use is prohibited by U.S. law, our ability
to prevent it is limited.)

A full discussion of the criteria for providing military assistance is
beyond the scope of this study. However, we should remember that
most countries (certainly including our own) believe strongly in the
right to an adequate defense. A careful evaluation of the interests at
stake, and the potential benefits to be gained, is needed in each case.
Where there are vital national security interests at stake which require a
continuing military relationship between the U.S. and the recipient,
and where the recipient’s human rights record is considered to be ac-
ceptable or improving, we should consider sympathetically approving
arms transfers that are consistent in other respects with the President’s
arms transfer guidelines.8 Conversely, where those factors are not
present, we should view such requests unsympathetically.

Military assistance can be used as a sanction or incentive to pro-
mote human rights by altering the size or functions of our military ad-
visory contingent; by altering the level of training grants; by altering
the quantity of arms transfers; and by altering the types of arms trans-
ferred. Reduction or elimination of military assistance may have little
direct impact on a country’s human rights performance; in many in-

7 Security assistance includes grant material aid, grant military training, FMS and
licensed commercial arms sales and FMS financing of arms sales through credits and loan
guarantees. (Security supporting assistance is discussed in the section on bilateral eco-
nomic assistance below.) [Footnote in the original.]

8 See footnote 3, Document 65.
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stances the country will be able to turn to an alternate supplier. How-
ever, when a decision is made to reduce military assistance as part of an
overall strategy, with advance warning communicated through diplo-
matic channels, some improvement of human rights performance may
be possible in specific countries. Governments and military forces in
many regions desire close relations with the U.S., and a firm human
rights policy, which demonstrates that benefits such as military assist-
ance are placed at risk in the absence of human rights progress, will be
a continuing element in their decision-making.

Some argue that the strongest signal that could be sent to of-
fending governments would be to alter the relationships that have been
built up over the years between our military and the military of other
countries, some of whom are responsible for repressive practices, by re-
ducing the size of our military contingent and our training (IMET)
grants. They do not believe such action would impair our security in-
terests; indeed, they argue that we do not have legitimate security in-
terests in many of the 57 countries that receive our military assistance.
(46 of the 57 countries receive IMET assistance.) Others believe that re-
ducing our military presence will reduce our ability to communicate
with and influence segments of the governments whose policies we are
trying to change. They believe we should increase the IMET program
on a worldwide basis, particularly in certain selected countries now
prohibited from participating in it, because they believe IMET has
proven successful in fostering pro-U.S. attitudes in foreign military stu-
dents. This complex issue requires further study.

2. Bilateral Economic Assistance, Trade and Investment Programs.

U.S. bilateral economic assistance is provided in several forms. It
includes direct humanitarian assistance (disaster relief and PL 480 Title
II), assistance programs directed primarily to benefit the needy, other
economic development programs which benefit the poor majority less
immediately, food aid given to support development (PL 480 Title I),
and security supporting assistance (assistance extended for primarily
political reasons in the form of grants, budget support, commodity
loans and development projects).

Humanitarian assistance, such as International Disaster Assistance
and PL 480 Title II, is designed to alleviate human suffering by re-
sponding to emergencies caused by manmade or natural disasters. As
such it directly promotes the most basic human right—that of sur-
vival—and should not be considered for use as leverage in supporting
broader economic, political or social rights.

The basic objective of our bilateral assistance program continues to
be to meet the needs of the poor, even in those countries where serious
human rights problems exist. This policy is reflected in law—the orig-
inal Harkin Amendment—which states that AID programs do not have
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to terminate in such countries where AID assistance “directly benefits
needy people”.’

As a result of the “New Directions” in development assistance,'
mandated by Congress, the focus of regular U.S. bilateral economic
assistance has increasingly been directed to meeting the basic human
needs of the poor majority in the developing countries, such as nutri-
tion, health care, education and human resource development, and less
on large-scale capital transfers for major infrastructure development.
Such programs, which assist the poor majority in developing countries
gain access to participation in decisions which shape their lives,
strongly and independently promote group two economic rights, as
well as create a climate supportive of a broader observance of political
and social rights.

As a rule then, bilateral development assistance which directly
benefits the needy should not be used as a policy instrument to sanc-
tion a government for its human rights violations. (Where assistance
benefits the needy, but a country’s human rights record is poor, we
should consider the extent to which our aid is or can be provided
through non-governmental institutions thus reducing our identifica-
tion with the government.) There may be instances, however, in which
a particular government’s human rights violations are so flagrantly
gross and systematic that the need to disassociate from that gov-
ernment outweighs the development assistance goals in that country.
Such a balancing of considerations will require case-by-case analysis.

Reducing economic assistance that does not directly benefit the
needy is a more appropriate means to disassociate the U.S. from a re-
pressive or corrupt government, but such bilateral programs are now
the exception.

Security supporting assistance is extended to a limited number of
countries in which the U.S. has special interests of high political pri-
ority. Currently, 80% of our security supporting assistance goes to Is-
rael and the three confrontation states in the Middle East. Food assist-
ance under PL 480 Title I can also be used to leverage human rights
improvement. However, the distribution and terms of Title I aid have
traditionally been affected by political factors. In addition, its use
would entail the considerable political risk of appearing to provide or
deny food to hungry people in order to achieve U.S. political objectives.

An increase in aid that directly benefits the needy can be an effec-
tive way to encourage positive human rights conduct. Such increases
directly promote our overall human rights objectives by contributing to

9 See footnote 4, Document 1.
10 See footnote 30, Document 29.
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the fulfillment of vital human needs. In addition, assistance programs
designed to encourage wider participation in the economic life of a na-
tion can encourage creation of an underlying climate supportive of a
broader observance of human rights. Increasing assistance within ex-
isting budget levels to support countries with improving human rights
records is possible, but difficult to accomplish. We would expect such
increases to be made very selectively. Increases in bilateral economic
assistance on human rights grounds should normally be considered on
an annual basis to support long-term improvement in human rights
conditions and to meet legitimate development needs. In shaping the
overall bilateral aid budget, the pattern of allocation should reflect our
human rights policy as well as more traditional economic development
criteria.

3. Trade and Investment Programs

The U.S. is a strong proponent of liberalized trade, most impor-
tantly because discriminatory arrangements established by other major
trading countries generally damage U.S. trade. The power of the Presi-
dent to use trade measures to favor or discriminate against a country
on human rights grounds is limited by international and domestic legal
obligations to grant non-discriminatory treatment to most nations.
Moreover, singling out particular countries for punitive action is very
difficult to accomplish “cleanly”. Other countries’ trade and economic
interests almost inevitably become involved, risking a chain reaction
which may adversely affect our economy. Only where there has been a
broad international consensus that a country is guilty of particularly
egregious conduct have a sufficient number of countries coordinated
their trade sanctions so as to have a significant economic impact on the
offending regime.

Most Favored Nation Treatment. Under current U.S. domestic law
(19 U.S.C. 1202), all non-communist countries, as well as Poland and
Yugoslavia, are accorded most-favored nation (MEN) tariff treatment.
There is no existing domestic legal authority to withdraw MFN tariff
treatment from any of these countries, although section 301 of the
Trade Act authorizes applying discriminatory duties to an individual
country in response to a proven unfair trade practice.

Furthermore, such a sanction, even if authorized by U.S. law,
would violate our international obligations if applied to any of the
forty-three countries with which we have treaties of Friendship, Com-
merce and Navigation or any of the one hundred six countries which
are parties to the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT) or to
which that agreement is applied de facto.

Beyond these legal limitations, we believe that our trade policy in-
terests, as well as practical considerations, militate strongly against
using withdrawal of MEN treatment as a sanction against human rights
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violations. Withdrawing MFN would set a damaging precedent. It is
conceivable that some countries, faced with domestic pressures for in-
creased protectionism, might cite foreign policy objectives as a con-
venient justification for discriminatory restrictions.

Generalized System of Preferences. The United States accords prefer-
ential treatment (i.e., duty-free entry) for certain products of about 100
developing countries under the Generalized System of Preferences
(GSP) authorized by Title V of the Trade Act of 1974." Under the Trade
Act, the President has the authority to designate any developing
country meeting certain requirements as a beneficiary of GSP. He also
has the authority to terminate GSP benefits for any country upon
sixty-days notice. The benefits of GSP are a unilateral grant authorized
by a GATT waiver and are not subject to the same rights of compensa-
tion or retaliation provided in the GATT with respect to MFN treat-
ment. Consequently, the President could use the GSP as a human rights
sanction without obtaining new legislation and without violating our
international obligations.

Denial of GSP benefits as a sanction would not entail nearly the
same adverse trade policy consequences as in the case of the long-
enshrined MFN principle. The denial of GSP to Uganda, in part be-
cause of human rights concerns, generated no adverse reaction. How-
ever, since GSP benefits are limited, it remains to be seen whether the
threat of termination or denial of benefits would induce greater respect
for human rights. Widespread denial (or withdrawal) of GSP benefits
might call into question our trade commitment to a generalized system.

Export-Import Bank and OPIC. Government programs supporting
U.S. exports are administered by the Export-Import Bank (Ex-Im),
while the Overseas Private Investment Corporation (OPIC) encourages
U.S. private investors to invest in developing countries through its po-
litical risk insurance and finance programs. Ex-Im and OPIC can be dis-
tinguished from bilateral assistance programs in that they facilitate U.S.
business activities in foreign countries. In some cases Ex-Im does deal
directly with foreign governments. OPIC does not provide financial
subsidies to LDC governments, but does enter into umbrella agree-
ments with them. OPIC insures U.S. private investment in LDCs, par-
ticularly the lowest income LDCs, thereby complementing the develop-
ment assistance objectives of the U.S.

