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The Effectiveness of US Human Rights
Policy, 1973-1980

KATHRYN SIKKINK

While US human rights policy has been the object of intense debate
and discussion, few serious attempts have been made to assess and
explain the effectiveness of US human rights policy towards Latin
America. An assessment of the influence of US policy is essential, not
only as a guide to future policy-making, but as a means of streng-
thening our understanding of the causes of and remedies for repres-
sion in the hemisphere. This chapter presents a preliminary ana-
lysis of the influence of US human rights policy on human rights
practices and democratization in Argentina, Guatemala, and Uru-
guay in the 1970s and early 1980s, primarily focusing on the Carter
period." In each of these cases, the United States attempted to
influence the domestic human rights situation through linking .tl.le
improvement of human rights practices to the provision qf milit-
ary or economic aid. But the nature of the pressures aPphed ar}d
the responses to human rights pressures were quite different in
the three countries. : :
The Carter Administration human rights policy has been cri-
ticized as ineffective and inconsistent.” Ye!: many analyses of
human rights policies fail to explore the precise hnkaggs between
the implementation of policy and the changing human rights prac-
tices in specific countries. This requires carefpl case-by-case re-
search not possible in large quantitative stques or stuc.lu_es that
focus only on the US policy-making process without examining the
response to US policy in target countries. Secondl.y, most discus-
sions of the effectiveness of US human rights pohcy look only a}’t
the short-term impact of the policy on repressive p.rac.:tlces. Althqug
the short-term impact of a human rights policy 18 important, lthls
equally essential to evaluate the longer-term impact of human rig ts
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on democratization. In the midst of
the current concern with supporting democracy, the effegtlveness
of the Carter human rights policy deservgs a re—evalua!non..
Using the case-study approach and looklng at both policy imple-
mentation and the response in selected countries, I _conclpde that US
human rights policy was neither as disastrous as its critics alleged
nor as successful as initially promised. I argue that the Carter pol-
icy was partially effective in both the short term and thg lor}g term
in Argentina and Uruguay, but to different degrees, anc.l in different
ways. In the short term, the policy helped to .l%mlt dlref:t human
rights abuses, but also, by helping to isolate military regimes from
q traditional ally by removing symbolic and material support, the
US human rights policy indirectly contributed to the transition to
democracy. In Guatemala, where a true transition to democracy
has yet to occur, US policy failed to make a contribution to respect
for human rights in either the short term or the long term. The
purpose of this study is to examine the conditions under which a
human rights policy can be effective.

policies, especially the impact

1. Defining Effectiveness

The first task is to define what we mean by a successful or effect-
ive human rights policy. In the first instance, a successful human
rights policy is one that has an immediate impact on the victims
of human rights abuses: that saves live, stops torture, and helps
get political prisoners released from prison. This is a central goal
of any effective policy, and must be taken into account in any dis-
cussion of success. This is what is referred to here as the short-term
impact of human rights policy.

But we cannot limit our definition of success only to the direct
impact on victims of repression. As important as it is to help vic-
tims, human rights policy has broader objectives in addition to direct
assistance.’ In particular, I am interested in looking at the impact
of human rights policy on:

(1) the strengthening of regional and international human rights
organizations;

(2) destabilizing and delegitimizing authoritarian governments,
gnd contributing to redemocratization;

(3) 1nﬂgencing the linkages between the political opposition in
Lgtln America and US policy-makers; and

(4) reinforcing transnational linkages between human rights
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groups in Latin America and policy-makers and NGO i+ 4
United States.” NGOs in the

This s what I refer to as the long-term impact of h

+ohts policy. In a broad sense, changes in each of these di iy
Vi e 4 ach of these dimensions
could ‘mnlu a contribution to the democratization process in Latin
Americi.

As a Ht:lrl,'il\u.—])()il‘\l, ‘I'm' this d.ich.ssi(m, it .is first necessary to
,-(‘Inj\ the u.mt,m_v m.l.m_nHHumptl_on.mherent in much research on
foreign |)()||(:y. As the dmpul,fm within the.US government between
the newly formed Bureau for Human Rights and Humanitarian
Affairs (HA) and the American Regions Area (ARA) in the State
Department during the Carter Administration made clear, the US
government did not speak with a single voice on human rights pol-
icy towards Latin America, and the outcome of policy often depended
on which side won out in a particular internal debate. In the United
States, the primary relevant actors in making human rights policy
include Congress, the different parts of the executive branch, and
the US human rights lobby, as well as domestic business groups
who were potentially affected by human rights legislation.

In authoritarian regimes the number of actors making policy
is much smaller, since the influence of political parties and some
interest-groups is diminished. Nevertheless, common to the litera-
ture on military regimes in Latin America is the distinction be-
tween the soft-liners (blandos) and the hard-liners (duros) among
the military. Military leaders must negotiate with other branches
of the armed forces, as well as with hard-liners or soft-liners within
their own force. The concerns of some interest-groups, such as busi-
ness organizations, may also play a role within the domestic game
in military regimes. The outcome of human rights policy depended
on the ways in which the external pressures interacted with the
internal negotiations within the authoritarian regime.

In a chapter that focuses on US policy, it is important to remem-
ber that US human rights policies are only one part of a broader
process of international human rights pressures involving intgrna-
tional and regional organizations, non-governmental organizations,
and other governments. To study the influence of human rights pol-
icy in Latin America we must understand the ways US policy fit
within the wider international context of human rights pressures.
More than any other issue area, the human rights area presages
the possibility of positive international humanitarian linkages, bind-
Ing together the effort of non-governmental orgamzatlon_s 1qteract-
Ing with government policies and international organizations to

Promote positive change.
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ion of US human rights policy cannot ignore the
e United States in contributing to the rise of the
e for human rights abuses. Such historical
responsibility is the result of both direct and indirect actions, includ-
ing military interventions, diplomatic manceuvres, @he US contribu-
tion to military training in National Security Doctrine, du.'ect police
training through the office of Public Safety, and the ongoing covert
activities of the CIA operatives in these countries. The recognition
of historical US responsibility in contributing to the emergence of
authoritarian regimes, however, does not invalidate the importance
of evaluating the effectiveness of US human rights policy during
the Carter Administration. In fact, past responsibility points more
urgently to the need to develop and evaluate alternative policy goals
and means that can build a more constructive relationship between
the USA and the region. I believe that human rights policy offers

this potential. :

Any examinat
earlier role of th
very regimes responsibl

2. Background

In the seven-year period from 1973 to 1980, the United States
substantially altered its external policy by explicitly incorporating
human rights criteria into the foreign policy calculus.” To say that
a country has a human rights policy does not imply that human
rights considerations are taken into account in all bilateral rela-
tions, but rather that there are explicit mechanisms for integrat-
ing human rights concerns into foreign policy, and that these have
modified foreign policy decisions in some cases. Although human
rights policy is usually associated with the Carter Administration,
it actually began in the Congress well before Carter was elected.

