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THE DEPUTY SECRETARY OF STATE

L g © WASHINGTON

July 8, 1977

UNCLASSTIFILED

(WITH CONFIDENTIAL ATTACHMENT)

MEMORANDUM TO: L-NSC Dr. Jessica Tuchman
' OMB - Mr. James Barie
oMB Mr. Bdward Sanders
DOD Dr. Brenda Forman
DOoD Dr. Richard Darilek
Treasury Mr. Arnold Nachmanoff
Justice Mr. Terrence B, Adamson
Commerce Mr. Gregory Good
- State Ms. Ann Holloway - UNA
AID Mr. Jonathan Silverstone
CIA ~ Mr. Jack Davis
CIia Mr. Cord Meyer
USIA Col, William A. Hackley, USAF
" State Ms. Patt Derian - D/HA
- Btate ‘Mr. Mark Schneider, D/HA
- Btate Ms. Sandy Vogelgesanyg - S/P
JUECT _ "PRM on Human Rights

Enclosed is a revised draft of the PRM on human
rights, in which we have attempted to reflect the many
thoughtful comments we have received. I believe this
draft ‘brings us much closer to a final papexr.

We will welcome your comments on the draft. To
that end, I invite you to attend a mectlng of our
group on Wednes in the
Secretary orf State’s Conference Room, on the 7th Floox
of the Department of State. ‘

Horiers .

Warren Christopher
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PRESIDENTIAL REVIEW MEMORANDUM/NSC~28: HUMAN RIGHTS

Introduction'

This memorandum is submitted in response to the NSC
memorandum of May 20, 1977, requesting a review of U.S.

foreign policy with respect to human rights.

”~”

I. Definition of U.S. objectives in the area of human rights.

A. OQOver-all Objective.

The over-all objective of our human rights policy is
to encourage the respect that governments accord to human
rights.

1. Definition of Human Rights.

The most useful generally recognized expression
of these rights is included in the Universal Declaration
-of Human Righfs, adopted by the United Nations in
1948.' To waximize our effectiveness our policy should
be diﬁected to the most fundamental and important

human rights:

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 arvest

or imprisonment; denial of fair public trial; and

invasion of the home ("the first group").
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Second, economic and social rights: the right

to be free from government action or inaction which

éithér obstructs an individual's efforts to fulfill

 his vitél needs for food, shelter, health care and

education or fails adequately to support the

individual in meeting basic needs ("the second group").

Third, the rigﬁt to enjoy civil and polifical

liberties: freedom of fhought, of religion, of assembly,
of speech; of the ﬁiess; freedom of movement both within
and outside one's own country{ freedom to take part in

government ("the third groﬁp“).

No one questions that the first group ought to

be included. Although there has been considerable

‘discussion about the inclusion of the second and third

groups; the Président and Secretary of State have ex-
pressly included them within the general purview of

the Administration's human rights initiative.

The fulfillment of economic and social rights

~depends, in part, on a nation's economic

and social circumstances and
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traditiéné. Inclusion of this second group of rights
.withinrthe.dbverage of qﬁr policy”has“particular impli-
catioﬁs for its appliéation to the Third World. A policy
which subordinated these rights would not only be
inconsistent with‘our humanitarian ideals and efforts,
 but Qquld also be unacéeptable in the Third World where
the tendency is to view basic economic and social rights
as the most important human.rights.of all. ’
As for the third group =-- civil and political rights -~
- a policy‘that ignored them would be untrue to our heritage
and basic values. We do not acéept the charge leveled by
some that by promoting these rights we seek to impose |
éighteenth.century,_Western idaas on non-Western societies
where they.have no roots or relevance. These rights have
been formally espoused by virtually all gévérnments and
are of worldwide significance as a matter of practice.
There is_no neceésary incqnsistency between political and
civil rights on the one hand and gconomic development on
the other. | .
‘In the finél“aﬁéinis[ reliable and lastihg protection

“against violations of the first and second group can only

‘come with the development of institutions that protect
civil and political liberties: to stop the torture of

one person or to alleviate hunger in one family is S

et 2R o by

important; to build institutions that safeqguard against

é -~ torture and promote an equitable distribution
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of resources is, in the long run, more important.
In promoting the third group of rights, there is a

particular need, however, for caution to avoid giving

- our policy a parochial cast that appearé to export

American-style democracy. Our goal is the enhancement

of basic human rights in diverse societies; we do not

seek to change governments ro remake societies. Our

experience in Vietnam and elsewhere have taught us the

limits of our power to influence the internal workings

of other nations.