Ex-Im and OPIC programs normally will not be appropriate ve-
hicles for influencing changes in the human rights practices of gov-
ernments. In cases of gross violations, where we do not wish to be asso-
ciated with the government in question, it may be desirable to curtail

1 The Generalized System of Preferences allowed the President to eliminate tariffs
on imports from LDCs.
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them. In the rare cases where we might resort to curtailment, our action
could have a significant impact on the government in question.

C. Initiatives in International Financial Institutions.

U.S. concern with promoting human rights through the interna-
tional financial institutions (IFI's) became explicit last spring with the
passage of the Harkin Amendment to the authorizing legislation for the
Inter-American Development Bank (IDB) and the African Develop-
ment Fund (ADF). That amendment requires that the U.S. vote “no” on
loans or assistance to a country that “engages in a consistent pattern of
gross violations of internationally recognized human rights ... unless
such assistance will directly benefit the needy people in such country.”

The Harkin Amendment will in all likelihood soon be replaced by
language on this year’s IFI authorizing legislation. As it emerged from
conference, the legislation instructs the USG through its Executive Di-
rectors to seek to channel assistance away from countries whose gov-
ernments engage in a consistent pattern of gross violations of human
rights or provide refuge to airplane hijackers; to use our “voice and
vote” in seeking to channel assistance towards projects which address
basic human needs; and to consider a number of factors related to
human rights concerns e.g. specific actions taken on bilateral assistance
on human rights grounds, extent to which the assistance benefits needy
people, status of a country regarding nuclear proliferation, and respon-
siveness of governments in providing better accounting of MIAs.

Where other means have proven ineffective, the legislation re-
quires us to oppose loans (i.e., vote “present,” abstain, or vote “no”) to
countries which engage in a consistent pattern of gross violations of in-
ternationally recognized human rights unless such assistance is di-
rected specifically to programs which serve the basic human needs of
the citizens of such countries or unless the President certifies that the
cause of international human rights would be more effectively served
by actions other than voting against such assistance.

This legislation is fully compatible with our policy to use our mem-
bership in the IFIs to promote human rights.

The new IFI legislation also specifies “the Secretary of State and
the Secretary of the Treasury shall initiate a wide consultation designed
to develop a viable standard for the meeting of basic human needs and
the protection of human rights and a mechanism for acting together to
insure that the rewards of international economic cooperation are espe-
cially available to those who subscribe to such standards and are seen
to be moving toward making them effective in their own systems of
governance.” We will need to develop a strategy for implementing this
requirement.
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While most of the discussion to date concerning human rights and
the IFI’s has focused on particular loans and votes, it is also important
to develop a long-term approach whereby we seek an overall reduction
in IFI lending to countries that consistently violate human rights, ex-
cepting loans for the needy. Our policy in this regard should parallel
our bilateral aid policy (see pg. 20, para. I)."?

Support from the other industrialized democracies for our efforts
to use our voice and vote in the IFI’s to promote human rights has been
minimal to date: only Canada and Sweden have indicated some sup-
port. A number of leading LDCs—including Egypt and India—have
questioned the legality of U.S. actions on human rights in the IFI’s.

The articles of all the IFI’s contain a provision not different in sub-
stance from the following language in the World Bank’s acticles: “The
Bank, its officers and employees should not interfere in the political af-
fairs of any member, nor shall they be influenced in their decisions by
the political character of . . . (the recipient government). Only economic
considerations shall be relevant to their decisions ...” (Art. 10, Sec. 10).
The Legal Adviser of the State Department believes that the prohibition
against interference in the “political” affairs of members may be inter-
preted validly as not applicable to the consideration of human rights
factors, particularly group one rights, which are more fundamental
than “political” matters and therefore not within the scope of that term.
The injunction to weigh only economic considerations in making deci-
sions can in many, if not most, cases be satisfied by relating the human
rights situation in a country to economic issues. For example, welfare
and other social concerns are, broadly speaking, economic as well as
human rights considerations.

It is only fair to state, however, that other IFI members may very
well resist this line of reasoning. Some may argue that our negative
vote or abstention on human rights grounds raises serious questions of
compatibility with an IFI charter. Others may be encouraged to condi-
tion their participation on what we would consider to be “political”
grounds, citing our action as a precedent. For example, the Arab coun-
tries might raise matters concerning the Palestinians or the allegations
they have made elsewhere concerning Israel’s human rights practices
in the occupied territories. We should consider whether or not it would
be possible and in our interest to seek amendments to the charters to in-
clude human rights considerations.

Our interest in promoting human rights will be best served by ad-
herence to the following guidelines:

12 Presumable reference to the last paragraph in section III(B)2. above.
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—There is a presumption that our votes in the executive boards of
the IFI’s in support of our human rights policy should be used spar-
ingly and designed to advance the overall strategies we will work out
for individual countries.

—When we plan to cast a non-affirmative vote or make a state-
ment of concern for or condemnation of human rights practices in the
IFI's, we should apprise other nations of the rationale for our proposed
action and seek their understanding and cooperation.

—The information on human rights which the U.S. uses to arrive at
its judgments should be available to other IFI members to the extent
possible.

—In the longer run we should develop a consensus among IFI
member governments in support of our human rights policy and seek
to persuade these governments that IFI managements and members
should give great weight to human rights factors when assessing the
suitability of proposed loan programs.

D. Use of Overseas Broadcast Facilities and Cultural and Educational
Programs.

International awareness of the effort to preserve and extend
human rights will, in itself, contribute to the success of our policy. That
awareness can be increased by appropriate use of the facilities and pro-
grams of the United States Information Agency (USIA), Radio Free Eu-
rope, Radio Liberty and the State Department’s cultural and educa-
tional programs. Domestic awareness and understanding of our policy
can be promoted by the State Department’s Bureau of Public Affairs.

1. USIA.

USIS posts abroad offer important opportunities available to the
U.S. for the creation of intellectual, philosophical and (to at least a lim-
ited degree) political “infrastructure” in support of human rights. USIS
posts are engaged in dialogue with influential elites and “establish-
ments”—as well as the next generation of leadership. Seminars, sym-
posiums, relations with editorial writers, bar associations and the like
offer important opportunities to kindle and sustain the spark of con-
cern for group three rights, in particular.

The USIA, through its radio broadcast facilities, in print and via
television, can present and elaborate our human rights concerns di-
rectly to audiences abroad. Although all communications media can
and should be used, radio is our primary direct channel to mass audi-
ences. Where other media are controlled, radio is particularly impor-
tant. Coordinated, balanced and consistent future programming
should develop the theme that human rights is a universal human aspi-
ration, not an American idiosyncracy, and should cover positive
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human rights developments, particularly outside the U.S., as well as
the record of continuing violations of human rights.

2. Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty (RFE/RL).

RFE and RL have played a key role in the rising awareness that has
accompanied the expanding human rights movement in the Soviet
Union and Eastern Europe. Human rights activists in Moscow, Warsaw
and other cities frequently cite RFE/RL’s extensive coverage as a vital
source of information. In the future, the Radios will utilize the expan-
sion of their technical facilities which has been proposed by the Presi-
dent to extend their human rights coverage to larger audiences.”* An-
other priority is to augment news-gathering and research capabilities,
especially in Western Europe, for more detailed reporting of CSCE de-
velopments. The Radios also seek to give increased attention to human
rights developments affecting the non-Russian nationalities of the So-
viet Union.

3. Cultural and Educational Exchange.

The international exchange of persons program administered by
the State Department’s Bureau of Educational and Cultural Affairs
(CU) conveys a human rights message to all foreign leaders who partic-
ipate in it. Experience indicates that the overwhelming impression left
with most visitors to this country is that the American people do care
about human rights and that the United States does seek to protect and
foster them. CU intends to give additional, more specific attention to
human rights concerns. Objectives could include encouraging in-
creased international activity among American non-governmental
groups which have an interest in human rights, especially groups from
the academic and journalistic communities, and strengthening CU rela-
tions with activities of the legal profession in international human
rights endeavors.

E. Improved access to the LS. for refugees and dissidents.

In keeping with our overall objectives, we should demonstrate a
generous, humanitarian policy of providing refuge to victims of repres-
sion. We should continue to support provisions in H.R. 7175" that
would increase the authorized global number of conditional entries

13 In a March 22 message to Congress transmitting a report on international broad-
casting required by Section 403 of the Foreign Relations Authorization Act for Fiscal Year
1977 (S. 3168; P.L. 94-350; 90 Stat. 823-850), the President noted that his review of U.S. in-
ternational broadcasting efforts led him to conclude that current efforts were “inade-
quate” and that VOA and RFE/RL required 16 additional 250 KW transmitters for broad-
cast to the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe, in addition to 12 VOA transmitters for
broadcast to Asia and Africa. (Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, March 28,
1977, pp. 423-24)

14 See footnote 9, Document 62.
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under the Immigration and Naturalization Act (INA) from 17,400 to
20,000 and admit additional refugees in emergent situations as condi-
tional entrants, permitting them to adjust their status to that of perma-
nent residence after two years.

