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Protections for Human Rights Defenders

Quick-Reference Index

The protection regime for human rights defenders is not a single treaty but a layered framework.
The table below indexes the principal instruments and mechanisms discussed in this resource,
with their legal status and primary source. Detailed analysis follows.

UN Declaration on Human UN GA No (reaffirms
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(AJRES/53/144) declaration binding rights) —————
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Rights Defenders guidelines 2008 extgrnal OSCE librar
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Protection of HRDs (57 States)
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RUDs = Reservations, Understandings and Declarations. “Binding” refers to enforceable legal obligation, distinct from
political or moral commitment.
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Protections for Human Rights Defenders

Human rights defenders are people who, acting alone or with others, peacefully promote or
protect any human right. The term is deliberately broad. It covers lawyers and journalists, trade
unionists and whistleblowers, land and environmental activists, community organizers, and
ordinary citizens who document abuses or speak out against them. What defines a defender is
not a profession or a credential but an activity — the non-violent pursuit of rights — and a
corresponding vulnerability to retaliation for that activity. For the same reason, the status is not
conferred by any authority — not a state, a court, the United Nations, or any organization; it is
recognized from what a person does, inferred from their words, conduct, and purpose rather than
granted by a credential.

The United Nations frames the category functionally. Following the 1998 Declaration, the U.S.
Department of State, for example, has defined defenders as individuals who non-violently
advocate for the promotion and protection of universally recognized human rights — of any
background, in any country, through means ranging from documenting violations to litigating,
reporting, and organizing (State Department).

The first thing to understand about the “protections” available to defenders is structural, and it is
the organizing idea of this resource: there is no single binding treaty for human rights defenders.
Protection is instead an application of rights that already exist, consolidated by one reference
instrument and layered across the international, regional, and national levels.

2. The Architecture of Protection

It helps to picture three tiers. At the top sit international foundations: a consolidating UN
declaration, the binding human-rights treaties it draws on, and the UN machinery that monitors
compliance. Beneath that are regional systems — in the Americas, Africa, and Europe — several
of which can issue orders that genuinely bind states. At the base is national implementation,
where protection either becomes real, through laws, police, courts, and protection programs, or
remains words on paper.

The crucial conceptual point recurs at every tier. The instruments specific to defenders — the UN
Declaration, the EU and OSCE guidelines — generally do not create new substantive rights. They
restate how existing rights (to life, liberty, expression, assembly, association, fair trial, and
remedy) apply to people who exercise them on behalf of others, and they articulate the state's
duty to protect those people from reprisal. Enforceability therefore depends on the binding treaty
or constitutional right underneath the defender-specific text, and on the willingness of institutions
to act.

IAJ ANALYSIS

This layered design is both the framework's strength and its weakness. Because defender
protections rest on pre-existing rights — many of them widely ratified, customary, constitutional,
or repeatedly reaffirmed by consensus instruments — states have little room to deny the
legitimacy of defender protection as a human-rights concern. But because the defender-specific
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instruments are mostly non-binding, protection in practice turns on enforcement architecture and
political will. Where a regional court can order binding measures — as in the Inter-American
system — the framework has teeth. Where protection depends solely on a declaration and a
state's good faith, the gap between commitment and conduct can be wide.

3. International Foundations

3.1 The UN Declaration on Human Rights Defenders (1998)

The reference text is the Declaration on the Right and Responsibility of Individuals, Groups and
Organs of Society to Promote and Protect Universally Recognized Human Rights and
Fundamental Freedoms, adopted by the UN General Assembly by consensus on 9 December
1998 — the fiftieth anniversary of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights — as resolution
A/RES/53/144. 1t is universally known as the UN Declaration on Human Rights Defenders
(OHCHR).