When Carter took office, virtually all of the essential human rights
legislation was already in place. In addition to the standard array
of diplomatic tools, the new human rights legislation led to the
adoption of new policies, including the annual Country Reports
on Human Rights; the diplomatic initiatives of the newly created
Bureau for Humanitarian Affairs and Human Rights or of human
rights officers in embassies; cut-offs of bilateral military assistance
and sales and of bilateral economic aid; no-votes or abstentions on
multilateral loans in the international financial institutions; and
the denial of export financing through the Export—Import Bank.

During the Carter Administration the human rights concerns that
the Congress initiated were strongly endorsed by the executive, and
incorporated as a crucial component of the administration’s foreign
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o h the administrati
licy, althoug stration opposed humap '
.0n that appeared to place limits on Executive disi?enghts legisla-

Olicy—making- The cases of US human e ptlgn in foreign
Argentina, Guatemala, and Uruguay illustrate the
and old policy tools available to policy-makers ang
Executive discretion as to how forcefully policy was

97

implemented.

Argentina

The military coup that brought General Jorge Videla to power in
1976 was preceded bbf an upsurge in activities by right-wing death
squads and by left-WI.ng.;r guerrilla movements. Once in power, the
military government initiated a programme of brutal repressi(’)n of
the opposition, including mass kidnappings, imprisonment without
charge, torture, and murder.’

Early in the Carter Administration, Argentina was chosen as one
of three human rights target countries, along with Ethiopia and Uru-
guay. According to one State Department official, no human rights
situation created greater concern in Washington than that of Ar-
gentina in the 1970s.” In 1977 the Carter Administration reduced
the planned level of military aid for Argentina due to human rights
abuses.® In July 1977 Congress passed a bill eliminating all mil-
itary assistance to Argentina, which went into effect on 30 Sep-
tember 1978.° A number of high-level delegations met with the
junta members during this period to discuss human rights, includ-
ing a delegation to Argentina led by Secretary of State Cyrus
Vance. Vance carried with him on this visit a list of approximately
7,000 disappeared people in Argentina, which was presented to
Argentine authorities.!’

In the multilateral financial institutions, the United States voted
against or abstained on 23 of 25 Argentine loan applications, although
no loan was denied because of a US ‘no’ vote. During meetings of
President Videla of Argentina with both President Carter and Vice-
President Mondale, the US requested that Videla invite the Inter-
American Commission on Human Rights (IACHR) for a visit to
Argentina as a means of improving US—Argentine relations.” In
exchange the USA offered to release Export—Import Bank funds to
Argentina that had been blocked because of Argentine human rights
abuses.’? In December of 1978 the Argentine government invited
the IACHR to conduct an on-site investigation. Although human
rights pressures were relaxed in 1980 as the United States tngd
to gain Argentine co-operation with the grain embargo to the Soviet
Union, the ban on arms sales continued until 1983.
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Guatemala

During the period 195476, Guatemala was a major recipient of
US military and economic assistance, including substantial train-
ing and equipment for military and police officers.”’ In Guatemala
police brutality and military repression against civilians has been
commonplace since the late 1960s, when the military was joined by
private death squads organized under the patronage and approval
of the government and army. Within this general framework of
repression, however, the human rights situation deteriorated in
the period from 1978 to 1982. In 1980 evidence surfaced of a special-
ized agency, under the control of President Lucas Garcia and located
in an annexe to the National Palace, that co-ordinated the actions
of various private death squads and regular army and policy units."
Although Congress eliminated all military aid to Guatemala for
the period from 1978 to 1983, military supplies already in the pipe-
line continued to flow, and the administration continued shipments
of some military supplies by reclassifying them as non-military
items.® The primary means Guatemala used during this period to
obtain military equipment and technology from the United States
was commercial sales made by US companies to the Guatemalan
government and private businesses but licensed by the US gov-
ernment.’® Continued military sales during this period indicate
the Executive’s lack of commitment to implement fully the human
rights policy in Guatemala. Neither the administration nor Con-
gress took any steps toward cutting economic aid or imposing trade
sanctions as they did to Argentina and Uruguay. The United States
opposed two multilateral development bank loans to Guatemala
on human rights grounds, but approved five others during this
period.'” US human rights policy towards Guatemala became even
more compromised after the Sandinista revolution in Nicaragua in
1979, when policy towards Central America became dominated by
the perceived threat of revolution throughout the region.

Uruguay

Because the military took power in a more gradual three-stage coup
in 1973, maintaining the civilian president in power, and because
the coup in Uruguay was overshadowed by the more dramatic
coup in Chile three months later, it took longer for international
public opinion to understand the profoundly repressive nature of
the new Uruguayan regime. Repression in Uruguay was not char-
actgnzed by massacres and death squads, as in Guatemala, or by
legions of disappeared people, as in Argentina. Instead the military
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. lemented a programme of far-reachin ar _
g?grisoners, and complete surveillance o? thg fﬁ;h{;ﬁggeltorture
Amnesty Internat}onal'estlmated that 60,00 people h crl1 il
arrested and detained in UI:uguay; one out of fify Urua been
had been.throug'h some period of imprisonment T t}?‘uayans
Seventy-elght-prlsoners died in prison, many as g I‘GSulte Foup.
ture.® With its 1976 report detailing extensive human of t}(l)r-
abuses, Amnesty International brought the o rights
ation in Uruguay to the attention of Congressman Edwirds Ks1t1}11_
who led the movement to ban military aid. The Koch amend och,
was one of the earliest country-specific cut- ment

: offs of milita i
motivated by human rights concerns. Early US human rightsrgolailég

to Uruguay sent mixed messages because of differences between
Congress and the Executive branch,' but under the Carter Admin.
istration US human rights policy towards Uruguay from 1977 to
1980 was one of the most coherent and consistent of all the bilat-
eral human rights policies. In 1977 Secretary of State Vance an-
nounced that the United States would reduce economic aid to
Uruguay, making it a test case of the new administration’s com-
mitment to take human rights into consideration in the granting
of economic aid. The USA also opposed 12 of 13 loan requests from
Uruguay in international financial institutions during the period
1977-80.%