We should oppose provisions in H.R. 7175 that would impose nu-
merical limitations on the numbers of such refugees who may be ad-
mitted by the President in emergent situations under certain circum-
stances and the requirement that other countries must accept
resettlement of their fair share of the refugees involved before the ad-
mission of such refugees into the United States.

We recommend a more liberal use of the Attorney General’s au-
thority to admit individual refugees and groups of refugees who do not
qualify under the INA. Specifically, we believe that the Attorney Gen-
eral and the INS in considering applicants for parole into the United
States should be more forthcoming with respect to innocent victims of
authoritarian regimes. Such a change in policy would be a concrete
demonstration of the sincerity of our commitment to human rights.
While the process of consulting with Congressional leaders before
using the parole authority is not required by law, we would want to no-
tify them before liberalizing our policy. There is likely to be some nega-
tive Congressional reaction to a liberalized parole policy.

Dissidents in repressive countries, to the extent they may be able to
proceed to free countries, should generally be considered as refugees.
Most such dissidents would qualify as refugees under the new defini-
tion of refugees contained in the pending legislation that we support.

F. Substantive and Procedural Initiatives the U.S. Could Take in Various
International Forums.

There are important advantages to pursuing our human rights ob-
jectives through multilateral institutions. Because of the clearly defined
human rights responsibilities of multilateral organizations, examina-
tion of the human rights practices of all countries can be properly pur-
sued and, since the responsibility for initiatives in multilateral bodies is
shared, individual country situations can be considered in a manner
less likely to bring the U.S. into direct confrontation with the country
concerned.

Increased use of multilateral institutions will improve their ca-
pacity to deal effectively with human rights problems and enhance
public support for them.

1. The United Nations.

The United Nations can be a valuable forum for developing multi-
lateral cooperation on behalf of human rights. It has broad repre-
sentation and mechanisms for protection of human rights. Specific doc-
uments such as the Charter, the Universal Declaration, and the UN
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human rights conventions express concerns and commitments in this
field. Accordingly, we should expand and intensify our efforts at the
UN and support and carry through on them in our bilateral relations
and by ratifying promptly those conventions we support.

We should give careful consideration to taking the following
human rights initiatives in the UN:

—UNESCO Executive Board Session (September—October 1977).

Develop broader support for human rights issues by establishing
an independent Expert Review Committee.

—32nd Session of the UN General Assembly (1977).

Conduct a major effort, in close consultation with other interested
governments, to secure approval for the establishment of a UN High
Commissioner for Human Rights. Propose the establishment of a spe-
cial ad hoc Expert Committee on Torture to identify serious instances of
torture worldwide.

—Next Session of the UN Commission on Human Rights (Spring 1978).

Propose measures to strengthen procedures for instituting studies
of situations involving consistent patterns of gross violations of
internationally-recognized human rights. Press for an additional an-
nual session of the Commission, to be held at UN headquarters in New
York.

—Decade for Action to Combat Racism and Racial Discrimination.

Continue to consult with key African delegations to help break the
pattern whereby they link Zionism and racism. Our objective is to
reach understanding on that issue before the World Conference to
Combat Racism and Racial Discrimination so that the U.S. can attend
that meeting, scheduled for August 1978.

2. Organization of American States.

The Inter-American Human Rights Commission, an independent
agency of the OAS, is playing an increasingly central role in the
struggle to defend human rights in the Western Hemisphere. We are
working to increase the staff and budget of the IAHRC to cope with
mounting human rights complaints. We shall submit the American
Convention on Human Rights, which President Carter signed, to the
Senate for approval.

IV. National Security Aspects of ULS. Policies on Human Rights, Including
Consideration of Their Impact on Friendly States and Allies; and
Other Areas of Major Strategic Concern Such as the PRC and the
Koreas.

Section I(F) includes a brief discussion of the direction our policy
should take with various groups of countries, including allied nations
and Third World countries. The thesis underlying much of the discus-
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sion there and elsewhere in this study is that the shape that our policy
ultimately takes with respect to individual countries will depend on
our evaluation of (1) the human rights situation, (2) the full range of our
interests, and (3) the leverage we have to encourage change where
change is desired.

Invariably, working out our human rights approach in individual
countries will require a careful balancing of considerations. The sum-
mary analysis of the impact of our human rights policy on our relations
with the Soviet Union contained in Section I above concludes that we
can pursue our human rights concerns and our security interests,
which include maintaining a credible deterrant while pursuing arms
control and arms reduction, in our long-term relationship with the So-
viets. Full country evaluations are in preparation for the Soviet Union,
the PRC, and South Korea, as well as other countries.

V. Action to Promote Integration of Human Rights Considerations
into U.S. Foreign Policy.

The Executive Branch has already taken important steps to help as-
sure implementation of the Administration’s focus on human rights,
but needs to do more. Steps taken so far include:

Interagency: Establishment of the Interagency Group on Human
Rights and Foreign Assistance, pursuant to an NSC memorandum
dated April 1, 1977."° Chaired by the State Department, this group in-
cludes representatives from the NSC, State, Treasury, DOD and AID.
Its mandate is to coordinate the development and implementation of
U.S. human rights policy as it relates to bilateral and multilateral eco-
nomic and security assistance programs. With respect to security assist-
ance, the recently-created interagency Arms Export Control Board will
take human rights factors into consideration in its deliberations.

State Department: The Office of the Coordinator for Human Rights
and Humanitarian Affairs has been expanded. A Human Rights Coor-
dinating Group, chaired by the Deputy Secretary of State, functions to
provide balance and consistency for all aspects of U.S. policy on human
rights.’® All U.S. mission chiefs have been instructed to give their per-
sonal attention to furthering observance of human rights in their host
countries, to provide frequent reporting on human rights, and to assure
full mission involvement in the implementation of our human rights
policy."” Priority attention, here and at posts abroad, is being given to
the collection and analysis of comprehensive data concerning human
rights conditions in all countries, as well as the development of country

15 See Document 31.
16 See Document 14.
17 See Document 51.
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strategies. Fulltime human rights officers in each of the Department’s
regional bureaus and full or near fulltime human rights officers in each
of the Department’s functional bureaus have been designated. They are
responsible for monitoring human rights concerns within their bu-
reaus, coordinating with the Department’s Office of Human Rights and
Humanitarian Affairs, and relating bureau actions on human rights to
actions taken elsewhere in the foreign affairs agencies.

Next steps could include expansion of the mandate of the Inter-
agency Group on Human Rights and Foreign Assistance to include all
aspects of our human rights policy, not simply foreign assistance. That
expanded purview would promote greater coordination of our human
rights policy within the Executive Branch.

VI. A Strategy to Improve the Administration’s Relations with Congress
in the Human Rights Area.

A separate analysis of this important issue is being prepared by the
Congressional Liaison Offices of the agencies involved with the
Congress on human rights questions.

74. Letter From Acting Secretary of State Christopher to
Representative Donald Fraser'

Washington, August 20, 1977

Dear Don:

Between his return from the Mideast and his departure for China,?
Cy asked me to give you an informal status report on some of the issues
raised in the two very helpful memoranda you provided during your
discussion with him in June.> We hope you will continue to keep us ap-
prised of your views and suggestions.

! Source: National Archives, RG 59, Office of the Deputy Secretary: Records of
Warren Christopher, 1977-1980, Lot 81D113, Box 16, Human Rights—Don Fraser. No
classification marking.

2 Vance visited the Middle East, July 31-August 11, meeting with governmental of-
ficials in Egypt (August 1-3); Lebanon (August 3); Syria (August 3-5); Jordan (August
5-7); Saudi Arabia (August 7-9); Israel (August 9-11); and Jordan, Syria, and Egypt (Au-
gust 11). Vance also visited London from August 11 through 13. For the text of Vance’s
news conferences and remarks and an August 14 statement issued by the White House,
see Department of State Bulletin, September 12, 1977, pp. 329-355. Vance also met with
Chinese officials August 20-26; Christopher served as acting Secretary in his absence.

3 See Document 56 and footnote 1 thereto.
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Your memoranda were sent around to the bureaus for study. We
have already made progress in some of the areas you mention. Patt De-
rian’s shop has taken on more personnel, and we now have full-time
human rights officers in each of the geographic bureaus as well as near
full-time human rights officers in each of the functional bureaus. As
you know, we are moving ahead on our policies within the interna-
tional financial institutions. We are also studying various approaches
for gaining support within the banks for taking human rights concerns
into account when loans are in the planning stages.

Embassy officers are now attending political trials, and we are
looking into this to see if we can establish a common procedure world-
wide. Human rights reporting on a worldwide basis is a question
which has received much thought, and of course under the new AID re-
porting requirements, our list of human rights report countries is very
comprehensive. Whether reports on the remaining countries would
serve a useful purpose is a question which you might wish to discuss in
greater depth with Patt. We like the idea of a worldwide legal defense
and aid program. Patt is looking into this question and your sugges-
tions of establishing a U.S. commission to support private-sector
human rights programs.*

With respect to the issues you raised concerning particular coun-
tries and regions, Cy has asked Patt to have her staff brief your staff on
developments. Let me say that we have the problems you discussed
very much in mind and that they are receiving continuing attention. In
general, I think we are making progress in building legitimacy for the
human rights issue and for the idea that a nation is not truly strong
unless it protects the welfare of its citizens in all fields.

We look forward to hearing from you again. The pursuit of a suc-
cessful human rights policy is not easy, and we appreciate all the assist-
ance that is offered.

