This memorandum provides a brief personal review of the history of DRL.
Of course the human rights theme is both complicated and controversial, and
I thought it would be helpful to attach extensive background material and
press articles, in approximately chronological order.

Over the past 25 years I have become convinced that the development of
our human rights policy was one of the best decisions the USG has ever made.
Not only have we helped many millions of people around the globe, but the
human rights factor has clearly given us a much better foreign policy. Just
a few years ago who would have imagined the Soviet Union would disappear with-
out a war, that Blacks and White would shake hands in South Africa, and that
thousands of Chinese students would be coming to the U.S. and then returning
safely home?

Clearly much remains to be done and many complicated problems are still
unsolved, but the world has become much more open then ever before, and I
feel this is the best chance the human race has ever had. A good many years
&goI/came to the conclusion thatlthe human rights cause has become the au-
thentic world revolution, democratic, peaceful and invincible, as long as
we keep it honest, the same for every living person. But we must learn to

make better use of this enormous opportunity.



‘ighgsﬂhéstary. Many assume the human rights push beg2n with the Carter Ad-
’ministration' but actually Cong. Don Fraser (D.;Minn.) and Sen. Tom Harkin
(p.-Iowa) got %%i%gs started around 1973. Then the Carter Administration cre-
ated our Bureau,in 1977, with a handful of personnel. Of course it was hard
going at first. Bureaucratic inexperience plus bureaucratic resistanpe on the
part of other Bureaus were a tough combination. Incredibly, one regional Bu-
reau actually ordered its personnel to avoid contact with HA!. But HA pushed
on under Patt Derian and things got off to a pretty good start. Then, early
on, ‘the -Reagan Administration decided to sideline human rights, but soon
realized that'would be difficult and politically costly, since there already
was strong and widespread support for the human rights cause. So after almost
a year Elliott.Abrams came on board and our policy became authentic and be-
gan to move ahead again. S:*ane then, over the years, with Dick Schifter,
John Shattuck,and now you, our policy has become more effective year by year,
and there has been growing support for human rights around the world.
The following are some relevant details of this history, in approﬁimaﬁely
chronological order.
One of the first steps forward was the March, 1974 Report issued by the

House Committee on Foreign Affairs, by Don Fraser, Chairman of the Subcom-
jgittee on International Organizations and Movements (attachment 1) . As
stated by Fraser, the Report was a call for U.S. human rights leadership in
the world community.

Of course Secretary Kissinger was no advocate of human rights. He mod-

somewhat ds the support for human rights developed

erated his opposition




the world, but he remained basically opposed to making human rights
of our overall policy. Please note the attached November, 1978 Kis-
interview published in Trialogue (attachment 2) .
Meanwhile, Department dialogue with the human rights community began to
increase and improve. My attached September, 1978 speech (attachment 3) was
cleared by the Department, of course.

However, after the first couple of years, the Carter human rights policy
ST hRTED 2
began to falter to some extent. The December, 1978 interview with Patt Derian
is relevant (attachment 4).

whs

As Me to be expected, soon after coming on board Ms. Derian began to
ask for more ﬁersonnel. Her March, 1979 memorandum Kattachment 5) is one
early example.‘_

Inevitably there were many difficulties in trying to start our human rights
policy. For example, the early annual Reports were very deficient. I was the
ARA Human Rights Officer and prepared a Confidential candid critique of the
1978 exercise. Since it is Confidential I have not attached ity but—you-might
wifh to-dectassify—i+. As you will note from her February, 1979 Unclassified
response, Patt Derian thanked me for my contribution. And Steve P almer began
to arrange for a special task force to handle the future annual Reports (at-
tachment 6) .

4% Meanwhile, there was growing Republican criticism of the Carter human

rights policy. The attached Jeane Kirkpatrick November, 1979 Commentary arti-

cle provides an excellent example of the Republican support for distinguishing

between right-wing and left-wing dictatorships (attachment 7).