Recognizing that thefe are these three groups of
riéhts that are coverea by our policy, we face an
'important-issue whether to establish a priority among
them. The only real options would appear to be (a) to

give top priofity to the first group or (b) to give

equal weight to all three groups.

One reason for giving priority attention to the first
group is that such violations tend to be the most egregious
and horrible.of abuses of authority and thus deserve
our most urgent attention. Another reason is that such

a priority would help direct and concentrate our efforts.

'Also,"Since violations of the first group are subject to
fiﬁmediate‘cuféailment ~-- whereas violations of the second

"and third groups generally require more time to remedy --

"“the opportunity to achieve tangible resulfs in the shoxt
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run may pe greater with respect to the first group.
_ Further, by focusing more heavily on the firet group, we
may Be able to avoid some of the controversies discussed
above that inhere in efforts to promote the second and
third groups. 1In a sense, this is to say that the rights:
in the first group have greater recognition; at least
domestically, than the rights in the second and third
groups. There is a practical reason to estalflish this
priority -- it is someetat easier to use the leverage we
have to achieve a reduced level of viclations with
respect to the first group than to make meaningful
improvements in the second or-third g oups . |

On the other hand, there are-serious arguments for
'according equal status to the three groups. First,
if a priority is established it would represent a
judgment that violations of the second and third groups
are not as serious as those of the first group. In
many parts of the world, such a judgment would be
dlfflcult to Jjustify. In addltlon, it would qulckly
become known that we had establlshed a prrorlty for the
flrst group and other governments mlght well have less
1ncent1ve to face up to the ba51c economlc, socral and
_polltlcal 1ssues represented by the second and thlrd
_groups, Accepting equal lmportance of the three groups

does not mean that, as a practical matter, they will be
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. obvious priority, since human life and fundanmental
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_In countries where the first group of rights is denied

-6"
pursued in the same way or over the same time span.

or threatened, the protection of those rights has

human dignity is threatened. In countries where the

first group of rights‘is generaliy obsetved, but political
and civil rights are abfidged_or non-existent, our policy
should emphasize the pfpmotion of those rights. Promotion
of economic rights is, for the US, primarily a matter of
cooperation with and contribution to bilateral and
multilateral foreign assistande éfforts. We should do

our share.

OEtiohs: B

Either

Accord priority attention to governmental violations of

integrity of the person.

" Yes bfﬂ%#NO‘

Accord equal importance to all three groups of rights.

" Yes _____ No
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2. Evolutionary Improvements.

-In seeking greater respect for all these rights,
we must keep in mind the.limits of our power. Our
ability to change human rights practices in other
societies is limited; even if we were to exert sub-
stantial efforts. Thﬁs, our expectatiohs must be
realistic, and we mﬁst concentrate on encouréging the

maximum possible evolutionary improvement. It may be

that from such improvements major long-term changes

may result or even, as in Protugal, Spain and Greece,
dramatic improvements in the short run. There will,

of course, be certain excepﬁional circumstances in which
we will affirmatively seek dramatic improvements, e.g.,

our efforts to promote majority rule in Rhodesia.

‘Success in achieving these results is not assured, however,

and our policy should not be judged a failure if such

‘violations persist, or are reduced in intensity or

frequency very slowly or unevenly despite our best efforts.