Although the United States kept a lower profile with Uruguay
on the human rights issue than in the case of Argentina, under
the guidance of Ambassador Lawrence Pezzullo, it maintained
strong and consistent pressure on the Uruguayan military.* Early
in 1980, however, the Carter Administration approved the sale of
three search-and-rescue aircraft, apparently as a means of encour-
aging the move towards the plebiscite that year. The Uruguayan
people’s dramatic defeat of the military constitutional draft is gen-
erally considered the turning-point for the transition to democracy
and the eventual improvement of human rights practices. ;

This simple recounting of bilateral relations between the United
States and the three countries, however, does not give adequate
attention to the very substantial behind—the-scene.role playeq by
non-governmental human rights organizations during this period.
Non-governmental human rights groups provided the information
to US policy-makers about human zigal abuses. thgt served as 3
basis for human rights policy. Human rights organizations preseiltet
information on human rights abuses and recommended contacts a(i
give testimony at hearings that provided the basis for Congression

deCiSiOn-making on Guatemala, Uruguay, and Argentina.
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3. Judging the Effectiveness of Human Rights Policy

Direct Impact on Victims of Repression

US human rights policy had very different impact on the victims
of human rights abuses in the three countries. In Argentina it
appears that US human rights policy contributed to limiting the
practice of disappearances. In Guatemala, however, there was no
immediate discernible impact on the victims of repression; to the con-
trary, human rights abuses actually escalated during the period
197680, compared with the previous four-year period. In Uruguay
US pressure appears to have contributed to the release of a consider-
able number of political prisoners.

In the cases of Argentina and Uruguay I do not argue that ex-
ternal pressures, in and of themselves, led to changing human rights
practices. Rather, external pressures influenced internal negotia-
tions within the military governments, lending crucial weight to
the positions of soft-liners within these regimes. The external in-
fluence is necessary but not sufficient to explain the changes, since
to function it must coincide with the agendas of internal actors.
The following section will summarize the evidence that leads to
these conclusions.

Estimates of the total number of the disappeared in Argentina
vary from 6,000 to 30,000. The National Commission on Disappeared
People (CONADEP) received 8,960 documented cases of disappeared
individuals whose whereabouts is still unknown. The great bulk of
these disappearances occurred during the two-year period 1976-8:
by 1979 the number of disappearances was much lower, and after
1980 the practice was no longer used.”” At the same time, over
10,000 people were illegally detained and imprisoned; many others
were threatened, robbed, and removed from their jobs.*

Although it is difficult to chart the exact causes for the chang-
ing patterns of disappearances and imprisonment in Argentina,
there is evidence that the decline in the use of the practice of dis-
appearances followed a period of intense international scrutiny, and
the convergence of strong US pressures on the Videla-Viola regime.
In the period that followed the decision to invite the JACHR, the
human rights situation in Argentina improved significantly; espe-
cially noteworthy was the decline in the practice of involuntary
disppearance o i he Argine e ad gaind e
particular] 51}1,:: ble fiedme m-the prac'glce of disappearance '
ot yt E : écea e in the period following September 1978. At
i e (ingre:smnal arms embargo went into effect, the
LBt 1 oa) N o Argen_tlna was still being withheld, and

meetings, US officials had stressed the importance 0
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. pproving human rights practices and th

iti : € invitatio
a5 2 pre-condition for improved bilatera] n to the IACHR

R SN relations 25 Th; :
of the impact of US policy is reinforced by the testimony S;? :ilﬁil]s

victims and some interviews with ‘ -
gi;%; the military regime.? Argentine policy-makers
The counterfactual argument that one
that the changes in levels of repression
dynamic in Argentina that happened to coincide with external pres-
sure, but was not related. What this fails to take into account are
the divisions within the Argentine military about the definitions of
‘he enemy’ and the necessary extent of the dirty war. One faction
was led by Admiral Massera, a right-wing populist, another by Gen-
erals Carlos Suédrez Masén and Luc

S ; ‘ iano Menendez, who supported
indefinite military dictatorship and unrelenting war against the left,

and a third, led by Generals Videla and Viola, who hoped for even-
tual political liberalization under a military president.?’

It is of crucial importance which one of these factions prevailed,
and in particular, the way in which international pressures influ-
enced the internal negotiating process within the Argentine mil-
itary.”® By 1978, when the Videla—Viola faction had emerged
supreme within the junta, US—Argentine relations, and to a lesser
extent Argentine relations with European countries, had deterior-
ated over the human rights issue. Meanwhile, the conflict with Chile
over the Beagle Canal had intensified in mid-1978, while relations
with Brazil remained troubled.?

Videla and Viola understood that in order to improve their inter-
national image, as part of the process of military-led political liber-
alization they were advocating, some kind of explanation of past
repression would have to be provided. It appears that they saw the
visit of the JACHR and its report as a potential means of white-
washing or drawing a curtain over the past by providing a minimal
explanation of abuses, while placing emphasis on the limited pro-
cess of liberalization they were initiating.” Thus the international
pressures played into the internal conflicts within the ‘Argentlne
military, adding strength to the argument that something had to
be done to change repressive patterns and improve external rela-
tions.” The strengthening of Videla’s position in the autumn of
1978, and the problems Argentina faced in the foreign policy realm,
combined with US pressure, helps to explain Videla’s willingness
to deliver on his promise to invite the IACHR to visit Argentina.

In the Guatemalan case, the situation was quite different. Although
the United States had linked military assistance and sales to the
mprovement of domestic human rights practices, US human rights
policy towards Guatemala was less comprehensive and forceful than

has to confront here is
were due to an internal
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period following the cut-off of
cline in human rights abuses,
gs and disappearances. While

its policy towards Argentina. The
US assistance witnessed not a de

but an escalation in outright killings . |
estimates of human rights abuses differ for the period, there is

agreement that 1978 marked the beginning of an escala}tion of
repression which continued for the next five years, during the
administrations of General Lucas Garcia and General Rios Montt.*

US policy was less effective in Guatemala because it was ambi-
guous and less forceful, and also because there was no internal fac-
tion inside the military willing to respond. Contrary to the situation
in Argentina, where many commentators spoke of ‘moderates’ (albeit
murderous ones) within the military, by the 1970s in Guatemala,
the reformist groups within the Guatemalan military had been
virtually eliminated.* The Guatemalan military had received sub-
stantial US assistance and training over twenty years. In many
ways, past US influence (especially during the coup of 1954, and
the counter-insurgency campaign of 1966—8) contributed to the
structure of the Guatemalan military that later blocked US hu-
man rights pressures.*

In Guatemala the revolutionary forces were gaining strength
during the period 1975-80. It is estimated that by 1979 the guer-
rillas had at least 1,800 armed men, and substantial civilian sup-
port.? The upsurge in the rural insurgency in Guatemala in the
late 1970s served to unify the military ideologically and to focus
them on the shared task of counter-insurgency. In this context,
the military viewed US human rights policy as interventionist,
divisive to the military as an institution, and an interference in
the strategy of counter-insurgency.