Critically, it is a declaration, not a convention, and so is not itself legally binding. What it does is
consolidate and restate how binding rights apply to defenders. Among its core provisions: the
right to promote and protect human rights (Article 1); to form associations and non-governmental
organizations (Article 5); to seek, receive, and impart human-rights information (Article 6); to
communicate with international and regional bodies (Article 9); to participate in peaceful activities
against violations (Article 12); and to solicit and receive resources for this work (Article 13). It pairs
these with a clear state duty to protect defenders against violence, threats, and retaliation, and
reminds defenders that the rights are exercised peacefully.

IAJ ANALYSIS

The Declaration's non-binding status is often misread as weakness. The better reading is that it
is a map, not the terrain. Its provisions are anchored in instruments that are binding, and its
adoption by consensus — with no state voting against — represents an unusually strong,
universal political commitment. The practical question is never “is the Declaration binding?” but
“which underlying treaty or constitutional guarantee makes a given protection enforceable, and
before which body?”

3.2 The Right and the Responsibility

A feature of the Declaration that is easy to miss sits in its full title: it concerns both the right and
the responsibility to promote and protect human rights. The instrument was a deliberate paradigm
shift — addressed not only to states and to professional activists but to everyone, on the premise
that protecting rights is a shared social undertaking. Article 1 frames the right; Articles 10, 11, and
18 frame the corresponding responsibilities: a duty not to participate in violating the rights of others
(Article 10), to exercise one’s profession with respect for the rights of others (Article 11), and —
for individuals, groups, institutions, and non-governmental organizations alike — an “important
role and responsibility” in safeguarding democracy and advancing human rights (Article 18).
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This responsibility should not be overread as a freestanding private cause of action, nor as a
command that any person intervene in any particular case — but neither should it be dismissed
as merely hortatory. The Declaration is an authoritative consensus instrument that restates
existing human-rights guarantees and identifies the legitimate role and responsibility of
individuals, groups, institutions, professionals, and non-governmental organizations in
safeguarding democracy and advancing human rights. Its force is interpretive, legitimating,
standard-setting, and protective: it can inform treaty interpretation, public policy, professional
ethics, and the way courts, regulators, and other states assess reprisals against defenders, even
where it is not itself directly enforceable in a domestic court. It establishes that defending human
rights is a recognized and protected social role rather than a tolerated nuisance, and that
organized civil society has an acknowledged place in the human-rights system alongside states.
That distinction — between a protected role and an enforceable obligation — matters a great deal
when the framework meets national law, as Section 5 explains.

3.3 The Binding Treaty Bedrock

Because the Declaration is hortatory, the enforceable obligations live in the treaties it draws upon
— above all the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (ICCPR, 1966; in force
1976), which guarantees freedom of expression (Article 19), peaceful assembly (Article 21),
association (Article 22), participation in public affairs (Article 25), and protections of life, liberty,
and fair trial. The Universal Declaration of Human Rights, the ICESCR, the Convention against
Torture, ICERD, CEDAW, and the CRC supply the substantive areas in which defenders work;
they bind states according to each state’s ratification, reservations, and other applicable sources
of international law, and they inform international standards even where domestic enforceability
is limited (ICCPR text, OHCHR). In short: the Declaration is the map; these treaties are the binding
ground.

3.4 UN Monitoring: Special Rapporteur and Treaty Bodies

In 2000 the UN created a dedicated mandate — first styled the Special Representative of the
Secretary-General, later retitled the Special Rapporteur on the situation of human rights
defenders. The Rapporteur receives complaints, sends formal communications to governments,
conducts country visits, and issues thematic reports (OHCHR mandate page). The holders have
been Hina Jilani (2000-2008), Margaret Sekaggya (2008—-2014), Michel Forst (2014-2020), and
Mary Lawlor (2020-2026).

As of June 2026 the mandate is held by Andrea Bolanos Vargas of Colombia, the first Latin
American expert to hold the role, appointed by the Human Rights Council at the close of its 61st
session on 31 March 2026 (OHCHR; appointment reported and welcomed by Front Line
Defenders and ISHR). Alongside the Rapporteur sit the treaty bodies (such as the Human Rights
Committee and the Committee against Torture), the Universal Periodic Review, and a UN focal
point on reprisals against those who cooperate with the United Nations.