3. Timeframe..

. By its very nature our over-all opjective is one
to be pursued over the long term. Indeed, in this
sense its pursuit is not different from.the search
for peace: they are both effectively unending.
Nevértheless, we believe it is realistic to expect

that within the next few years our efforts will render’
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many governments increasingly conscious of human
- rights consideration to the exteﬁt that they will,
in a meaningful way, take such consider&tions into
account in their policies, at home and abroad. A number
of governments have already bequn to do so.
Realistic timeframes will differ by country and
by the type of human rights vioclation involvgd. The
.timéframes within which to expect improvements in group
one rights should, in general, be considerably shorter

than those in groups two and three,

B.  Reasons for Pursuing the Over-All Objective.

There are‘SOuna 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. Puréuit of this cobjective:

{(a) helps fulfill a moral obligation that we have

incurred by virture of our heritage and values;

(b) strengthens the rule of law and respect for

agreémenfs'by,;inter alia, promoting the authority of
-the 6bligations embodied in the United Nations Charter,
the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, the Helsinki
Final Act and other international agreements and
fﬁrthéring the goal contained in U.S,_laws_aﬁthorizing

foreign assistance that our foreign policy promote increased

-
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Qbservanée of internationally recognized human rights
" by all countries; .
(6) substitutes, in our dealing with non--communist
' countries, a standard based on governmental behavior
toward people for an inéreasingly outmoded Marxist-non~
Marxist standard, thﬁs; |

_(d) promotes a cooperative relationship qitﬁ thé
Congress and strengthéns domestic support for our foreign
policy by permitting the moral and ethical values of our
‘people to be reflected in that policy;

{e) promotes the fundamental long=-term American
interest in a world of nations whose systems 6f government
and societies reflect individual freedom and dignity and .
tﬁus reject.toﬁalitarianism; in particular; supports the
‘érowth in the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe of democrat;c o
forces which may in timé contribute to the development of
more open societies; '

(f) assists in the philosophical debate with the
Soviet Unioﬁ as to,thé type Qf society Worth.developing,

-{tﬁué_hel;iﬁg ué.in th6se Euﬁdpeaﬁ:stateé with-cpmpefitive

‘Jcommunist parties and in much of the Third World.

C. Broad Intermediate Objectives.

rIn'ofder to attain the over-all objective set forth above,

we should seek to achieve the following broad intermediate

2

objectives:

R T
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(a) heighten international and national awareness

. of human rights concerns;

(b) steadily‘increase the norms of acceptability
in the human rights f£ield, thus making our human rights
policy a dynamic one;

{c) maintain U.S.ileadership of the human rights
movement;

{d) demonstrate thqt countries which vioiate basic
human rights do so at a-'cost and, conversely, that
countries with positive records or.impgoving performance
benefit tangibly and intangible from their efforts;

. (e) attract international support for ouf efforts;

(f) promote and strengthen the efforts of inter-

national institutions as well as non*governmeﬁtal

-organizations'to protect human rights;

(g} increase ouf identification with countries where
there is a trend toward greater respect for humén rights;

(h) lessen U.S. identification with governments that
commit or tolerate gross huﬁan rights violations and_whose
cqnduct demonstratés a trend away from respect for humén
rights; |

(i) eﬁsure that our own conduct measures up to the
same~standardswwe apply to others}

(3) seek a rapid end to patterns of gross governmental

violations of the person;
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(ki increase the level of humanitarian relief of
.refugees throughout the world:;

(1) ensure coordination of Executive Branch efforts
_in behalf of human rights, as well as integration of U.S.

human rights policy within our over—all foreign policy.

D. Specific Objectives.

Our efforts to achieve the over-all objective and the
broad intermediate objectives set forth above will consist
of the pursuit of certain specific objectives related to
particular countries and international institutions. The
identification of such objectives requires detailed analysis
of the human rights situation, as well as other relevant
factors, in oéher countries and of the possibilities for
international action, and this effort is presently underway
at both the Department of State and posts abroad. While
certain specific objeétives are already apparent -- such as
an end to the state of seige in Chile, the release of the
Myongdong defendants in Korea, majority rule in Rhodesia,
increased“emigration from Eastern Eurdpe —~- others will only
emerge after additional analysis. Certain specific human
rights objectlves, such as majorlty rule in Rhode51a and
1mplementatlon of the Helsinki Final Act, w111 alsc serve
to enhapcg political and other policy goals. Human rights
ijectives cannot be viewed in the abstract, and it should

be obvious that pursuing them can be useful in achieving
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other broad or particular gdals, such as greater credibility

.. in the Third Wworld.

E. Costs of a Human Rights Policy and Its Relation

to Other Foreign Policy Obijectives.