Sincerely,

Warren Christopher’

P.S. I thought you might be interested in the speech I gave last
week in Chicago at the ABA Convention concerning the implementa-
tion of our human rights policy. A copy is enclosed.®

# See Document 59.
5 Christopher signed “Warren” above his typed signature.

® Not attached. Christopher addressed the American Bar Association in Chicago, Il-
linois, on August 9. For the complete text of his remarks, see Department of State Bulletin,
August 29, 1977, pp. 269-273.



250 Foreign Relations, 1977-1980, Volume II

75. Memorandum for the Files'
Washington, August 26, 1977

SUBJECT

Working Group on Human Rights and Foreign Assistance

The group met to consider PL-480 in general, a $480,000 preinvest-
ment technical assistance grant to Ecuador, and the agenda for the up-
coming Interagency Group meeting. USDA and AID/Food for Peace,
as well as the regular members of the group, were represented.”

PL—480

AID/Food for Peace made a presentation on Title II, disaster relief,
and Title I programs. After the Title II discussion, the group agreed that
because Title II activity was almost always confined to instances of se-
vere humanitarian need, and because food under Title II was usually
distributed directly to needy and often starving people, the group
would recommend to the Interagency Group that PL-480 Title II ac-
tivity not be routinely reviewed by the working group. The group felt
that by ifs very nature, PL-480 Title II activity directly promotes human
rights.

A similar determination was made in the case of AID disaster relief
activities. Once again, disaster relief, by its very nature, directly pro-
motes human rights. Further, it has been USG policy to provide
disaster relief whenever requested. Nelson Coar pointed out that the
IFIs on occasion become involved in disaster relief; the group made the
same determination on multilateral disaster relief that it did on bilat-
eral relief.

Most of its discussion at the meeting, which lasted for two hours,
dealt with Title I. The discussion began with a presentation on the gen-
eral workings of the Title I program. It was pointed out the Title I
served many objectives in addition to, and on occasion apart from, pro-
viding humanitarian aid. Title I provides budget and balance-of-
payments support to host governments, it is used to promote the
development of free markets in recipient countries, and it indirectly
subsidizes American farmers. The extent to which each of these pur-
poses is served by the Title I program in a given country will largely de-

! Source: National Archives, RG 59, Office of the Deputy Secretary: Records of
Warren Christopher, 1977-1980, Lot 81D113, Box 17, Human Rights Interagency Group .
No classification marking. Drafted by Nash.

2 A notation in an unknown hand next to this paragraph reads: “Ecuador was O.K.”
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termine the degree of effectiveness which can be expected from using
the Title I program to affect the human rights situation in that country.

USDA and AID/Food for Peace stressed that planning Title I sales
was a lengthy and involved process which could not be turned on and
off very easily; they also stressed that the success of the program rested
in part on the ability of customers to be able to rely on the program
from one year to the next, and that the program also had an important
domestic constituency. Longstanding group members, including EB
and D/HA, responded that implementing the link between human
rights and our bilateral and multilateral assistance programs had
created planning and continuity problems for other parts of AID as
well as for the international financial institutions; that we were actively
and continuously seeking ways to improve our procedures; and that
the group endeavored to take operational program requirements and
constraints, and other relevant factors, into account without sacrificing
progress towards our policy goals. The point was also made that our
human rights policy would be viewed as arbitrary and inconsistent,
and therefore be jeopardized, if, for example, we were exerting pres-
sure on a country in the IFls and through non-PL—480 bilateral aid at
the same time that we were allowing to proceed without hindrance
highly concessionary program aid through PL-480 Title I.

It was pointed out that introducing the Food for Peace program
into our human rights policy might not satisfy human rights-related re-
quirements of the new Food for Peace legislation. AID/Food for Peace
assured the group that it was in the process of drawing up comprehen-
sive regulations which would meet all the requirements of the legisla-
tion. After reviewing the new legislation and a verbal summary of
AID/Food for Peace’s plan to implement it, the group was satisfied
that it need consider only how to tie implementation of our human
rights policy to PL-480 Title L.

The group decided to recommend to the Interagency Group that
the following procedure be adopted with respect to PL-480 Title I:
When AID/Food for Peace and USDA, along with other agencies,
begin the process which eventually culminates in a Title I agreement
with a country, AID/Food for Peace will inform D/HA and EB that the
process is underway. D/HA and EB, in consultation with other inter-
ested offices and agencies, will be able to determine whether the antici-
pated PL-480 program might become a useful tool of our human rights
policy in the relevant country, and will inform the group, whenever it
is considering actions to improve the human rights situation in a
country, of any pending PL—480 Title I activity in that country.

AID/Food for Peace requested some indication of countries in
which it might expect its Title I activities to be affected by human rights
policy. EB and D/HA responded emphatically that any such list could
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be construed to be a “hit list.” It was pointed out that human rights situ-
ations are constantly evolving; that progress in countries which still
have a long way to go will often receive a positive response from the
U.S. because we want to respond positively to positive trends; and that
in general the form of our human rights initiatives in different coun-
tries will often turn on tactical considerations which can only be evalu-
ated in the context of a variety of rapidly changing factors. D/HA
agreed to indicate informally a few countries slated for PL-480 Title I
which had human rights records such that barring a drastic transfor-
mation no attempt to influence the human rights situation in those
countries through assistance was envisaged at this time. It was made
emphatically clear, however, that any countries not so mentioned,
which included by far most Title I recipients, did not represent a group
of countries in which any action was being contemplated. It was
pointed out that most of the countries in the remaining group also
would not experience any reduction in bilateral or multilateral assist-
ance due to the U.S. human rights initiative and had not in the past.
There was some concern that this rendered the list basically useless for
Food for Peace’s purposes, but as this was the objective sought by EB
and others at the meeting, the issue was allowed to rest.

After the meeting, representatives from EB, D/HA, Treasury ARA,
and AF discussed the agenda for the Interagency meeting. It was
agreed that in addition to the PL-480 recommendations, the agenda
would consist of the following items:

Argentina: The country evaluation plan on Argentina will be
cleared by the meeting and will be distributed with the agenda. The
gathering decided to recommend that rather than continue to flatly op-
pose Argentina’s IFI program, a positive step might be to allow some of
the program to come forward if Argentina will grant the “right of op-
tion to seek asylum” to political prisoners, or take even more significant
steps. ARA stated that it was likely that the right of option would most
likely be reinstituted soon anyway, and it was felt that allowing move-
ment on the IFI program in response to the reinstitution would demon-
strate our willingness to cooperate and respond positively to positive
trends.

Nicaragua: There was no discussion of Nicaragua because the
country evaluation plan was not ready.

Ethiopia: While it was anticipated that the decision on the AID
loans will have been made by the meeting, an AFDF loan will come up
on September 19th in the AFDF Board. D/HA will recommend ab-
staining; Treasury, EB, and AF favored a “yes” vote, perhaps with a
statement. It was decided not to make a recommendation to the Inter-
agency Group.
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A final topic on the agenda will be “procedures.” The discussion
should be a continuation from the previous meeting.

76. Memorandum From Jessica Tuchman of the National
Security Council Staff to the President’s Assistant for
National Security Affairs (Brzezinski)'

Washington, September 12, 1977

You asked what we have done on Human Rights, and why we
have had no initiatives. I, for one, believe that many key issues were
raised in the PRM 28 effort, have been waiting for some reaction or
guidance from you on those questions. I sent over a suggested PRC
agenda paper and a draft PD four weeks ago and have heard nothing
more about them.?

In the planning document we were asked to submit last Tuesday® I
made a suggestion concerning the President’s first human rights goal—
ratification of the Genocide Treaty.* I suggested that we make an all out
effort (including Presidential calls for the first time), to ratify the treaty
during the fall session, in order to demonstrate that the extreme right
wing is not invincible. I made this suggestion in the context of helping
the Panama Canal Treaty get ratified but it obviously has a dual pur-
pose. I still think this is a good idea.

1Source: Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Staff Material, Global Issues—
Mathews Subject File, Box 10, Human Rights: Presidential Review Memorandum-28:
5/77-11/78. No classification marking. Tuchman did not initial the memorandum.

2 In the NSC Global Issues Cluster’s August 15 evening report, Tuchman indicated
that she had drafted the agenda paper that day. (Carter Library, National Security Af-
fairs, Staff Material, Global Issues—Oplinger-Bloomfield Subject File, Box 36, Evening
Reports: 8-10/77) She transmitted the agenda paper to Brzezinski under an August 15
covering memorandum and sent a draft human rights PD to Thornton, Pastor, Rich-
ardson, Hormats, Hunter, Armacost, and Huntington under an August 19 covering
memorandum. Both are in the Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Staff Material,
Defense/Security—Huntington, Box 38, Human Rights: 8-9/77. In an August 30 memo-
randum to Brzezinski, Pastor commented that although he did not have much time to
comment on the draft PD, he “wanted to pass on to you that I thought it was excellent.”
(Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Staff Material, North-South Pastor Files, Sub-
ject File, Box 55, Human Rights: 8-10/77)

3 September 6. The planning document was not found and not further identified.
4 See footnote 16, Document 53.
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77.  Action Memorandum From the Assistant Secretary of State
for Human Rights and Humanitarian Affairs (Derian) and
the Director of the Policy Planning Staff (Lake) to Secretary
of State Vance'

Washington, September 15, 1977

SUBJECT
Presidential Talk on Human Rights

There still seems to be public misunderstanding of what our
human rights policy actually comprises; how we are trying to imple-
ment it; and—perhaps most important—how it fits in the President’s
overall foreign policy design. Many still seem to think we are talking
only about violations of the person and of political rights, and that our
criticism of foreign governments on that score may interfere with our
other goals.