4. Regional Systems
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Regional systems are frequently where international standards acquire real enforcement power,
because some of them can issue binding orders and award remedies. Three regions have
dedicated defender mechanisms.

4.1 The Inter-American System

The Inter-American Commission on Human Rights (IACHR) created a unit on defenders in 2001
and elevated it to a full Rapporteurship in 2011; it published the landmark Report on the Situation
of Human Rights Defenders in the Americas in 2006 (OAS / IACHR). Decisively, the IACHR can
request precautionary measures, and the Inter-American Court of Human Rights can order
binding provisional measures and reparations against states that have accepted its jurisdiction —
as in its 2009 judgment in Kawas Fernandez v. Honduras, concerning the killing of an
environmental defender. For the United States specifically, the Commission may receive petitions
and issue reports and precautionary measures under the American Declaration of the Rights and
Duties of Man, but the United States has never accepted the contentious jurisdiction of the Inter-
American Court, so the Court’s binding remedial jurisdiction does not run against it in the ordinary
way.

4.2 The African System

The African Commission on Human and Peoples' Rights established a Special Rapporteur on
Human Rights Defenders by Resolution 69 at its 35th Ordinary Session in Banjul in 2004; the
mandate was later expanded to cover reprisals by Resolution 273 in 2014 (ACHPR). The
Rapporteur seeks and acts on information, reports at each ordinary session, and promotes
implementation of the UN Declaration across the continent, with the African Charter as its binding
foundation.

4.3 The European Systems (Council of Europe, EU, OSCE)

Europe layers three frameworks. The Council of Europe's European Court of Human Rights
enforces the European Convention with binding judgments, and its Commissioner for Human
Rights — reinforced by a 2008 Committee of Ministers declaration — intervenes in serious cases.
The European Union's Guidelines on Human Rights Defenders (adopted 2004, revised 2008)
direct EU missions worldwide to support defenders and are backed by the ProtectDefenders.eu
mechanism (EU_Guidelines, via OSCE). The OSCE/ODIHR Guidelines on the Protection of
Human Rights Defenders (10 June 2014) apply across 57 participating states and, unlike the EU
guidelines, address protection within states' own territories (OSCE/ODIHR).

IAJ ANALYSIS

The regional picture is uneven by design. The Inter-American system offers the strongest hard-
law route — binding court orders and a track record of reparations. The African system's Charter
is binding but its enforcement organs are under-resourced. The European frameworks are robust
on paper, yet the EU guidelines were historically outward-facing, applying to non-EU countries,
which is precisely the gap the OSCE/ODIHR guidelines sought to close by reaching conduct
inside participating states. For an advocate, the practical lesson is to identify which regional body
has jurisdiction and what kind of order it can actually issue.
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Under the Declaration and the binding treaties beneath it, a state's obligations fall into three
familiar categories: to respect defenders (not to attack them), to protect them (to shield them from
third parties), and to fulfil their rights (to build an enabling environment). The UN frames the duty
as respecting defenders on a non-discriminatory basis, protecting them against arbitrary action,
ensuring effective remedies and prompt, impartial investigations, and reinforcing their work
through legislation and independent national human-rights institutions. The duty to protect also
carries a due-diligence dimension: a state may bear responsibility not only for its own agents’
conduct but for failing to take reasonable steps to prevent, investigate, punish, or remedy attacks
on defenders by private actors.