In Uruguay, US and international human rights pressures con-
tributed to the release of political prisoners. In the two years that
corresponded to the most intense human rights pressures, 1977-9,
the number of political prisoners dropped from around 4,300—5,000
to between 1,000 and 2,500.% US human rights pressure focused on
the problem of political prisoners, with the embassy playing an act-
ive role in urging the release of prisoners.”” Although it is imposs-
ible to discover the exact cause of the release of each prisoner, US
pressure appears to have contributed to this reduction in the num-
ber of prisoners.

Other Measures of Effectiveness

The dispussion above mainly focuses on the short-term impact or
lack of impact of US human rights policy on the victims of repres-
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human rights polll\?y, briia?se there is no
asure success. Nevertheless, it is essential to

theeie other criteria l?ecause the long-term impac‘:t;?gl}p;tl 1:3 :ﬁuﬁz

policy may be more important than the short-term impact, Thegfol_

lowing discussion represents a first attempt to consider the longer-

rerm effect of human rights policy in the three case countriesg.
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g-term effectiveness of g
clear yardstick to use to

Gtrengthening regional qnd international human rights organ-
izations. If US humgn rights policy contributed to strengthening
regional and international human rights organizations, then it is
more likely to have had a long-term effect on human rights practices.
Indirectly, these human rights organizations worked together with
US human rights policy to magnify the effect of bilateral pressures
and they continued to function even after Carter left office, provid:
ing ongoing monitoring and reporting on human rights situations
in Latin America.

In the case of Argentina, there is evidence that the Carter Admin-
istration human rights policy towards Argentina contributed to
strengthening regional and international human rights organiza-
tions, especially the IJACHR. The Carter Administration worked to
strengthen the human rights activities of the OAS: it increased the
US financial support of the IACHR fourfold during its administra-
tion, signed the Inter-American Convention on Human Rights, and
encouraged Latin American nations to do the same.”

The request for the visit of the Inter-American Commission on
Human Rights was not a unique feature in the Argentine case, but
a request that the Carter Administration officials made to the offi-
cials of many repressive regimes in Latin America. A side-effect of
this policy was the fortifying of the regional organization. In the
Argentine case the routine request to invite the IACHR became a
key linchpin in the negotiations. The Carter Administration may
have hit upon one of the few face-saving alternatives that allowed
the Videla administration to respond to human rights pressures.
A report by a regional organization was more legitimate in thg eyes
of the Argentine government and public, and less compromising to
the government than direct interference from the US gove_rn.ment.
It was not until the IACHR report was written after t_he; visit that
Videla and Viola realized that they had seriously misjudged the
‘COmmission. In the words of one observer, the Commission's report
boomeranged’ on Videla. .

The Argentine case also had very important repercussions on
the main UN human rights body, the Human Rights Commission.
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In a well-documented book on this topic, lain Guest shows ‘how,
after seizing power in 1976, Argentina’s military rulers set out to
cripple the UN’s human rights machinery in an effort to muzzle
international protest, and how—with the support and encourage-
ment from the Carter Administration—the UN fought back. This
fight rejuvenated the UN’s ponderous human rights machinery.’?®
The very able diplomacy of the Argentine foreign service, with the
support of the Soviet Union, with which the Argentine military
regime had developed a close trading relationship, initially blocked
consideration of the Argentine human rights situation at the UN.
The creation of the UN Working Group on Disappearances in 1980,
with strong US support, allowed the UN a less politicized forum to
draw attention to the practice of disappearances in Argentina and
elsewhere in the world. Jerome Shestack, Carter’s delegate to the
UN Human Rights Commission’s 1980 session, and former presid-
ent of the International League for Human Rights, played a central
role in the creation of the Working Group on Disappearances. The
UN policies during the Reagan Administration, however, under-
mined many of the advances in the human rights machinery at the
UN made during the 1970s.

The Carter Administration also attempted to interpose regional
and international organizations in the case of Guatemala, but with
much less success. During this period, the Guatemalan government
refused to permit an on-site visit by the Inter-American Commis-
sion on Human Rights, or to co-operate with any international or
regional human rights organization. The Guatemalan government
effectively stonewalled the IACHR by extending a formal invita-
tion for a visit, but then never agreeing to set a date for the visit.*
The IACHR still issued a report on human rights in Guatemala,
but without an on-site visit the report was less forceful, and there
was no possibility for the visit of the Commission to have an impact
on domestic public opinion as in the case of Argentina. The effect-
iveness of UN action on Guatemala was also limited. During the
height of repression, 1978—82, the Guatemalan government avoided
UN investigation. When a special UN human rights investigator
was appointed in 1983, he became what one author referred to as
‘a full-blo'oc‘le.d apologist for the Guatemalan government and the
[rrjxlc:Is,t““pohtlclzed” human rights investigator ever appointed in the

The Urugi}el_yan government also refused to permit the JACHR
an on-site visit to prepare its 1978 report on the human rights
situation in Uruguay. Ne_V(?rtheless, the JACHR issued reports in
1978, 1979, and 1980 outlining abuses of human rights in Uruguay,
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_orts that were later adopted by the OAS Gener
I;Eesult of this human rights record, and IObbyinagl {;X;s\e,g;kélgl.l ;?:
ond the USA, the OAS permanent council rejected the Uruguayan
p %I.gment’s offer to host the meeting of the General Assembl})r’ in
78~
lgAsjde from the OAS, the international body most active on Uru-
ay was the UN Human Rights Committee, generally considered
the most forceful part of the UN human rights machinery. Prior
to the dictatorship, Uruguay had signed the optional protocol of
the Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, which permitted indi-
vidual citizens to bring claims against Uruguay in the UN Human
Rights Committee. Under this provision, the Committee considered
a number of individual cases of violations of human rights in Uru-
guay, and found the government responsible for diverse human
rights abuses, including torture and arbitrary detention. The com-
mittee published its findings in press releases, and called upon the
Uruguayan government to release the prisoners and provide com-
pensation.” Because of the legal legacy of Uruguayan ratification
of the optional protocol, the UN human rights activity was more
effective in Uruguay than in Argentina and Guatemala. US human
rights policy, however, was less responsible for UN action on Uru-
guay, since the UN Human Rights Committee is made up of mem-
bers who serve in their individual capacity.