We think a Presidential talk on the whole range of human rights
issues would be useful later in the year, or early next. It should be in the
more relaxed and reflective “fireside chat” format rather than a formal
speech.

Its purpose would be to explain how “human rights” is a thread
that runs through everything the President is doing, and indeed gives
coherence to his varied initiatives. To that end, it would:

—Include our definition of “human rights,” as in your Law Day
and Warren Christopher’s Bar Association speeches.’

—Explain how our North-South efforts (including the basic
human needs emphasis), and our attempts to help bring racial justice to
southern Africa (and perhaps the Middle East and Cyprus) are funda-
mental parts of the “human rights” policy.

—Make clear the relation of these initiatives to American security
interests: insofar as we can alleviate the causes of tension and discon-
tent, we will deny opportunities to would-be trouble makers and re-
duce the risk of wars, thus contributing to a world in which Americans
can live in peace and prosperity.

! Source: National Archives, RG 59, Policy and Planning Staff—Office of the Di-
rector, Records of Anthony Lake, 1977-1981, Lot 82D298, Box 2, TL 9/1-15/77. Unclassi-
fied. Drafted by Jenonne Walker on September 13. Tarnoff initialed the memorandum.
The title of Coordinator of Human Rights and Humanitarian Affairs was changed on Au-
gust 17 to Assistant Secretary of State for Human Rights and Humanitarian Affairs.

2 See footnote 6, Document 74.



Human Rights 255

—Be sober about the limits of American power and influence, but
explicitly and firmly reject the notion that because we can’t do every-
thing, we should do nothing.

—Talk quite specifically about how we are trying to use different
sources of influence (quiet and public diplomacy; the aid program; con-
ventional arms transfers); how effective we can reasonably expect to be;
and what progress we think we already have contributed to.

—Emphasize our efforts to work through international institu-
tions, because long-term positive changes in international respect for
human rights are more likely to come when we add our influence to
that of others.

—Acknowledge the dilemmas our complex definition of human
rights will get us into when, for instance, we must decide whether a
particular aid program or loan will do more to help the poor or to prop
up a dictatorial regime.

This speech would also enable us to make clear the direct relation
between the President’s foreign and domestic initiatives, and specifi-
cally what he is doing to complete the unfinished “human rights”
business at home. Domestic programs such as welfare reform, efforts to
reduce youth unemployment in the cities, new guidelines for the FBI
and CIA, should obviously be talked of as ends in themselves, but also
as essential to America’s prestige and influence in the world and its
right to talk about the human rights performance of others.

Recommendation

That you approve the attached Tarnoff to Brzezinski memo-
randum,’ recommending that we begin working on such a talk.*

3 Attached but not printed is an undated memorandum from Tarnoff to Brzezinski.

*There is no indication as to whether Vance approved or disapproved the
recommendation.



256 Foreign Relations, 1977-1980, Volume II

78.  Action Memorandum From the Assistant Secretary of State
for Economic and Business Affairs (Katz), the Assistant
Secretary of State for Human Rights and Humanitarian
Affairs (Derian), and the Director of the Policy Planning
Staff (Lake) to the Deputy Secretary of State (Christopher)’

Washington, September 27, 1977

SUBJECT
Commodity Credit Corporation and Human Rights

Issue for Decision

You are being asked to decide whether Commodity Credit Corpo-
ration (CCC) extensions of credit should be subject to review on human
rights grounds. D/HA and S/P believe they should be so reviewed.
The Agriculture Department and EB disagree.

Essential Factors

CCC credits are an official mechanism for facilitating the export of
American agricultural commodities. They are designed to serve com-
mercial objectives, but have at times been used to pursue political ob-
jectives as part of our foreign policy. No mechanism now exists
whereby they are routinely reviewed for human rights considerations.

Narrative arguments from both points of view are contained in an
attachment.?

Options

1. That the Department adopt the position that the extension of
CCC credits not be subject to human rights review.

Pro

—CCC is a commercial mechanism; its manipulation for political
purposes can only erode our export efforts.

—The law establishing the CCC makes no reference to foreign
policy considerations or to a role for the Secretary of State in the admin-
istration of the program.

1 Source: National Archives, RG 59, Central Foreign Policy File, P770185-2467. Con-
fidential. Drafted by Stephen Johnson and concurred in substance by Katz, USDA, and
Lauralee Peters (ARA/ECP). Schneider initialed for Derian. Tarnoff initialed the
memorandum.

2 The undated “CCC and Human Rights: Background and Issues” paper is attached
but not printed.
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—The interest rates on CCC credits are set at commercial levels
and must be above the cost of money to the Treasury. The repayment
period can be as long as three years. The CCC program is designed to
meet the competition of the government entities which control trade in
other major exporting countries and to maintain and expand American
agricultural exports in the face of their competition.

—In times of short supply CCC credits may be particularly benefi-
cial to a potential importer. In such circumstances decisions regarding
extending credit have occasionally included political considerations.
Given the present situation of an abundant American and world food
supply, however, we can gain no political leverage with CCC credits. If
we withhold them, a potential importer will merely turn to one of our
competitors.

—We now have large agricultural surpluses in this country. If our
human rights efforts were seen to be interfering with export efforts, it
would be likely to cause a domestic political confrontation between ad-
vocates of human rights and agricultural interests to the detriment of
the Administration’s overall political position.

Con

—CCC credits are provided by a United States Government corpo-
ration, established by action of the United States Congress. They are an
official international activity of the United States Government. Human
rights is a central goal of American foreign policy and, therefore, must
be taken into consideration in CCC decisions.

—CCC credits are at least partly concessional in nature and are
viewed by other governments and by their publics as an element of
American assistance, denoting a favorable political attitude.

—The timing, amount and nature of any extension of credit is a
foreign policy act. We should at least consider therefore, whether on
balance it serves our interests, including our human rights interests.

2. That the Department adopt the position that all extension of
CCC credits will be reviewed through the working group and the Inter-
agency Committee for their influence on human rights.

Pro

(Con argument for Option 1 and the following)

—This option permits the Interagency Committee to view all as-
pects of government-related economic relationships and human rights
policy.

—Human rights is the only aspect not reviewed by the National
Advisory Council on International Monetary and Financial Policies.
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Con

(Pro argument for Option 1 and the following)

—Human rights has been established as a major policy objective
by this Administration but it is not overriding in every circumstance.

—By extending human rights criteria to the commercial arena we
are inviting a backlash effect which could harm the cause of human
rights.

3. Subject to procedures to be worked out between the Deputy Sec-
retary of State and the Deputy Secretary of Agriculture, where a
country to which CCC credits may be extended is designated by any
relevant bureau or department as raising exceptional human rights
concerns, the situation thus presented will be submitted to the working
group and the Interagency Group for recommendation.®

Pro

(Same as Option 2 and the following)
—This process now is in place for the consideration of ExIm Bank
commercial loans for non-strategic materials.

Con

(Same as Option 2 and the following)

—The CCC’s primary purpose is to promote agricultural exports.
Foreign policy considerations, while sometimes a factor, will only very
occasionally be of significance.

Recommendations

That you approve Option 1, which is favored by EB and the Agri-
culture Department, that CCC credits not be subject to human rights
review.

Alternatively

That you approve Option 2, which is favored by D/HA, that all ex-
tensions of CCC credits be reviewed through the working group and
the Interagency Committee for their influence on human rights.

Or
That you approve Option 3.*

% Christopher bracketed this paragraph and wrote in the left-hand margin: “revised

inD.”
* Christopher added “as revised by the Deputy Secretary” at the end of the sen-

tence. He initialed the approval line on November 4, according to a stamped date.
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79. Editorial Note

At United Nations headquarters in New York on October 5, 1977,
President Jimmy Carter signed the International Covenant on Eco-
nomic, Social, and Cultural Rights and the International Covenant on
Civil and Political Rights. Both covenants had been open for signature
at the United Nations since December 19, 1966, and Carter, in his March
17, 1977, address to the United Nations General Assembly, had as-
serted his intention to seek ratification of these and other covenants and
conventions:

“To demonstrate this commitment, I will seek congressional ap-
proval and sign the U.N. covenants on economic, social, and cultural
rights, and the covenants on civil and political rights. And I will work
closely with our own Congress in seeking to support the ratification not
only of these two instruments but the United Nations Genocide Con-
vention and the Treaty for the Elimination of All Forms of Racial Dis-
crimination, as well. I have just removed all restrictions on American
travel abroad, and we are moving now to liberalize almost completely
travel opportunities to America.” (Public Papers: Carter, 1977, Book I,
pages 444-451)

In remarks made at the October signing ceremony, held in the Eco-
nomic and Social Council Chamber at United Nations headquarters,
Carter explained the significance of the administration’s actions:

“By ratifying the Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, a gov-
ernment pledges, as a matter of law, to refrain from subjecting its own
people to arbitrary imprisonment or execution or to cruel or degrading
treatment. It recognizes the right of every person to freedom of
thought, freedom of conscience, freedom of religion, freedom of
opinion, freedom of expression, freedom of association, and the rights
of peaceful assembly, and the right to emigrate from that country.