In practice, effective enforcement means several concrete things: promptly and impartially
investigating threats, attacks, and killings, and prosecuting those responsible; ending the misuse
of law against defenders — anti-terrorism statutes, restrictive NGO-registration and “foreign
agent” laws, defamation suits and strategic lawsuits against public participation (SLAPPSs);
guaranteeing access to domestic and foreign funding; and providing physical protection that
genuinely protects rather than serving as a vehicle for surveillance. Modern defender protection
increasingly extends into digital space as well — shielding defenders from commercial spyware
and unlawful surveillance, doxxing, coordinated online harassment, and smear campaigns, on the
recognition that online attacks frequently precede offline ones.

It is worth separating three distinct levels of obligation that the framework tends to blend together.
The first is the binding duty of the state, drawn from the treaties and reinforced by the Declaration,
and enforceable — if at all — chiefly through international and regional bodies, and domestically
only where the underlying right is justiciable. The second is the general responsibility the
Declaration addresses to everyone, including civil-society institutions and NGOs (Articles 10, 11,
and 18); as Section 3.2 explained, this is a recognized and protected responsibility with
interpretive and standard-setting force, but not a directly enforceable legal duty. The third arises
not from international law at all but from domestic law, and it depends on jurisdiction-specific
doctrines of voluntary undertaking, reliance, negligence, agency, and professional responsibility.
A general mission to document human-rights violations does not, by itself, create a duty to rescue,
represent, protect, or obtain a remedy for any particular person. But a more specific undertaking
— accepting a defined protective role, giving individualized assurances, inducing reliance,
controlling access to assistance, or mishandling confidential information — may attach duties of
reasonable care under the common-law “voluntary undertaking” rule, which turns on whether the
organization’s conduct increased the risk of harm or was relied upon.

IAJ ANALYSIS

The third level deserves emphasis because it is widely misunderstood. Organizations often
assume that proclaiming a protective mission is a purely reputational act. It is not. Under ordinary
principles of tort and agency law, voluntarily assuming a specific role — particularly where others
come to rely on it — can create a legal duty of care that would not otherwise exist, so the way an
institution describes its commitments in public can enlarge its own legal exposure. The lesson is
not that civil-society bodies should disclaim responsibility, but that they should state their
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commitments with precision: distinguishing what they undertake to attempt — diligent
documentation, careful methodology, honest reporting — from any promise of a result, such as
rescue, remedy, or representation. A genuine commitment to rigor should never be drafted so that
it reads as a guarantee the organization cannot keep.

A number of states have built dedicated national protection mechanisms. The most developed
are in Latin America — Colombia's National Protection Unit and Mexico's federal protection
mechanism for defenders and journalists — with comparable programs in Honduras, Guatemala,
and Brazil, and emerging frameworks in several African states. In 2021 Mongolia became the first
Asian country to enact a stand-alone law on human rights defenders. The International Service
for Human Rights' Model Law offers a template for such legislation.

IAJ ANALYSIS

The honest assessment is that the gap between paper and practice is wide. National mechanisms
are frequently underfunded, slow, or captured, and risk analysis is often poor. The deadliest
environments for defenders — particularly for land, environmental, and Indigenous-rights
defenders — frequently have protection laws on the books that go unenforced, while the
underlying drivers of violence (impunity, resource conflicts, and the criminalization of dissent)
remain unaddressed. A protection program that relocates a defender but never investigates the
threat against them treats the symptom and leaves the cause intact.

6. The United States

The U.S. picture is distinctive and somewhat paradoxical: strong outward projection of defender
support as a matter of foreign policy, built on a comparatively thin domestic legal scaffolding for
the same protections at home.

6.1 The Domestic Legal Baseline

Domestically, the United States has no dedicated statute or protection mechanism for “human
rights defenders” as a legal category, and no national protection programme analogous to
Colombia’s or Mexico’s. Defender activity is instead protected indirectly, through a patchwork of
constitutional and statutory provisions that were not written with defenders in mind but that reach
much of what they do.