Destabilizing and delegitimizing authoritarian governments, and
contributing to redemocratization. The human rights policy de-
signed by Congress and endorsed by the Carter Administration
was focused on a relatively limited number of gross violations of
basic rights, including torture, summary execution, and prolonged
detention without trial. In this sense, it was not designed to pro-
mote democracy.** Nevertheless, it is useful to ask if one of the
indirect effects of US human rights policy under Carter was to
contribute to redemocratization in Latin America. If this is the
case, the long-term effects of the bilateral policy are enhanced,
since democratic government’s human rights practices are far
superior to the records of non-democratic reg'ime:s. .

~ One of the clearest examples of Carter human r-1ghts pohc;{ mak-
ing a direct contribution to redemocratization ig in .the Dominican
Republic in 1978. After twelve years of authoritarian rule }u.u!er
Joaquin Balaguer, the 1978 elections represented the possibility
of a transition to a more democratic regime. When 1t became ev1d;‘
ent that the opposition party was winning, however, a gronp: T
military officers stopped the vote count. International and domestic
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d immediate. According to Jonathan Hartlyn,

protest was massive an
ns came from the United States.

however, ‘the most important actio
This included visits by embassy staff and military attachés, strong
statements by Secretary of State Vance and President Carter . .. and
a phone call to the Dominican military from General McAuliffe,
the commander in chief of the Southern Command in Panama.*
As a result of this external and internal protest, the opposition can-
didate, S. Antonio Guzman, was allowed to take office.

None of the cases considered in detail here offer such a clear
case of a direct contribution to redemocratization. The causes of
redemocratization in Argentina are usually traced to the impact of
the defeat in the Falklands—Malvinas war on the military and the

pressures of domestic societal groups for change. While the United
important role in the immediate transition

States did not play an 1
to democracy in Argentina and Uruguay, however, it had an influ-

ence in both countries at a crucial turning-point in the decision to
initiate a process of liberalization.

In Uruguay, US pressure appeared to have contributed to push-
ing the military towards adopting a timetable for a transition to
democracy. Some authors agree that the adoption of the so-called
cronograma (timetable) for transition was in part the result of
pressure from the Carter Administration.*® Just as in the case of
Argentina, external pressures influenced the internal negotiations
among the military, strengthening the position of the soft-liners.
According to Charles Gillespie, ‘partly as a result of pressure from
the Carter Administration, the power struggle in the army re-
sulted in a complex victory for the proponents of what was called
the “cronograma”’.*’” Other authors minimize the role of external
pressures in the process of redemocratization, stressing instead
the pressure of internal political groups, especially political parties,
and the democratic tradition within the Uruguayan armed forces.*
After the plebiscite in 1980, the dynamic of redemocratization was
clearly internal, but during the more repressive period in Uruguay
from 1976 to 1979, internal political groups were barely permitted to
function. It is at this point that a stronger case can be made for
the importance of external factors. It appears true that a stronger
democratic tradition existed in the Uruguayan military than in
the other military forces in the Southern Cone. For example, the
number of military officers in Uruguay forced to retire early be-
cause of their apparent support for political opening is much higher
than in either Argentina or Guatemala. For example, in 1977 alone,
over 75 officers were forced into retirement.*’ Yet, the purges them-
selves indicate that the pro-democracy officers were a minority and
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bolic support for the military regime, which in turn contributed t
delegitimizatlon of the regime. It is extremely difficult to documen(':
the impact of these symbolic gestures, but they should not be
underestimated.

For example, in February 1977 Robert White, the US ambassador
(0 the OAS, addressed the opening session of the seventh meeting
of the Inter American Council on Education, Science and Culture
in Montevideo, saying ‘culture cannot enrich the lives of our citizens
unless the state protects certain rights. .. the right of assembly
freedom of expression, protection against arbitrary arrest anci
punishment’. White’s speech was published in full by two daily
newspapers in Uruguay, but the military denounced it as a ‘veiled
but direct attack on the country’. The military banned further dif-
fusion of the speech, and prohibited journalists from either com-
menting on the text or interviewing White.

Another key symbolic moment in Uruguay came in September
1976, when Uruguayans were surprised to find in their normally
highly censored daily newspapers a partial transcript of hearings in
the US Congress on human rights abuses in Uruguay. The rumour
circulated that the US embassy in Montevideo had pressured the
Uruguayan government to allow publication of the transcript. This
is almost certainly not true, since Ambassador Siracusa had made
clear his opposition to the attempts by the Congress to cut off aid.
President Aparicio Mendez of Uruguay was so outraged by the
debate that he later made remarks to the press accusing Senator
Edward Kennedy of being linked to sedition and a supporter of
Fidel Castro. This in turn led to the unexpected result that the gov-
ernment closed a newspaper, La Mafiana, for one day for having
quoted remarks made by the President of Uruguay.

In Guatemala, eventually the extreme corruption of the Lucas
Garcia government and the sense of increasing international iso-
lation led to the ousting of that government in March 1982. US
military aid cut-backs were among the multiple factors that con-
tributed to the coup against the Lucas Garcia regime. As government
reserves declined, junior officers became increasingly concerned
about the lack of adequate supplies, and some even calle@ for a
reduced level of human rights violations to improve the military's
image.” This regime change, with General Rios Montt taking power
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in a coup, did not lead to an improvement in human rights prac-
tices. Later, in 1985, Guatemala did experience a transition to the
civilian regime of Cerezo, but not to full democracy, since the mil-
itary retained extraordinary power and human rights abuses con-
tinued at very high levels. In one sense, US human rights policy
has contributed to crude forms of redemocratization in Guatemala
by encouraging Guatemalan élites to move towards civilian-led gov-
ernments. But instead of serving to promote respect for human
rights, these tenuous civilian regimes served to diminish interna-
tional awareness of human rights abuses in Guatemala and legit-
imize continued military aid in spite of ongoing human rights

abuses.