While the promotion of human rights is a fundamental
tenet of our foreign policy, raising it to a higher level
of priority brings certain costs. There are clearly other
major objectives of U.S. foreign policy that are of equal --
and in some situations greater ~~ importance. They would

include our fundamental objective to protect and advance U.S.

national security, as well as such more specific objectives

as, for example, NATO strength and solidarity; strategic

arms limitations and other aspects of detente; peacekeeping

in the Middle East; control of nuclear proliferation; and

" normalization of relations with the PRC. While there is no

necessary inconsistency among any of these objectives, they
will, on occasion, compete for primacy. Resolution of the

conflict will depend on the facts of the situation at hand.

" There will clearly be situations in which efforts to achieve

our human rights goals will have to be modified, delayéd or
curtailed in deference to other important objectives. . It
should be stressed, however, that the clear implication of
making the promotion of human riéhts a fundamental tenet of

our foreign policy is that there will henceforth be fewer

L
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instances when promotion of human rights will be viewed as

'a marginal objective. Even when other objectives outweigh

the human rights factor, our policies should, nevertheless,
be implemented in a manner that promotes human rights to
the extent possible.

It is likely that adoPtlon of a serious human rights
policy will entail additional costs besides the Erade—off
referred to above, which are a concomitanr of the adoption
of any new objective.

First, our actions and statements regarding_human
rights objectives may involve criticism of the situation in
another country, which is iikely to be viewed as either
offensive or threatening by the government concerned. As
a result, it could strain our relations and have e nega-
tive impact on otﬁer interests. The sensitiéity of the
Soviet Union to our human rights initiatives represents
a dramatic manifestation of the possible risks involved,
in this case a strain in crucial East-West relations.

Second, our pressure for human rights improvements may
prompt a greater degree of repress10n hy a government,.elther
because irlfears our criticism will encourage dleldent groups

to act with more strength or because it wants to demonstrdte

its refusal to buckle to our demands. Thdt pressure also

i :1e=Lﬂ:::~>_;.-i-.vn;*;“!;:!»_v%;, Wﬁk’mmmﬂ-}i.
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might enable-the offehding government to wrap a banner of

- national sovereignty around itself and draw additional

popular support, in spite of its repressive practices.

fhird, our methods may affect adversely multilateral
igstitutions or ongoing programs, particularly in the
econonic area, which have their own U.S—endbrsed objectives.
In particulér, using our vote in international f%nancial
institutions will tend to politicize them, with possible
long-term advefse'effects.

Fourth, other U.S, foreign policy_interests could be
undermined by the alienation that the human rights policy
proauces in other governments. Our effort to obtain fa?orable
results in the North-South discussions could be'aiminished
if countries such as Brazil and Argentina were to alter their
moderate position because of oﬁr human rights stance. (It
must be npted, however, that the modération of these two

countries is soundly based in their own economic self~interest.)

Similarly, since some other Western democracies, while supporting

our genexal principles, do not agree with us on tactics, there
is a risk that certain of our initiatives, if not properly
coordinated, could lead to differences with our NATO allies.
These_differenges could, of course, be exploited by the Soviet

Union.

Fifth, potentially unavoidable inconsistencies, particularly

Allies
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such as Korea, Iran and the Philippines, for instance,

.cannot be immune from some applicability of the policy

without endangering the integrity of our policy; neither
can powerful adversaries like the Soviet Union oxr the PRC.
Sixth, the implementation of our policy is likely to
ehgender reciprocal criticism of our own domestic situation,
not only from communist nations.but also from erstwhile
friends. Oﬁr response here should be to welcome ;riticism-
that is constructivé, noting that our system provides ready

methods for remedying social and economic ills.

Seventh, in many societies departures from generally

' recognized norms of human rights may be dictated by adherence

to age-o0ld social and reliéious traditions. Our failure to
recognize cultural conflicts can damage our human rights and

other objectives. We must constantly reassess our own standards’

' to ensure that we are not confusing truly objectionable conduct

with unfamiliar traditional patterns of rélationship or conduct.
Eighth, to the extent that pursuit of our human rights

objectives results in reduction of security assistance. to,

and cooperation with, offending governments, it can be

expected that the general state of relations between our
military establishment and the military organization of those

regimes will deteriorate. 1In some few instances where our

- own defense needs are dependent on local cooperation, there

may be reductions of effectiveness that adversely affect U.S.

security interests.
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Ninth, the human rights effort will have significant

.dollar costs if it is pursued seriously. This study refers

to a substantial increase in economic assistance, the cost of
which may itself be more than the American £axpayer will want
to bear. In addition, increased refugee assistance and
aéditional resources for USIA, the Radios,lcultural affairs
programs and other human rights—relaﬁed activities will require
increased resources, although some costs can of ;ourse be
absorbed by re-programming existing activities.