“A government entering this covenant states explicitly that there
are sharp limits on its own powers over the lives of its people. But as
Thomas Jefferson once wrote about the Bill of Rights, which became
part of our own American Republic, and I quote again from Thomas
Jefferson: ‘These are fetters against doing evil which no honest gov-
ernment should decline.’

“By ratifying the other Covenant on Economic, Social, and Cul-
tural Rights, a government commits itself to its best efforts to secure for
its citizens a basic standard of material existence, social justice, and cul-
tural opportunity.

“This covenant recognizes that governments are the instruments
and the servants of their people. Both of these covenants express values
in which the people of my country have believed for a long time.
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“I will seek ratification of these covenants by the Congress of the
United States at the earliest possible date.” (Public Papers: Carter, 1977,
Book II, pages 1734-1735)

Following the signing ceremony, the President hosted a working
luncheon for officials of Asian nations. The text of the President’s
remarks at the luncheon are ibid., pages 1735-1737. The President sum-
marized the event in his diary: “I met privately with [UN
Secretary-General] Kurt Waldheim [and] signed the Human Rights
Covenants, then had a reception with the specialized agency heads, a
very good group who do tremendous work around the world but are
often not recognized as being part of the UN. They help with health,
refugees, civilian air safety, atomic energy supervision, and so forth.
We probably waste a lot of money and effort in our own government
by not coordinating better with these standing groups, where more
than 85 percent of the UN budget goes. The only part we hear about are
crazy resolutions pushed through the General Assembly.” (Carter,
White House Diary, page 114)

80. Memorandum From Jessica Tuchman of the National
Security Council Staff to the President’s Assistant for
National Security Affairs (Brzezinski)'

Washington, October 10, 1977

SUBJECT

Possible Human Rights Initiatives

(1) Creation of a Human Rights Foundation

This would be modeled on the Inter-American Foundation which
is a quasi-governmental organization that receives its money through
Congressional appropriation, but has very loose ties with the gov-

1'Source: Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Staff Material, Global Issues—
Bloomfield Subject File, Box 17, Human Rights: Policy Initiatives: 1/77-10/78. No classi-
fication marking. Tuchman did not initial the memorandum. Tuchman sent the memo-
randum to Brzezinski under an October 11 covering memorandum; Brzezinski wrote the
word “urgent” on the covering memorandum and added: “I think this is pointed in the
right direction. 1) I suggest you quickly talk to a few NSC staffers (Hunter, Huntington,
Armacost) to get their reactions. Also maybe Owen. 2) Give me a memo to the President,
suggesting these [unclear] for his approval, or a modest human rights program. ZB.”
(Ibid.)
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ernment, and makes its own policies.2 This foundation could: 1) funnel
money to the international human rights organizations and to national
human rights organizations operating in other countries (as well as to
American human rights groups), based on the value of their work;
2) provide much needed support for refugee resettlement efforts, in-
cluding the retraining (language, professional standards, etc.) and
placement of professionals (doctors, lawyers, scientists, etc.) who are
political refugees. In particular, the Foundation could finance the reset-
tlement of such key individuals—not in the US where their talents are
wasted—but in other third world nations badly in need of these skills.
This would redirect the classic “brain drain” in the interest of pro-
moting both human rights and economic development; 3) support the
work of NGOs in the multinational organizations particularly the UN,
where they are the source of crucial data on human rights conditions;
4) set up and award an annual human rights prize, with a sizeable
award comparable to the Nobel, to recognize an outstanding contribu-
tion to human rights anywhere in the world.> The Foundation could
probably employ (depending on the legislative terms of its creation)
foreign nationals who could provide essential expertise in certain areas,
and would give it a slightly multinational image.

(2) Reapportionment of Support from the Violators to the Violatees

The Administration could publicly announce that it was rechan-
neling certain funds which would have gone to governments guilty of
human rights violations, and would spend it instead on those who had
suffered from these violations.* This would obviously have to have
Congressional approval, but if it were announced in this way, it would
probably get it. These funds might either be spent directly by the gov-
ernment, or could be redirected through the Foundation or to an inter-
national body of some sort, for example, the UN Commission on Ref-
ugees. (In view of last week’s Congressional denial of the funds needed
to support the additional 15,000 Indochinese refugees paroled earlier
this summer, this may prove to be the only way we can get help to these
people.)’ This policy would be closely linked to:

2 Brzezinski wrote “good idea” in the margin next to this sentence.

% Brzezinski placed a vertical line in the margin next to the portion of this sentence
that begins with “source” and ends with “Nobel.”

* Brzezinski drew an arrow in the margin pointing at the beginning of this sentence
and wrote “interesting but needs development.”

5 Presumable reference to the passage of H.R. 7769 by the House on September 27.
H.R. 7769 allowed Indochinese refugees (classified as parolees) who had resided in the
United States for 2 years to apply for permanent resident alien status, extended the fed-
eral resettlement aid program (which would temporarily expire on September 30), pro-
vided for a general phase-out of the program, and allocated $25 million for job training
and placement programs. The Senate subsequently passed a companion measure on Oc-
tober 10. (Congress and the Nation, Volume V, 1977-1980, pp. 46—47)
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(3) Targeting of Foreign Assistance to Countries which Respect Human
Rights

The relevant statutes prescribe certain rules which must be fol-
lowed in allocating US foreign assistance (including SSA, AID pro-
grams, PL-480), and political-military interests impose additional con-
straints, but within these limitations there is still latitude to target
money and aid to countries where there is a good, or improving,
human rights record. The problem is that in a sense we would be fur-
ther punishing the needy who live under a bad regime in doing this.
However, the reality is that there are more than enough needy people
to go around, and so it can be argued that in this way we provide an ad-
ditional incentive to bad governments to change (and for people who
live under these governments to unseat them). We follow this policy
now in theory—but certainly not in practice. The country-by-country
ZBB process simply does not provide for such kinds of tradeoffs. We
should be able to point to clear trends—decreases for violators, in-
creases for others—rather than increases for Indonesia and the Philip-
pines, Nicaragua, etc.®

(4) Overt Criticism of Offenders

The President or Andy Young’ could speak out against gross
violators.

—Uganda: The President might suggest, in some very low key
manner, that Americans might want to organize an informal, voluntary
boycott of Ugandan coffee (a la grapes and lettuce).® We could arrange
that the NGOs and civil rights groups would pick up this ball and run
with it.

—Cambodia: strong public criticism in a major forum. Might we
raise this issue with the PRC, the only country with diplomatic repre-
sentation in Cambodia? We could use their public support of our
human rights policy to gently suggest that their support of this vicious
regime is inappropriate, or that they should use their influence to stim-
ulate improvements.

—Vietnam: there is much public criticism of the fact that this Ad-
ministration has not spoken out against what is going on in Vietnam.
We could push for human rights improvements both publicly and pri-
vately with the government.

6 Brzezinski’s handwritten notations in the margin adjacent to this paragraph are
illegible.

7 Brzezinski circled Young’s name, drew a line from it to the margin, and com-
mented “or maybe the V.P.?”

8 Presumable reference to grape and lettuce boycotts either organized or supported
by United Farm Workers (UFW) founders César Chavez and Dolores Huerta during the
1960s and 1970s.
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(5) Improvement of Relations with Congress

The mess with the IFI bill, and the recent refusal to fund 15,000
more Indochinese refugees, is evidence of the severe problems in
Congress at both extremes of the ideological spectrum. The human
rights leaders in Congress are perfectly aware that the Right is using
this issue to end all foreign aid, but because of their criticism and lack of
trust in the Administration’s policies, they are in a box, and a coalition
of the Administration with those who should be its natural allies on this
issue is much more distant now than it was last January. Before rela-
tions deteriorate further, we should make a determined effort to turn
things around by initiating a series of working meetings—chaired by the
Vice President with Christopher also present—with the prominent
members on this issue from both Houses and both parties. The agenda
should be set by the Congressmen (through staff consultations) but
should include one meeting devoted to bilateral assistance policies
(economic and military), and one to the IFIs, with explicit discussion of
what Congress wants and expects from the US delegations. There
should also be a meeting devoted to policies toward the USSR and
Eastern Europe, where a consensus might be built about the Jackson-
Vanik problem. These meetings would provide a reasonably quiet and
apolitical forum for the Administration to try to explain why it has
taken some of the actions it has, (for example, on the recent Nicaraguan
decisions).” This would be helpful for us too—if our policies cannot be
rationalized in this forum then they will obviously never work on the
Hill.

(6) In the UN—Fight Efforts by the USSR, Argentina, Chile, etc., to
Remove the Consultative Status of the NGOs.

This move is apparently afoot'>—I have not yet heard about it from

USUN—but it is widely worried about elsewhere. We should be in the
lead of those fighting it.