Influencing the linkages between the political opposition in Latin
America and US policy-makers. Some authors have suggested
that one of the main effects of US human rights policy was to win
friends among democratic opposition parties.” This pattern was
far from uniform, however, and varied significantly from country to
country. In Argentina Carter’s human rights policy did not lead to
the development of strong linkages between the opposition political
parties and US policy-makers. The greater success of the military
government in mobilizing Argentine nationalism against interna-
tional human rights pressures led Argentine political parties to be
extremely cautious in avoiding association with the human rights
policy and the Carter Administration. Even human rights organ-
izations were initially very reluctant about developing contacts with
US policy-makers, because of the general assumption that it was
anti-national to denounce the actions of your government to rep-
resentatives of the United States.”

In terms of its influence on political parties in Argentina, at most
US human rights pressure can be said to have contributed indir-
ectly to changing the terms of political discourse used by political
parties and other societal groups, including the Catholic Church,
to talk about repression. In Argentina the great majority of the
military believed that they were fighting (and winning) an irregu-
lar war against international subversion, and that they should be
thanked, not condemned, by domestic and international groups.
The military has never retreated from this discursive position. But
domestic and international human rights pressures may have had
an impact on civilian and public understanding about the nature
of the conflict in Argentina. Initially, the military were able to use
international human rights pressures to their advantage. In the late
1970s a large number of Argentine citizens accepted the government
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The major political parties in Argentina durir . 3
:mllmbivulv‘nt. posit,i(.)n on the issue of hu?]‘::l:‘gi:{};]‘&l)(;‘l:()d‘udopu;d
of the political parties adopted the government’s .d;scr:)k sectors
definition of the Sltll{ltl()ﬂ as one of ‘war against subversi(::::se ;md
than as a problem of human rights abuses. Political pﬁrt I rudther
with a few notable exceptions, were unwilling to participit:{l (‘;'}']“’
activities of human rights organizations or to endorse their ](;]mf' ?
ition of the Argentine situation as one of massive human riL}lmlc-
violations initiated by the highest levels of the armed forces %I'hs
first time that an Argentine political party denounced human r:ight:
violations before an international body was in September 1979
After meeting with the delegates of the IACHR during their visit
to Argentina, the leader of the Peronist party issued a public state-
ment den?uncing the ‘death and/or disappearance of thousands of
citizens’.”

One of the important indirect results of the visit of the Inter-
American Commission on Human Rights was that it began to
transform the way in which societal groups such as political par-
ties thought and talked about the issue of repression. The IACHR
report provided the most in-depth, well-researched information on
the human rights situation in Argentina, documenting that the
Argentine government had engaged in a systematic government
campaign of gross abuses of human rights.* The visit of the IACHR
to Argentina and its report provided a turning-point in the Argentine
human rights situation. It helped to create more general awareness
in Argentina about the nature of the abuses that had occurred.
This awareness was deepened and solidified during the 1985 trials
of the military juntas for human rights abuses. s

In Uruguay, on the other hand, Carter’s human rights policy d}d
lead to the development of closer relationships between the polit-
ical opposition and US policy-makers. In Uruguay, one of t.he explicit
practices of the embassy during the Carter Admimstrahpn was to
invite opposition politicians to embassy receptions and dinners f(')Yr
visiting US policy-makers. During his visit to Montevideo in 1971,
Assistant Secretary of State for Inter-American Affairs Tgy:‘ancei
Toddman met with a handful of politicians from the .tl‘ai ld.lonaa
Parties. During a similar visit by Sam Eaton in 1980, lmcg magnd
Sit-down dinner with politicians from the Blanco, Co gl’a (')l’itar
the Christian Democratic parties, Eaton was snubbed by military
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commanders who failed to turn up at the dinner to protest about
his decision to meet with opposition politicians. Although it alien-
ated the military, this practice helped to maintain positive rela-
tions between the US government and opposition politicians,

In February 1977 a spokesman for the joint commission of opposi-
tion party leaders of Blanco and Colorado parties called upon the
Carter Administration to show its concern for human rights in Uru-
guay by withdrawing Ambassador Siracusa, who had expressed hig
clear opposition to the Koch amendment. Carter Administration
officials indirectly responded to this concern in June 1977, when
Vance wrote to Congressman Koch to assure him that Siracusa was
retiring, and the new ambassador ‘possesses the deep respect for
human rights’.”

In addition to the contacts formed by members of the adminis-
tration, some members of the US Congress also developed relations
with members of the Uruguayan opposition parties. Senator Wilson
Ferreira Aldunate of the Blanco party, who testified in Congressional
hearings in favour of the Koch amendment cutting off military aid
to Uruguay, maintained good relations with a number of Congres-
sional offices while he was in exile.

In Guatemala, the possibilities for these kinds of contacts be-
tween US policy-makers and opposition politicians were limited
because of a concerted repressive policy of murdering centrist poli-
ticians. The 1979 murders of Alberto Fuentes Mohr and Manuel
Colém Argueta, ‘two of the most prominent genuinely reformist
politicians’, were examples of attacks on centrist parties. The Chris-
tian Democrats alone suffered 120 assassinations from mid-1980
to mid-1981.” In such an atmosphere of violence, strong links with
opposition political party figures were not developed.

Reinforcing transnational linkages between human rights groups
and the US government, and between human rights groups in the
USA and in Latin America. The most important way in which
human rights policy was institutionalized in US foreign policy was
through the formation of the Bureau for Human Rights and Human-
itarian Affairs of the State Department, and the requirement that
the State Department issue country human rights reports every
year. This requirement in turn altered the job requirements of for-
eign service officers around the globe, who for the first time were
instructed to gather information on human rights abuses. In some
erpbassies, this led newly appointed human rights officers to form
direct and enduring contacts with local human rights organiza-
tions. These domestic human rights organizations learned that they
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ap together with or as a reaction to the adoption of the human
rights policy. ().nco,.establmhed, they created an important lobby in
favour of continuing the human rights policy. In turn these
human rights organizations developed strong links to d(;mestic
human rights organizations in countries experiencing human rights
violations.