Finally, there is the potential cost if we do not pursue
a human rights, policy ~- a backlash of public cynicism and
Congreésional impatience and distrust, which may have an

inhibiting or. detrimental effect on the whole range of the

Administration's foreign policy.

F. Strategies for Pursuing our Human Rights Objectives.

Our human rights objectives obviously cannot be pursued
everywhere, at once, and in the same manner. As explained
with greater particularity below, a case?by—case approach is
required. Nevertheless, while no tﬁo countries' situations
will e%er be identical, there aré certair logical groupings
of countries which can be useful for analysis and discussion,
élbeitmnot necessarily for impleﬁéntatioﬁ of 6ﬁr-bolicy.

l. Western Democracies.

We should support and reinforce human rights values

L]
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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 NATQO and Western European countries
are democracies, and a major effort should be made to re-
inforce democratic tendencies, particularly'in countries

that have only recently established or re-established democracy,
such as Turkey, Greece, Portugal and Spain. This éffort

should include increased symbolic support as well as increased
economic assistance, as apgrppriate, and cultural, educational
and scientific exchanges. Efforts should be made to obtain

the active support‘of these nations in our overall human rights

policy. s

2. Communist States.

With respect'to the communist countries, our human

rights effort should remain firm and consistent but non-

polenical. We should recognize 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; wé believe that
U.S5. and world ovpinion and U.S. actibns can positively
infldence-trends_in‘the,longfterm and encourage improvements

in limited but important areas in the short-term. We should

”»
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‘make it clear that our commitment to human rights is a very

basic part of our policy, and our ideas should be directed
to the people of these countries as well as their governments,
We should emphasize implementation of the Helsinki Final Act.

Because of its pivotal importance, the Soviet Union is

"a special case meriting a separate world. Soviet public and

private responses to our emphasis on human rights have been
uniformly negative and increasingly sharp, explicitly
suggesting that detente is threatened by our policy. To

what extent the Soviet'leadership truly feels their system

and their hold in Eastern Europe endangered is unclear; but

their objective appears to be to bring about a significant

decrease in our publie advocacy of the human rights cause,

thus reducing its most embarrassing aspects for them, on the

pretext that a "one-~sided" U.S. advocacy of human rights and

.respect to state sovereignty cannot co-exist.

There is no ev1dence that the U.S. human rlghts policy

 has yet impacted on specifiec Soviet bargalnlng positions in

important negotiations, even if the atmosphere surrounding

negotiations is tense. The details of our substantive arms

- control position has and likely will continue to determine

the Soviet response on this critical issue. We believe that

the Soviet Union w1ll contlnue to pursue lts percelved

‘1nterests in arms control, trade, scmentlflc and cultural

exchanges and other areas of our bilateral relations, regardless
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of our advocacy of human rights. The inevitable strain of

a massive arms race, a need to take increasing consumer

demands into account and potential unrest in Eastern Europe,
the Soviet Unién cannot easily pull away from MBFR or.SALT
negotiations, technological transfer agreements or commercial
credit arrangements, strictly because of U.S. human rights
advocacy.

The USSR is coﬁtinﬁing efforts to coopeiéte with the
U.8. private sector, desPige the Jackson-~Vanik Amendment.,
This indicates that the Kremlin may implic%tly recognize
that Soviet economic concerns will make it difficult to
delay forward bilateral movement because of U.S. human rights
advocacy for }ong périods of time. |

There is no evidence pointing to the likelYihood of an

evolution toward greater Soviet responsiveness in human rights

in the short or medium term. Yet this time frame is precisely

£he focus of Congress, the media and the pubiic, whose
legitimate call for active Administration involvement in
Soviet_Bloc treatment of peopleé canﬁot_be answered by a
passive U.5. role. " Congress, the public, or Western Euroﬁean
governments and peoples will not be fully satisfied that

Soviet Bloc human rights attitudes wiil have materially changed
if a bargain is struck allowing qnly particular ethnic groups
to emigréte{”although progress here would be clearly a visible

and important step.