Then “®®€the Reagan Administration and the nomination of Ernest Lefever

v+ to replace Patt Derian, Since Lefever had made no secret of his views
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. richts there was much criticism from the Movement and the Dress.

lezse note zttachme-ts 8 through 11.

fy
m
t
rt
f
rl
(1]
v
!{‘
[
B
1
(113
H
y]
\Q
f
H
o}
[
B
Yo}
&
'.h
1)
<
1)
H
z
v
H
ct
V1]
g-
0
o
ct
[
(05 ]
R
7]}
2
E
o]
:
I

€Zever's nomination was voted down, 13 to 2, the Reagan Adminis-
tration simplv let the issue drag on, leaving HA without an Assistant Sec-
TETErY. 2s reported in my October, 1981 memorandum (attachment 14), with a
covering memorandum dated March 19, 1991, the gloom in HA was deep and wide-

read. Meanwhile, Ms. Kirkpatrick certainly did not help things with her

mn
"

1981 visit to Chile (attachment 15).

)

Then, finally, in what proved to be a major turning point, Elliott A-
brams came on board. My November, 1981 memorandum urged extensive inclu-
sion of the human rights Movement at his swearing in (attachment 16). Al-
though many consider Abrams to be an ultrggg;servative I found him very
easy to work with, and he was consistently supportive of my efforts. For
example, please note Elliott's comments on my campaign on behalf of de-
mocracy and human rights in Chile (attachment 17).

Once Abrams got going our human rights policy was firmly established and

3pegan to improve year by year. As I said in my report on our Korea policy,
I think Prof. Lee Man-woo summarized much of this very well in his 1987

paper (attachment 18)., And John Shattuck's July, 1998 letter cites South

Korea as an example of how the human rights factor helped to improve our

foreign policy.(-attachment 19)
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But of course endless urgent problems still remain. I could not possibly
review all of them, but I have briefly discussed«a few of them in the fol-
lowing paragraphs. Let's start with women, 51% of the human race.

As you might imagine, the inclusion of women's rights in our overall
policy encountered some difficulties. A few years after we began to provide
annual human rights report5 back in the 70s, it was decided that at least one
sentence on women's rights should be included in every annual country reporglz

. I was the ARA Human Rights Officer at the time, and roufitinely reviewed
all first drafts for Latin America. I recall noting a statement in the Hon-
duran draft that "there is no sex discrimination in Honduras". In reviewing
the text with the Honduran Desk Officer, of course, I questioned that state-
ment, mentioning in passing that there is sex discrimination in the U.S. The
Desk Officer expressed surprise, asking ”You‘::;;'there is sex discrimination
in the U.S."? I assured him there is. Whereupon he turned to his draft and
saia?‘on well, hell,then, let's change this. We don't want Honduras ahead of ti
a8

But within a year ot two women's rights became firmly established as part
of our annual report.

I would also like to include another example of women' rights in Latin
America. When the Government of Chile invited me to Santiago in 1995, to
receive an afrd for my efforts on behalf of human rights and democracy in
that’ country, it was suggested that I give several human rights speeches, in
cluding a talk at the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. I will never forget that
occasion. Attendance came to around 15 foreign affairs personnel, including

a including some comments on women's rights,

one womdh. I spoke for about a half hour and then answered numerous questions.
A

There was a relaxed low key discussion and I%elt the meeting had been quite
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useful. However, I noted that the only female participant had never said a
word, much less asked a question. Then I started up the hall to return to
our Embassy, and suddenly I heard someone running up behind me. It was the

woman who had attended the meeting,
ondy femate—participamt. As I turned around she leaned over quickly and

whi§pered one word in my ear: "Gracias"!