The influence of these human rights organizations is unlike most
types of influence studied in international relations. They were not
numerically strong nor economically powerful; they were not able
to contribute money to re-election campaigns, and rarely able to
mobilize constituents to vote. The influence they wielded was the
direct result of the reliability of their information and the reson-
ance of their arguments with the moral concerns of policy-makers.
But in order to ensure the reliability of their information, they
developed strong transnational networks with other groups, shar-
ing and disseminating the latest information on human rights
abuses,

Some of the linkages among human rights organizations in the
Unites States and Latin America were formed in the mid- to late
1970s, as part of the process of providing information and testi-
mony for US policy-makers about US human rights policy. This
was most effective in Argentina, where a strong community of
human rights organizations already existed. One important reason
for international awareness of Argentine human rights abuses was
the presence, by 1977-8, of a wide range of domestic human rlghts
organizations with significant external contacts. Thus, organiza-
tons like the Mothers of the Plaza de Mayo, the Grgndmothgrs
of the Plaza de Mayo, the Center for Legal and Social Studies,
the Permanent Assembly for Human Rights, the Commission of
t.he Family Members of the Disappeared and Detamed., the League
for Human Rights, the Service for Peace and Justice, and the
Ecumenical Commission for Human Rights worked to document
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and publicize the abuses of human rights in Argentina. It is not
clear whether these groups eventually had a direct impact on the
decision-making of the Argentine military. They were often the
target of abuse: their members were disappeared, their offices
sacked, and their documents confiscated. These transnational link-
ages also served to help protect domestic human rights organiza-
tions. These groups sought external contacts to publicize the human
rights situations, and to help protect themselves against further
repression by their government. They were a crucial link in provid-
ing documentation and information to spur the interests and con-
cern of US policy-makers.”

If we examine some key events that served to keep the case
of Argentine human rights in the minds of US policy-makers, the
impact of these transnational linkages on policy becomes appar-
ent. In 1979 the Argentine authorities released Jacobo Timmerman,
whose powerful memoir detailing his disappearance and torture
by the Argentine military made an important impact in US pol-
icy circles.”® Timmerman’s release was largely due to US govern-
ment pressure, which had made it a key case in bilateral relations.
Patricia Derian enquired specifically about Timmerman during
her visits to Argentina. But it was societal groups who first brought
Timmerman’s case to the attention of US policy-makers. Human
rights organizations, members of the US Jewish community, and
US journalists helped make Timmerman’s case a cause célébre in
US policy circles.

In 1980 the Nobel Peace Prize was awarded to Argentine
human rights activist Adolfo Pérez Esquivel. Peace and human
rights groups in the USA helped sponsor Pérez Esquivel’s speak-
ing tour to the United States at exactly the same time that the
OAS was considering the IACHR report on Argentina, and the Con-
gress was considering lifting the arms embargo to Argentina. He
used his public posjtion, including a group meeting with members
of the Hpuge Foreign Relations Committee, to speak out against
the continuing human rights abuses in Argentina and to urge Con-
gress tp maintain the arms embargo.

A third example of the power of transnational linkages is the
role of the Mothers of the Plaza de Mayo in creating international
Secviste o s Buhn vigha o nmpuiiOUE

: ot speak any foreign languages an
tli?)(ri) :ler:gbtriavelled abroad before, launched an impressig\::a interna-

. ying campaign with the help of the network of human
rights organizations in the USA and Europe. They met with par-
liamentarians and with the press. During the meetings of the UN



Kathryn Sikkink

guman Rights Commission or the OAS, the
the white headsqarves helped undermine the
strategy of burying human rights issues.

In Gua}tgmala the absenceo of huma}n .rights organizations, and
the explicit government policy of eliminating leading members
of the political parties, made the formation of transnational link-
ages difficult. Domestic human rights groups were formed for the
first time in the 1980s in Guatemala, but they continue to face
profound repression and have not been supported by the US
government.59 Indeed, by reinstating military aid to Guatemala in
1983 in the presence of continuing gross violations of human rights,
the US Congress signalled that it was prepared to disregard and
de-emphasize human rights violations.

Since 1986 the government has formed three governmental
human rights offices—the Human Rights Attorney’s Office, a Con-
gressional Human Rights Commission, and a Presidential Advis-
ory Commission on Human Rights.®’ These groups may in the future
begin to operate as true human rights organizations, but they have
not yet been able to address government human rights abuses. In
particular, they have not even played an active role in protecting
non-governmental human rights monitors.®’

The presence of non-governmental human rights organizations
suggests that the seeds of improved human rights practices exist in
Guatemala today, but they have not yet started to bear fruit. Such
institutional features as a new constitution enshrining respect for
human rights, and organizations with a mandate to protect human
rights, are not insignificant, but for them to be translated into
improved human rights practices will take major changes within
Guatemala, supported by concerted international efforts. To date,
US human rights policy has failed to support and promote respect
for human rights in Guatemala.

The US government also co-operated with some NGOs as regards
human rights in Uruguay. In particular, it engoqraggd a visit by
a delegation from the US American Bar Association in May 1978
that led to some apparent changes in government pthy on human
rights. Perhaps most significant was that the ABA mission received
collaboration from the military regime, largely, it appears, because
the leader of the soft-line faction, General Alvarez, bel}e\{ed that
Progress on the human rights front could help h}m in this 1qterngl

0 : f the military and with his
Power struggles with other members o o
future presidential ambitions. Once again, the pattern of influence
18 similar to that in Argentina: policy is effective becai)ls;? it otv}fr£
laps with the goals of a faction of the armed forces who believe tha
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they can use external human rights pressures to strengthen their
internal position,

The role of internal human rights organizations was minimal in
Uruguay as compared to Argentina, Until 1981, when a Uruguayan
branch of SERPAJ was set up, no human rights organization ex-
isted in Uruguay. As a result, whatever human rights documenta-
tion work there was in Uruguay was done by people connected to
political parties rather than by non-partisan human rights organ-
izations, Internationally, however, quite a number of groups devoted
their energies to the cause of human rights in Uruguay. Of these,
Amnesty International played the most crucial role throughout the
period of the dictatorship by denouncing and documenting human
rights violations.