40 T LMY SN
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Western concern is focused increasingly on the funda-

.~ mental pattern of government behavior in matters of human

dignity, often resulting in popular political pressure on
Western governments to find effective means to seek greater

progress on human rights on the part of the Soviet Union

" and its allies.

Our security interests and our human rigﬁﬁs concérns
both can be accommodated in our relations with the Soviet
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
will govern. As relations are established, we will be expected
to take human rights initiatives. We should now, in the

early stages of our negotiations, be examining the methods

we will utilize to échieve specific human rights goals. These
would prbbabl§ 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 in its’

development.

I T T T R e, T




e R A AR Rt il B T

- 2] -

3. 'Phird World Nations.

- Efforts should be made to reinforce pdsitive human
rights and democratic tendencies in the Third World,
particularly in states that already have demonstrated good
or improving human rights performance. This support is
particularly important with respect to countries that are
valnerable to externai-or internal threat, or wh%ch face.
severe economic problems.

Our efforts with respect to Third World nations-where
a human rights tradition has been disrupted (e.g., Uruguay)
should seek to encourage return to former norms and to
discourage the arbitrary use of power. In such socieites,

the populace thay be quite receptive to various forms of

assistance geared‘to support human rights values. Educational

and cultural programs directed to human rights supporters
might be especiélly 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 ordex. In éome cases, it will be ﬁoré realistic to
expect concrete achievements with respect to the first and
second groups of rights than with respect to the third.

In the last two cases limited dissociation may
ultimately be an appropriaté US action: an important aspect

of our policy should be to ensure that our relations with »
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countries that systematically violate human rights are

" correct, in keeping with our other interests, but not overly

close. The tone we set in our relations is important to the

credibility and thus to the success of our overall policy

‘objectives.

With respect to éll Third World nations, promotion
of economic and social rights "is likely to evoke the greatest
immediate response from governments as well as people, and
would show a responsiveness, in human rights terms, to their

most immediate needs.

4, Gross Violaters of Human Rights.

Covernments 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 concerted action by the world

community against such a regime.. Obviously, this should be

done only in flagrant cases after attempts to encourage

"evolutionary improvement have been spurhed, e.qg., Uganda,

Cambodia. Ewven in such cases, however, there is no necessary

reason why formal relations should not be maintained.
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II. -Idénfifiéétiéﬂ'bf" . 'a consistent pattern of

gross violations of internationally recognized human

}

rights'.

The phrase, "a consistent pattern of gross violations

of internationally 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’general purport of all these statutory |
provisions is that we should not provide assistance to

governments that engage in such conduct.

The legislative hiétory of these statutory provisions
does not indicate the meaning Congress attached to the
céncept of a "consistent pattern,"” and there are no judicial
dééiéions interpreting the éhrase. By its terms the lan-

guage excludes isolated events and incorporates the

‘dimensions of time as well as repetition. Thus, frequently

repeated actions over a relatively short period of time
would appear to be covered as would somewhat less frequent

but regular violations over a relatively long pericd of »
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*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
hiqtory that in using the phrase and combining it with the
concept of "gross violéfions," Congress intended to cover
mainly the right to be free from governmental vio%ation

of the integrity of the person, i.e., the first group of

rights discussed above.

Once a determination is made that a country has engaged

in a consistent pattern of gross violations of inter-

nationally recognized human rights, certain important

.questions arise. For example, is the determination

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?

i S
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These'ar? not easy gquestions. While answers can no
goubp be devised, the\questions point up the limitations in
the human'rights context of requiring uniform actions pursu-
ant 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 highly

‘egregious conduct in one country may not be properly so

characterized in the setting of another country with different

-circumstances and a different history. 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

assessment of the circumstances in such countries might
indicate that the mandated action would be inappropriate or

that other actions should be taken instead.

In view of these considerations, we recommend (1) the

Administration continue to oppose the