The foundation is the First Amendment, which protects speech, the press, peaceful assembly,
association, and the right to petition government — covering reporting, public criticism, protest,
and organizing. The Supreme Court has extended this even to rights-advocacy work itself: in
NAACP v. Button (1963) it held that litigation and legal assistance by an advocacy organization
can be protected expression and association (Justia). Beyond that, a patchwork of civil-rights,
anti-discrimination, whistleblower, anti-SLAPP, and open-records laws can reach some retaliation
against defenders. But these tools are partial, not a protection system: remedies against officials
are uneven and often weak — narrower against federal officials, and narrowest against judges
and prosecutors, who hold broad immunities. In the IAJ’s assessment, the resulting gaps are not
marginal but structural and recurring, and are frequently insulated from any timely or effective
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remedy by immunity, procedural barriers, secrecy, and delay. A full account of these remedial
barriers is beyond the scope of this guide and is developed in the IAJ’s analytical publications.

The result is a system that protects defender activities without recognizing the defender status.
International law asks whether a person was targeted because they were promoting or protecting
human rights; U.S. law asks narrower questions — was there state action, was there retaliation
for protected speech, was a clearly established right violated, is there an available cause of action,
standing, and causation, and does immunity bar the claim. American defenders are therefore
protected functionally but not formally: their work may be shielded as speech, association,
petitioning, legal advocacy, journalism, or civil-rights activity, but without the unified, defender-
specific status, rapid-response, and anti-reprisal architecture that the international framework
contemplates.

6.2 Treaty Status and the Enforcement Gap

The United States is a party to the ICCPR, but ratified it in 1992 with a package of reservations,
understandings, and declarations (RUDs), including a declaration that the Covenant is non-self-
executing — meaning it generally cannot be invoked directly as a cause of action in U.S. courts.
The U.S. has signed but not ratified the ICESCR, CEDAW, the CRC, and the CRPD, and it is not
a party to the Rome Statute of the International Criminal Court. The binding international
obligations therefore exist in principle but are, to a significant degree, not directly enforceable
domestically — a recurring feature of U.S. treaty practice that shapes every area of its human-
rights compliance.

IAJ ANALYSIS

This is the structural heart of the U.S. position. By ratifying core treaties with non-self-executing
declarations and declining to ratify others, the United States accepts international obligations at
the level of state-to-state commitment while limiting their direct effect in domestic courts. The
result is that, for a defender inside the United States, the operative protections are constitutional
rather than treaty-based — robust in the areas the First Amendment reaches, but without the
affirmative, defender-specific protective duties that the international framework contemplates.

6.3 Outward Enforcement: Foreign Policy and Assistance

The United States' most concrete contribution to defender protection has historically been
outward-facing. The State Department's Bureau of Democracy, Human Rights, and Labor (DRL)
issued formal U.S. policy guidance on human rights defenders, and embassies practiced trial
monitoring and public advocacy (State Department). The multilateral Lifeline: Embattled CSOs
Assistance Fund, backed by nineteen donor governments, provided emergency support to civil-
society organizations under threat; in 2024 USAID channelled over $2.5 million directly to
defenders across 28 countries for relocation, legal aid, digital security, and psychosocial support
(White House fact sheet, 2024). These tools were complemented by Global Magnitsky sanctions
against perpetrators, the annual Country Reports on Human Rights Practices, and — reflecting
the growing digital dimension — the 2024 U.S.-EU joint guidance for online platforms on
protecting defenders from surveillance, doxxing, and online harassment (State Department).
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6.4 Foreign-Policy Support Abroad: 2025-2026 Volatility

The foreign-assistance side of U.S. defender support — not the domestic legal baseline of Section
6.1, but the programmes through which the United States supported defenders abroad — became
highly volatile in 2025-2026, and this is the most consequential current development for that
dimension. Public reporting and policy analysis described major reductions: following the change
of administration, USAID was reported to have been effectively dismantled, with roughly 83
percent of its funding cut and most staff dismissed, and its remaining functions folded into the
State Department (Arab Center). In an April 2025 reorganization announced by Secretary of State
Marco Rubio, the Bureau of Democracy, Human Rights, and Labor was, on these reports,
downgraded and slated to be renamed the Bureau of Democracy, Human Rights, and Religious
Freedom (Arab Center analysis). Because these developments remain subject to litigation,
appropriations, and administrative implementation, they are best read as a current-risk picture
rather than a settled legal baseline.