4. Conclusions: Why and When is US Human
Rights Policy Effective?

Can a human rights policy contribute to democratization? In Argen-
tina and Uruguay, in the later stages of transition to democracy,
domestic groups were key actors in pressing for change. But many
theorists of transition to democracy assert that transitions always
begin as a direct or indirect result of important divisions within
the authoritarian regime itself, principally between hard-liners
and soft-liners.”” I argue that it is at exactly this point of decision
within the authoritarian regime, when civil society is still severely
repressed and not yet actively able to mobilize, that international
human rights efforts may help to affect the calculations of actors
internal to the regime, giving weight to arguments that the soft-
liners are making in favour of liberalization. In this sense, this
argument fits in between what Whitehead refers to (in Chapter 1
above) as the ‘control’ and the ‘consent’ perspectives for analysing
democratizations, Direct US pressure during a very authoritarian
phase contributed to initial liberalization, which in turn opened
wpace for more active participation by domestic groups during the
transition phase,

The argument presented here is that US human rights policy
towards Argentina was effective because:

; 1. it was applied in a comprehensive and forceful manner—a
clear mgnsage was sent thl"ough multiple channels that the USA
was werious aboujc human rights policy and that bilateral relations
would suffer until changes were made;

2. it worked through both bilateral and multilateral channels,
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4. it was supported by the work of strong domestic human rights
grganizations within Argentina with links abroad, which facilitated
the gathering and dissemination of information on the Argentine
puman rights situation. In Argentina, however, US policy did not
lead to the furthering of links between US policy-makers and opposi-
tion politica] pal'ties-

The effects of US policy in Uruguay were also meaningful. As
compared with Argentina, the policy was applied comprehensively
but less forcefully towards Uruguay. Few public statements were
made, policy was handled by lower-level officials, and maximum
sanctions, such as an Eximbank cut-off, were never applied. Sim-
ilarly to the situation in Argentina, the policy worked through both
multilateral and bilateral channels, and a faction also existed within
the Uruguayan military which was willing to use external pressure
to pursue its internal policy. One important difference between
Argentina and Uruguay, however, was that until 1981 no domestic
human rights groups existed in Uruguay to work together with
international groups. Instead, US human rights policy seemed to
he more effective in developing links between US policy-makers and
oppogition politicians than was the case in Argentina.

What made the Guatemalan situation different from the situation
in Argentina and Uruguay? Five conditions seem to be important:

1. US human rights policy towards Guatemala was much less
forceful and comprehensive. The priority of counter-insurgency goals
led to a de-emphasis on human rights issues. .

2. No powerful group existed within the Guatemalan military
that could perceive a tactical advantage in responding to US human
rights pressures. ;

3. The late 1970s witnessed a dramatic upsurge in the size and
success of the rural armed insurgent movement.

4. No domestic human rights organizations existed to document
human rights abuses and establish transnational linkages with
international human rights organizations. o

5. Opposition political parties were targeted as victims of govern-
mental repression, thus eliminating any interlocutors for human

rights policy, and narrowing political alternatives.
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I shall briefly examine some of these factors separately.

A Forceful and Comprehensive Policy

The case of Argentina suggests that the combi‘naf’:ion of very severe
pressure (military and economic aid cut-offs, ‘no’ votes in interna-
tional financial institutions, and the denial of E:qmbank loaps) plus
the willingness to bargain on one important sanction (the Eximbank
funds) contributed to change. This suggests that if ’ghe United States
had made human rights a higher priority in its bilateral relations
with Guatemala and brought more pressure to bear, the chances
of success might have been greater, but instead the pressures
were much less forceful in the Guatemalan case. Congress never
threatened to reduce economic aid or impose any kind of trade
sanctions, except denial of military assistance.

This kind of forceful and comprehensive human rights policy is
most likely to be applied in countries where the USA has few com-
peting policy goals. The Argentinian academic Carlos Escudé puts it
more harshly, arguing that US moral imperialism will only be
applied in marginal countries.® The Argentine case, however, was
not without cost to the US government, since it involved alienat-
ing a potentially valuable ally. But even extremely forceful human
rights pressures cannot guarantee success unless other necessary

pre-conditions exist within the repressive country to allow nego-
tiations to succeed.

A Faction in the Target Government is Willing to Negotiate on
Human Rights Issues

Forceful policy would have been insufficient to bring about changes
in Argentina and Uruguay if no faction had existed which was pre-
pared to negotiate on the human rights issue. Soft-liners in both
Argeptina and Uruguay attempted to use the international pres-
sure in order to pursue an internal political strategy vis-a-vis other
sectors of the military.** And in both cases, the strategy of con-
trolled opening backfired on the military. In the case of Argentina,
the IAQHB report was much more damning than the military
had antlclpated. In Uruguay the defeat of the plebiscite under-
mined the military’s plans and reinvigorated domestic political

dissent. But by the time the strategy had backfired it had gained
i mlftmelil:um of its own that made it difficult for the military to
acktrack.

The soft-liner argument is often misused by opponents of a human
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rights policy. The argument is frequently made that strong human
rights pressures fortify the positions of the hard-liners and under-
mine soft-liners. But the evidence from the Argentine and Uru-
guayan cases does not support this argument. Rather, it was the
existence of very strong pressures, the most consistent and force-
fa] pressures in all the human rights cases, pressures that were
denounced and criticized by the soft-liners, that nevertheless even-
tually led to an improvement in the human rights situation. Since
the soft-liners use international pressures to fortify their positions
vis-a-vis hard-liners, more forceful pressures create more leverage
in internal negotiations.

In Guatemala in the 1970s and 1980s there were no factions
within the Guatemalan regime looking for an excuse to bring the
death squads under control, and, as a result, US human rights
policy failed there. An analysis of current policy, however, neglects
the historical reasons why there is no progressive coalition within
the Guatemalan military. To a large degree the absence of a pro-
gressive faction within the military interested in responding to
US human rights policy was the result of past US interventions,
such as the CIA-supported coup in 1954 against the government
of Jacobo Arbenz, exactly the kind of reform-minded government
that the Carter Administration was seeking. Since then the United
States has trained over 3,000 Guatemalan officers in US military
academies. To include history in the game, we see that the United
States contributed to creating the kind of military that has com-
mitted the current abuses. The human rights policy found no res-
onance from within the government. ‘If only we had an Arbenz
now, a State department official under Carter lamented. ‘We are
going to have to invent one, but all the candidates are dead.®

117

Support for International, Regional, and Domestic Human
Rights Organizations

The single most successful element of the US policy towards Argen-

tina was the reiterated emphasis on the importance of an invita-
tion for an on-site visit by the Inter-American Commuission on Human
Rights. By integrating its bilateral pressures within a multilateral
strategy, the US both strengthened multilateral human rights
institutions and was more effective. Secondly, combining bilateral
and regional activities with the actions of non-governmeqtal human
rights organizations led to especially effective human rights pres-
Sures.” In Uruguay US bilateral policy was reinforced by multilat-
eral actiong by the OAS and the UN, but the absence of domestic
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These cases suggests the im
influencing human rights prac
international human rights org

portance of transnational linkages in
tices. The activities of domestic and
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information that led to the emergence of the issue and permitted
monitoring of change.”” Because few powerful domestic interest-
groups competed for influence, relatively small non-governmental
organizations armed with information were able to have a substan-

tial effect on policy.
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