° Presumable reference to the administration’s late September decision to extend a
military aid agreement with Nicaragua, while simultaneously withholding economic aid,
following President Anastasio Somoza’s lifting of a 3-year “state of siege.” (John M.
Goshko, “U.S. Decides to Aid 2 Nations,” The Washington Post, September 29,1977, p. A-3
and Karen DeYoung, “Nicaragua Denied Economic Aid, Gets Military,” The Washington
Post, October 5,1977, p. A-10) At the September 28 IAGHRFA meeting, the members con-
sidered several AID loans and opted to support only those that involved grants to volun-
tary agencies. The Group decided “to take no action for the time being with regard to
other AID loans, and to try to seek a delay in the consideration of the IDB loan so that the
group could consider it at a subsequent meeting after more time had elapsed so that it
could better access the effects of the lifting of the state of siege in Nicaragua.” (Meeting
minutes of the Interagency Group on Human Rights and Foreign Assistance; National
Archives, RG 59, Office of the Deputy Secretary: Records of Warren Christopher,
1977-1980, Lot 81D113, Box 17, Human Rights—II)

10 Brzezinski underlined the phrase “is apparently afoot” and wrote in the margin:
“? is it or isn’t it?”



264 Foreign Relations, 1977-1980, Volume II

(7) In all Multinational Forums—Recognize and Promote the Power of
Words

Nothing could demonstrate more clearly than the Helsinki Final
Act, the unexpected and unpredictable power of “mere words.” El-
eanor Roosevelt’s insistence on including human rights language in the
UN Charter was of course greeted by roars of cynicism—and yet now
they have in many respects achieved the status of international law. It
was not the US, but the Helsinki Monitoring Groups in Eastern Europe
and the USSR, which turned the Helsinki agreement from a Western
loss into a triumph. We should learn from this lesson the potential for
exploitation of any international document which the Soviets sign.
There is no reason to allow them to continue to get credit for signing
documents to which they do not even pay lipservice. We might start by
reminding the world at Belgrade, that on August 8, 1975, Izvestia hailed
the Final Act as “a new law of international life” thus discrediting sub-
sequent claims of “interference in domestic affairs.”!!

(8) Get the Genocide Treaty Ratified

This was the President’s first human rights goal, and yet we
haven't yet succeeded—because we haven’t really tried. People are be-
ginning to notice and to criticize—"talk is cheap.” Signing all the inter-
national human rights treaties does us little good in international
forums if we can’t get them ratified, and the Genocide Treaty is where
we must begin. I still believe that this should be tried before the
Panama Treaty. If successful, it would aid that effort by demonstrating
that the Right wing can be defeated. Only about five votes are needed."

(9) Find a Way to Use Allard Lowenstein’s Talents

Unfortunately we cannot make him an Assistant Secretary for
Human Rights, but we should find some way to make better use of his
abilities than his current job (US Representative to the UN for Special
Political Affairs) or to use his current post for some major initiative. All
of his energy, eloquence and idealism are exactly suited to this issue
(matched with lots more political savvy than others now involved).

11 Brzezinski placed a vertical line in the margin next to the portion of the sentence
that begins with “should” and ends with “life” and wrote “fine but need more concrete
expression.”

12 Brzezinski’s handwritten notations in the margin adjacent to this paragraph are
illegible.
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81. Memorandum From Samuel Huntington of the National
Security Council Staff to the President’s Counsel (Lipshutz)’

Washington, October 11, 1977

SUBJECT
Creating a Human Rights Agency

Attached is the paper I promised you when we talked a few weeks
ago about the desirability of giving permanent form to the Administra-
tion’s human rights concerns by creating a human rights agency. The
paper attempts to lay out the reasons—which are largely political—for
creating such an agency and to identify the functions it could perform.
It also describes, as you suggested, alternative organizational locations
for such an agency.

The important thing, as I see it, is to enable the President to main-
tain his commitment to human rights, on the one hand, and yet not
have him under the gun of having to produce every week a new
“human rights victory” in order to demonstrate the strength of that
commitment. Creation of a human rights agency would ease the pres-
sure on him and at the same time create a body which could work effec-
tively for human rights over the long haul.

I would welcome the chance to discuss with you your reactions to
the arguments advanced in the paper.

1'Source: Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Staff Material, Defense/
Security—Huntington, Box 38, Human Rights: 10-12/77. Confidential. Huntington did
not initial the memorandum. Huntington sent an earlier version this memorandum to
Tuchman, prompting Tuchman to respond in a September 26 memorandum: “Basically
my problem is that I don’t really see that this would fill a need that is not now being met.
The argument that institutionalizing the issue in this way would preserve human rights
under an Administration hostile to these concerns seems to me pretty unconvincing since
the new entity would be ignored and its recommendations defeated in any case (c.f.,
ACDA under Nixon).” (Ibid.)
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Attachment

Paper Prepared by Samuel Huntington of the National
Security Council Staff*

Washington, October 5, 1977

THE NEXT PHASE IN HUMAN RIGHTS

I. Human Rights as an Issue

Human rights is, in many respects, the distinguishing hall-mark of
Carter Administration foreign policy. It epitomizes a fresh approach to
foreign policy, the effort to base foreign policy in morality, and the ef-
fort to restore pride and confidence of Americans in the goals of their
foreign policy as well as in the government that conducts it. In other
areas, such as SALT and the Middle East, the Administration has
adopted new approaches to old issues. With human rights, the Admin-
istration has moved a new issue to center stage and focused attention
on that issue as its issue.

In so doing, the Administration has created high expectations as to
the role which moral considerations can play in foreign policy. It has
also, of course, encouraged other political forces and groups which
have their own interest in promoting human rights, at times in ways
and to extremes which differ from those of the Administration.

The human rights issue has been a major asset of this Administra-
tion. It needs to be conserved, nurtured, developed, and, most impor-
tantly, prevented from turning sour or rotten. The identification of
human rights with the Administration can, however, give rise to some
problems.

1. Pressures—many of which are inevitable and some of which are
desirable—have developed to “ease off” human rights so as not to com-
plicate or discombobulate relations with key countries, such as Iran,
Brazil, South Korea, and, most importantly, the Soviet Union. And
some downgrading of the importance of human rights in various bilat-
eral contexts undoubtedly is necessary and desirable.

2. Even without these pressures to “accommodate to reality”,
human rights cannot indefinitely remain the distinctive focus of US for-
eign policy. Other issues will crowd it and demand attention. While the
President has made clear to everyone the extent and depth of his com-
mitment on this issue, it is, nonetheless, most unlikely that human

2 Confidential. A handwritten note at the top of the paper reads: “Uncorrected.”
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rights will occupy as much of Presidential time in the first six months of
1979 (or even of 1978) as it did in the first six months of 1977.

3. As human rights appears to decline in centrality and as realities
impose compromises, delays, and defeats in the achievement of human
rights goals, a reaction of cynicism and disillusionment about Adminis-
tration intentions is likely to set in. People will ask: “Whatever hap-
pened to the Administration’s great crusade on human rights?” There
is a much greater potential for this type of disillusionment with an issue
like human rights, which does involve morality and principles, than
with bread-and-butter economic issues or balance-of-power military
issues.

4. One of the great attractions of human rights as an issue has been
its broad appeal: liberals espouse it, thinking of Iran, Chile, and South
Korea; conservatives see it as a weapon for use against the Soviet
Union. The problem is not only to maintain human rights as an issue,
but also to maintain its equal appeal to both liberals and conservatives.
There is thus a need to develop an approach to human rights which
both liberals and conservatives can support.

More generally, the above considerations suggest the need to
avoid in fact and in appearance an Administration abandonment of
human rights as a central concern.

II. Human Rights Actions

A related set of problems concerns the ways in which this gov-
ernment can promote human rights. With some exceptions, the actions
which the USG has so far taken and can take to promote human rights
fall into two categories. First, the leaders and agencies of the USG can
articulate and dramatize their interest in advancing human rights. This
can be done either through “diplomatic actions, public statements, and
various symbolic acts” or through the “use of overseas broadcast facil-
ities and cultural and educational programs” (to use the language of
PRM/NSC-28).% Second, the US can act or threaten to act to deny eco-
nomic assistance, loans, arms transfers, or other benefits to gov-
ernments which violate human rights (“changes in levels of security
and economic assistance and food aid” and “initiatives in international
financial institutions” in the language of the PRM). While the US can
also work through the UN and other multilateral institutions to pro-
mote human rights and can take measures on its own (such as admis-
sion of refugees), the two main methods of promoting human rights re-
main exhortation and penalties.

Each of these undoubtedly has its place. But each also has its limi-
tations. Exhortation reaches only so far, and its effectiveness declines

3 See Document 46.
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over time. Penalties—that is, denials to other countries of the means to
promote other goals we support (e.g. economic development, collective
security)—obviously conflict with our efforts to achieve these other
goals. They also obviously have a particularly irritating impact on our
relations with the particular countries concerned. In effect, the pen-
alties approach requires us: to rate, publicly, other countries in terms of
their human rights performance; to identify those countries which
don’t measure up to some standard; (e.g., are manifesting “a consistent
pattern of gross violations of internationally recognized human
rights”); and then to deny to these countries some benefit which we
would otherwise extend to them in order to achieve some other goal of
national policy. The promotion of human rights thus comes to involve
the curtailment or cancellation of efforts to achieve some other goal.

Exhortation and penalties are at times necessary and even produc-
tive. But the sustained effective promotion of human rights requires
something more. Neither exhortation nor penalties constitute a positive
program of actions to promote human rights comparable, let us say, to
the program which AID has to promote economic development. To
supplement exhortation and penalties, a positive program of human
rights actions is required.