Reporting indicated cuts to roughly 80 percent of DRL programs, affecting some 391 active
grants, with limited exceptions for China and Yemen programming (Middle East Eye), while the
FY2026 budget proposal would eliminate the State Department's Democracy Fund — the account
through which much defender support flowed (WOLA). The administration framed the changes
as streamlining a department it described as bloated and reorienting toward great-power
competition. A group of Senate Democrats urged the Secretary to preserve the bureau, noting
that its work had long enjoyed bipartisan support, and rights organizations warned the rollback
would strip emergency lifelines from at-risk defenders abroad. Litigation over the funding freezes
is ongoing, with some appropriated funds restored.

IAJ ANALYSIS

The net effect, as of mid-2026, is a United States that retains a strong domestic constitutional
baseline for activism; has long under-enforced its international treaty commitments through non-
self-executing ratifications and selective non-ratification; and has, at least for now, substantially
scaled back the foreign-assistance machinery that was its most tangible instrument for protecting
defenders elsewhere. The domestic and outward halves of the U.S. record are pulling in different
directions, and the 2025-26 changes have widened that divergence. Readers should treat the
funding and structural figures as a fast-moving picture subject to continuing litigation and
congressional appropriations.

7. Conclusion

Protections for human rights defenders are real but contingent. They originate in a consolidating
1998 UN Declaration that itself binds no one, draw their legal force from widely ratified treaties —
the ICCPR above all — and acquire enforcement power chiefly at the regional level and,
ultimately, through national institutions willing to act. The framework asks states to do three things:
refrain from attacking defenders, protect them from others, and build an environment in which
their work is possible. The same Declaration frames a parallel responsibility — addressed to
everyone, and to civil-society institutions in particular — to take up that work; that responsibility is
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not a freestanding private cause of action, but it has interpretive, legitimating, standard-setting,
and protective force in assessing the role of defenders and reprisals against them.

The United States illustrates both the promise and the limits of this design. Its constitutional
guarantees protect defenders' core activities at home, even as its treaty practice keeps the
international obligations at arm's length from domestic courts, and even as the foreign-assistance
tools it built to protect defenders abroad have been sharply reduced. For advocates and
practitioners, the operative skill is to locate, in any given case, the binding right beneath the
defender-specific text and the institution with both the jurisdiction and the will to enforce it.

Two framings capture the whole. First, defender protection is both a shield and a discipline: it
shields peaceful, good-faith work to promote or protect human rights, and it asks of defenders
accuracy, non-violence, and respect for the rights of others, so that the status is not turned into a
license for overreach. Second, the safest and most faithful statement of what the framework
guarantees is modest but firm — not that defenders are assured rescue or remedy, but that states
must not obstruct or retaliate against them, must protect them from foreseeable harm (including
harm threatened by private actors), and must maintain an enabling environment in which their
documentation, advocacy, reporting, and education can proceed.

IAJ APPLICATION

This is a general information guide. For the Institute for the Advancement of Justice & Human
Rights, the relevant principle is functional: its directors, officers, investigators, members, and
volunteers — together with complainants, withesses, cooperating professionals, and others who
document, report, testify, seek records, communicate with human-rights mechanisms, or
otherwise act peacefully and in good faith to promote or protect universally recognized human
rights — may be human rights defenders. The Institute does not confer that status and could not:
recognizing it describes the protected character of the activity and the seriousness of reprisal
against it, and it does not enlarge the Institute’s authority, create any representation, guarantee a
remedy, or promise protection to any person.