However, it should also be emphasized that women's rights have turned
out to be a problem for both sexes. I recall a meeting in the Department in
the mid-70s, organized by a female U.S. human rights activist friend of mine,
in which she addressed some 150 women, about 100 from the U.S. and 50 from
Latin America, comparing women's rights in both areas. After my friend
finished speaking a well dressed woman from Brazil stood up and thanked
her for her remark{, but then added that she hopé? my friend would not be
offended if she were told she did not really understand the difference between
women's rights in the U.S. and Latin America. The Brazilian explained:"We
women in Latin America are much better off than you are here. You see, my
deaF, weezizfn in Latin(iyerica have servants". It never occurred to
that £hatMBrazilian wom?n that we were discussing the rights of all women,
not just the ugpi.-r 10%

And that brings us to the ugly, complicated problems of poverty and
illiteracy. To what extent are they human rights violations? If I am the
diégtor of Country X presuméély I can stop torture in 48 hours. How do T
eliminate poverty? And there are many other threatening issues, such as the
population explosion, environmental crises, etc. We have made much progressbet
but we still have a long, long way to go.

on‘human rights problem we should keep in mind is the obvious fact that
not all areas of the world receive the same attention. For example, in the
past one of the most neglected regions of the world has been so-called

Black Africa, where Whiteqoppressed Blacks. But the media devoted far less




attention to Black Africa, where Blacks oppressed Blacks, although our
Human Rights Reports on that area have been quite good. In recent years,
however, Black Africa has been on the front pages frequently, with all the
tragedy of Rwanda, Congo, etc.

Q(There are also a number of issues and facj;rs which deserve special men-

tion in the history of our human rights policy.

onl important factor in the development of our policy was the so-called

Movement, the human rights NGOs (such as Amnesty International, Human Rights

Watch, etc.) For a good many vears the Department's relations with the
Movement were difficult and strained, especially as some NGOs were tra-
ditionally hostile to the usG.

In that connection I vividly recall attending a Movement human rights
program in a local theater, some ten or fifteen years ago. There was a large
tunoﬁt? several hundred, and much enthusiasm. As usual there was frequent
criticism of the USG as supporting right-wing dictatorship. At one point
there was a young woman on the stage, discussing a recent OAS meeting which

SoM@ Dﬂ"i’““‘ 's
had attempted to addressee of of Latin aemriels difficult economic and so-

cial problems. Of course she criticized the OAS as falling 52;; shért of the ;
needs of the poor and exploited. But suddenly she stopped shest, opened her
eyes in OStiﬂsfPly total innocence, and remarkedF“I wonder why they didn't
invite Fidel. He might have had something interesting to say"! At that

about two-thirds of the audience arose for prolonged applause, aadi Move-
ment friend leaned over to ask for my comment. I remarked "Excuse me. I'm

about to vomit"

However, over the years, I feel that things have improved significantly

The Department is doing much better, and so is the Movement. And USG-Movement

relations are more &m& cooperative{ and productive.




Finally, I have attached some pages from past Department telephone di-
rectories, showing the growth of personnel in HA/DRL, starting with the
1976 Coordinatcr for Humanitarian Affairs,zg?llowed by 1978, 1981, 1984,
1987, 1991, 1994/5, and 1998 (attachment é@. Of course there has been a
great increase in the total number of personnel working for human rights,
but thus far I have been unable to obtain any useful statistics from the
Department.

Perhaps we can give this report a "Happy American Ending" by attach-
ing a copy of ny OéEbber, 1988 Miami speech, published by the Department,
along with comment from Jim Montgomery, former HA‘DAS (attachments 21-22).

And just tc provide a perspective on how far we have come over all

mv“\J——
these years I have pulled from my files one £iwmet attachment (no. 23), a

1966 or 1967 Washington Star column by Jeremiah O'Learyrnoting the USG's
close working relationship with the Somoza dictatorship..When I first read
the column back then I saved it because I knew it reflected a major de-
fect in our foreign policy. As you may know, for many years one of our
%exexgr policy problems was something we in the Department called "client-
itis“: a diplomatic disease. That ié, if I am the U.S. Ambassador and you
are the local dictator I see you as my client. And if you lik® me, and
you say I am doing a good job, then I can tell Washington everything is

- fine between our two countries. I believe our human rights policy has e-

liminated most of that problem. Now we realize that our relations with

the people of a country are more important than with the government.




rast of all, I have added attachment 224 a copy of your excellent December
7 address on "The Role of Corporate Social Responsibility in Global Human
Rights Policy". I feel wyowr comments provide a comprehensive and insightful

roundup of the development of our human rights policy.
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