II. A Human Rights Agency

The needs to maintain the broad support and appeal of human
rights, to institutionalize the concern of the Carter Administration with
respect to human rights, and to develop more effective action programs
to promote human rights can be most effectively met by the creation of
a distinct government agency which had the promotion of human
rights as its principal objective. Such an agency would constitute the in-
stitutional embodiment of the Carter Administration’s concern and its
permanent legacy to the future. It would be a human rights initiative
which both liberals and conservatives would have reasons to support.
It would also help ease the extent to which the promotion of human
rights (particularly through the imposition of penalties) directly con-
flicts with the advancement of other policy goals. The creation of such
an agency would underline the extent to which human rights are not
simply a passing fancy but rather a long-term commitment.

The creation of such an agency would be a natural outgrowth of
what the Administration has done to date in the human rights area and
would parallel for the Carter Administration what other Administra-
tions have done in other fields. The major foreign policy interests of the
Kennedy Administration were embodied in the Peace Corps, AID, and
ACDA, all of which were created in 1961-62. A Human Rights Agency
would be the comparable institutional embodiment of a primary for-
eign policy concern of the Carter Administration. It would be the
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source and the stimulus for action programs in support of human
rights which went beyond exhortation and penalties.

IV. Functions of a Human Rights Agency

The overall purpose of the agency would be to support overall US
foreign policy objectives through the promotion of human rights on a
global basis.* It could, presumably, assume some human rights func-
tions already being undertaken by other agencies, but it could also un-
dertake additional programs and activities which could make new pos-
itive contributions to the furtherance of human rights. Among other
things, the agency could be authorized to:

1. Plan, devise, develop, and execute programs which would fur-
ther global human rights in accordance with US foreign policy
objectives.

2. Work with other US government agencies, foreign governments,
private organizations, and international organizations for the expan-
sion of human rights.

3. Provide assistance to private individuals and organizations,
public and private international organizations, and other governments
for programs which promote human rights.

4. Periodically study the condition of human rights globally and in
specific societies and assess trends affecting human rights (possibly as-
suming here responsibilities assigned to the State Department under
existing legislation).

5. Undertake research on human rights issues and the ways of
more effectively expanding human rights.

6. Monitor US government policies and actions which affect
human rights, assess their effectiveness, and make recommendations to
the appropriate executive and legislative bodies.

7. Prepare and disseminate information on human rights in order
to promote public understanding of human rights issues and support
for human rights in the US and abroad.

* Some might ask: Why should this agency only attempt to promote human rights
abroad? Shouldn't it also promote human rights in the US? The answer is that it should
not. And the reason is twofold, but simple. First, fewer violations of human rights occur
in the United States than in most other societies. Second, far more people and organiza-
tions—official and private, national and local—are concerned with the protection of
human rights in the United States than in other societies. As a result, the ratio of orga-
nized concern to actual or potential violations of human rights is far higher in the US than
anywhere else in the world. There is thus far greater need for the human rights agency to
focus on the global condition of human rights than on their condition in the US. To be-
come involved in the latter would also clearly distract it from the former. The agency
should, consequently, become concerned with aspects of human rights in the US only in-
sofar as these impinge directly on the condition of human rights abroad. [Footnote in the
original.]
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8. Award, as appropriate, a human rights prize (comparable to the
Nobel Prize) to an individual or group which has made an outstanding
contribution to human rights.

The above is only a general outline of some of the functions which
a human rights agency might perform, but it does give some idea of
how the current concern with human rights could be institutionalized
and made permanent and of the ways in which more positive programs
might be developed to supplement existing activities.

V. Organization and Location of a Human Rights Agency

Such an agency could occupy several different locations and have
a variety of different relations to other executive agencies. Three dis-
tinct possibilities stand out.

1. The agency could be created as an office in the Executive Office
of the President. This would be in keeping with direct interest which
President Carter has in this issue and would insure the agency of the
clout which comes from a close relationship to the President. On the
other hand, however, if the agency had the functions indicated above, it
would also be an operational agency, and there are good general
reasons for not locating operational agencies in the EOP. If a future
President did not have the same personal interest in human rights that
President Carter has, the influence which comes from an EOP location
would be diminished in any event. In addition, even if the agency were
located elsewhere, it would always be possible for the President, if he
so desired, to give its director an additional “hat” in the White House as
his Special Advisor on Human Rights.

2. The agency could be created as an autonomous entity but subject
to the policy guidance and direction of the Secretary of State. In varying
degrees, AID and ACDA occupy this type of position now. Such a posi-
tion would insure a distinct identity and program but would also in-
sure that the activities of the agency would be compatible with overall
US foreign policy objectives. The disadvantages of this location are that
it could lead to the subordination of human rights objectives to other
goals and to the undue influence of traditional Foreign Service and bu-
reaucratic concerns in the operation of the agency. Presumably, how-
ever, these could be guarded against by careful drafting of the legisla-
tion and by recruitment of the staff of the agency from appropriately
diversified sources.

3. The agency could be created as an autonomous agency, part of
the executive branch, but independent of direct control or guidance by
any other executive branch agency. In this case, one form the agency
might assume could be as a government corporation, with a board of
private citizens and government officials, appointed by the President
with the advice and consent of the Senate. The closest model here
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would be the Inter-American Foundation.” Such an organization and
location would insure the independence of the agency and would pro-
mote its sustained commitment to its original goals. It would also, how-
ever, tend to separate it from other executive branch agencies con-
cerned with human rights and would probably reduce its ability to
influence US policy more generally.

Each of these possible organizational locations thus has its advan-
tages and disadvantages. Any one could provide an acceptable format
for the performance of the new programmatic functions related to
human rights. The alternatives do, however, have different implica-
tions for the extent to which existing offices and functions concerned
with human rights would be absorbed in the new agency or would re-
main separate. At present, for instance, in the State Department human
rights matters are handled by the Coordinator for Human Rights and
Humanitarian Affairs in the Office of the Deputy Secretary, by the
Counselor’s office, and by the Assistant Legal Advisor for Human
Rights in the Office of the Legal Advisor. If the second alternative were
adopted, presumably some of the positions and functions now in the
State Department would be moved to the new agency in the Executive
Office, but some would also probably remain in the Department. If the
third alternative were adopted, the changes in the existing offices and
functions in the Department would probably be relatively minor.®

VI. Creating a Human Rights Agency

A proposal for the creation of a human rights agency would be an
appropriate part of the President’s legislative program for the 1978 ses-
sion of Congress. Congressional interest in and support for such a pro-
posal would probably be extensive. In addition, there is a growing and
increasingly self-conscious and articulate human rights constituency,
involving, in a variety of ways and degrees, groups which are both cen-
trally concerned with the issue, such as Freedom House or Amnesty In-
ternational, but also larger and more politically influential groups, in-
cluding labor, church organizations, the press, Jewish groups, and
others. As a result of the broad constituency for human rights, the Ad-
ministration is now cross-pressured by liberals who want action
against one set of countries and conservatives who want action against
another. Creation of a human rights agency would be one cause which
both liberals and conservatives could support.

5The Foreign Assistance Act of 1969 (H.R. 14580; P.L. 91-175; 83 Stat. 805) estab-
lished the IAF as an independent foreign assistance agency of the United States Govern-
ment that provides grants for development programs.

® An unknown hand wrote “uncorrected” in the margin next to the end of this
paragraph.
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82. Memorandum From William Odom of the National Security
Council Staff to the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Brzezinski)'

Washington, October 20, 1977

SUBJECT
Weekly Report

[Omitted here is a summary of activities and accomplishments.]

Human Rights

This week, Huntington advanced the view that increasing the
human rights policy has been reduced to “exhortations” and “pen-
alties” in dealing with the rest of the world.? That means the President
will not be able to talk as much about human rights in 1978 as he has in
1977. To avert a reaction of cynicism by the public, Huntington pro-
posed that some kind of human rights organization be established,
which can carry the human rights policy for the President. He asked for
my critique of his proposal, both the concept and three alternatives for
the organization.> The concept is an excellent one, which I fully sup-
port, but I am not convinced that the President should talk less about
human rights. He should talk more but differently on the subject. The
case for this approach follows.

Although it is probably going to be true that the President will talk
less about human rights in 1978 and 1979, it also is possible for him to
talk more about the policy in a more flexible and effective way. It is true
that two main methods have become the essence of our promotion of
human rights: exhortation and penalties.

The policy is doomed to become a millstone if these remain the
main methods. Three other ways, far more important and effective, are
(1) the mere presence of the U.S. example, (2) creating cooperative and
constructive international relationships, such as those in the tri-lateral
area, which provide a climate in which human rights flourish, and

1Source: Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Brzezinski Material, General
Odom File, Box 26, Human Rights: 10/77-6/78. Secret. Odom did not initial the
memorandum.

2 Reference is to Huntington’s paper proposing a human rights agency, which is
printed as an attachment to Document 81.

% Odom offered Huntington his comments on the proposal in an October 17 memo-
randum, noting: “I am compelled by your case for an agency to keep the human rights
policy alive. Among your alternatives for an agency, the third, an independent executive
organization, is the best choice.” (Carter Library, National Security Affairs, Staff Material,
Defense/Security—Huntington, Box 38, Human Rights: 10-12/77)
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(3) preventing war and aggression which threaten and lessen human
rights.

In dealing with governments where human rights are grossly vio-
lated, it is not useful for the U.S. either to exhort or penalize as the main
effort to execute a human rights policy. Rather it is crucial that we do
not condone or approve the behavior of those governments although
we find it necessary and useful, in the search for peace and prevention
of aggression, to make deals, supply arms, sign treaties, and so on. Mo-
rality in foreign policy is a matter of taking responsibility for the real
choices we have