Defender status is a shield for peaceful, rights-protective work — not a license, not a credential
of immunity, and not immunity from lawful, proportionate, non-retaliatory legal process: it does not
immunize defamation, coercion, harassment, the unauthorized practice of law, reckless factual
assertions, or obstruction of lawful process. Nothing in this guide is legal advice or creates any
client or representational relationship.

8. Key Instruments and Sources

All sources are public. International and regional instruments are cited to their issuing bodies; U.S. policy
materials issued before 2025 are cited to the State Department's archived site (2021-2025.state.gov).
Where figures concern the 2025-26 restructuring, they are drawn from contemporaneous reporting and
analysis and should be read as a developing record.

1. UN Declaration on Human Rights Defenders (A/RES/53/144), OHCHR —
www.ohchr.org/en/special-procedures/sr-human-rights-defenders/declaration-human-
rights-defenders

2. Resolution A/RES/53/144, UN Official Documents — docs.un.org/en/A/Res/53/144
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3. International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, OHCHR — www.ohchr.org/en/instruments-
mechanisms/instruments/international-covenant-civil-and-political-rights

4. UN Special Rapporteur on the situation of human rights defenders, OHCHR —
www.ohchr.org/en/special-procedures/sr-human-rights-defenders

5. Andrea Bolafios Vargas, current mandate-holder (bio), OHCHR — www.ohchr.org/en/special-
procedures/sr-human-rights-defenders/ms-andrea-bolanos-vargas

6. Appointment of Andrea Bolafios Vargas (31 March 2026) — Front Line Defenders and ISHR
(corroboration) — www.frontlinedefenders.org/en/statement-report/andrea-bolanos-vargas-
appointed-un-special-rapporteur-situation-human-rights

7. IACHR Rapporteurship on Human Rights Defenders, OAS —
www.oas.org/en/iachr/defenders/default.asp

8. Special Rapporteur on Human Rights Defenders in Africa, ACHPR —
achpr.au.int/en/mechanisms/special-rapporteur-human-rights-defenders-and-focal-point-
reprisals-africa

9. EU Guidelines on Human Rights Defenders (via OSCE library) — www.osce.org/odihr/18053

10.0SCE/ODIHR Guidelines on the Protection of Human Rights Defenders (2014) —
www.osce.org/odihr/guidelines-on-the-protection-of-human-rights-defenders

11.U.S. Support for Human Rights Defenders, State Department (archived) — 2021-
2025.state.gov/u-s-support-for-human-rights-defenders/

12.NAACP v. Button, 371 U.S. 415 (1963), Justia — supreme.justia.com/cases/federal/us/371/415/

13.U.S.—EU Joint Guidance for Online Platforms on Protecting HRDs Online (2024), State Department
(archived) — 2021-2025.state.gov/united-states-and-european-union-release-joint-quidance-
for-online-platforms-on-protecting-human-rights-defenders-online/

14.Human Rights Day fact sheet (2024 figures), American Presidency Project —
www.presidency.ucsb.edu/documents/fact-sheet-for-human-rights-day-highlighting-the-
biden-harris-administration-global-human

15. State Department restructuring analysis, WOLA (2025) — www.wola.org/analysis/state-
department-budget-cuts-us-democracy-human-rights/

16. De-prioritization of human rights analysis, Arab Center (2025) —
arabcenterdc.org/resource/restructuring-the-us-department-of-state-the-de-prioritization-of-

human-rights/
17.Cuts to democracy and human rights programs, Arab Center (2025) —

arabcenterdc.org/resource/trumps-cuts-badly-affect-promoting-international-democracy-
and-human-rights/

18.Reporting on DRL program cuts, Middle East Eye (2025) — www.middleeasteye.net/news/us-
slash-nearly-all-funding-overseas-pro-democracy-iniatitives-report

Institute for the Advancement of Justice & Human Rights - Protections for Human Rights Defenders - This resource
is for general information and is not legal advice.
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