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Abstract This paper introduces the concept of dialogic oversight, a process bywhich
judicial bodies monitor compliance through a combination of mandated state reporting,
third-party engagement, and supervision hearings. To assess the effectiveness of this
strategy in the international arena, we evaluate the supervision hearings conducted by
the Inter-American Court of Human Rights. We employ propensity-score matching,
difference-in-difference estimators, and event-history models to analyze compliance
with 1,878 reparation measures ordered by the Court between 1989 and 2019. We
find that dialogic oversight has moderate but positive effects, increasing the probability
of state compliance by about 3 percent per year (a substantial effect compared to the
baseline rate of implementation). However, it requires the engagement of civil society to
yield positive outcomes. Our framework connects related findings in distant literatures
on constitutional law and international organizations.

Can international courts induce greater compliance with their rulings? How should
they engage noncompliant states? This paper introduces the concept of dialogic
oversight, a process by which judicial or quasi-judicial bodies monitor compliance
with their rulings or recommendations through multilateral exchanges of information.
It typically involves a combination of mandated self-reporting, third-party involvement,
and supervision hearings. This form of oversight, present in domestic and international
law, opens channels of communication with state agents and civil society, creating
spaces for “dialogic justice.”1

We explore the effectiveness of this strategy by analyzing all the supervision
hearings conducted by the Inter-American Court of Human Rights (IACtHR)
through 2019. State compliance is one of the central challenges faced by international
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courts. Although human rights rulings may have significant impacts in the absence
of compliance, reparations are central to the effectiveness of human rights
regimes.2 The IACtHR has therefore emphasized the importance of state compliance,
not only as a matter of justice in specific cases but also as a raison d’être for the
Court.3 The innovative monitoring system adopted by the IACtHR includes a set
of practices purported to reinforce compliance, including supervision hearings.
Our study uses propensity-score matching, difference-in-differences, and doubly

robust event-history estimators to assess the effect of supervision hearings on the
probability of state compliance, using a database that covers all reparation measures
ordered by the IACtHR between 1989 and 2019. We present three main findings.
First, supervision hearings increase the likelihood of state compliance by about
3 percent on average per year, a substantial increase over the baseline. Second, effective
oversight does not exclusively depend on public exposure. Private supervision hearings,
which dominate the IACtHR’s agenda, drive the positive results. However, third,
effective dialogic oversight depends on the engagement of a vibrant civil society.
These findings underpin our contributions to the literature. We conceptualize

dialogic oversight as a distinctive mechanism to promote state compliance. This
concept connects seemingly unrelated literatures in constitutional law and international
organizations, which describe similar logics in the domestic and international
legal arenas.4 The approach is relevant for a broad range of judicial and quasi-judicial
institutions because it creates opportunities to foster agreements that move implemen-
tation forward. In addition, our study offers the first empirical evaluation of the effect-
iveness of the IACtHR’s innovative supervision hearings. Those hearings have been
taken as a reference by other bodies, including the International Court of Justice and
the African Court on Human and People’s Rights, for their own supervision
strategies. We find that hearings are reasonably effective in promoting compliance.
Although the effect is modest in absolute terms, it is strong in relative terms and
statistically consistent across estimators. This empirical evidence contributes to an
emerging literature on how international courts can facilitate compliance with their
judgments.

Dialogic Oversight and State Compliance

Two seemingly unrelated lines of research underscore how the combination of over-
sight and dialogue creates conditions for state compliance. The first line, focusing on
domestic courts, relies on the concept of “collaborative oversight.”5 The second,
focusing on international quasi-judicial bodies, relies on the concept of “constructive

2. Palacios Zuloaga 2020; von Bogdandy and Urueña 2020.
3. Baena Ricardo et al. v. Panama. Competence. Judgment of 28 November 2003. Series C, No. 104,

para. 72.
4. Staton and Moore 2011.
5. Botero 2018.
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dialogue.”6 The underlying commonalties in these two literatures inspire the encom-
passing concept of “dialogic oversight,” presented at the end of the section.

Oversight

Legal scholars have noticed that domestic courts are not well equipped to compel
government compliance.7 The challenge is even greater for international courts,
which command states to take action without much leverage.8 Theories
of international relations explain state compliance with reference to factors such as
institutional capacity, political will, democracy, and states’ calculated interests.9

While most theoretical explanations focus on causal conditions over which courts
have little control, recent studies have emphasized actionable criteria such as remedial
design, unified opinions, and the clarity of the courts’ rulings.10

Monitoring is the primary instrument courts have at their disposal to ensure
compliance. (We use “oversight,” “supervision,” and “monitoring” as synonyms.)
Requests for information and supervision hearings open lines of communication with
the state agents in charge of implementing court rulings, and expose state agents who
are reluctant to comply.11 Some international courts delegate this task, while more pro-
active courts exercise supervision directly. For instance, the European Court of Human
Rights delegates this function to the Committee of Ministers of the Council of Europe,
while the IACtHR oversees compliance through its supervision unit.

Judicial Dialogue

In the legal literature, “dialogue” usually refers to an interactive process by which
judges reach decisions or assimilate standards. Students of constitutional and inter-
national law have shown that courts can engage in dialogue among themselves,
with state actors, and with civil society.12 International courts have responded to
the growing interaction between legal systems by becoming more cooperative and
engaged with domestic stakeholders.13

The idea of judicial dialogue implies that international courts communicate with
the domestic judiciaries implementing their decisions.14 Judicial dialogue often
occurs through citations, without any direct contact between judges; some scholars
even suggest that judicial dialogue represents an “indirect” form of judicial

6. Faracik 2006.
7. Bickel 1986; Gibson, Caldeira, and Baird 1998, 343; Vanberg 2001, 347.
8. Etienne 2011; Giorgetti 2018; Hawkins and Jacoby 2010.
9. Bickel 1986; Chayes and Chayes 1995; Grewal and Voeten 2015; Hillebrecht 2012; Poertner 2013;

Rodriguez-Garavito 2011; von Staden 2018.
10. Naurin and Stiansen 2020; Staton and Romero 2019; Stiansen 2021.
11. Gauri, Staton, and Vargas Cullell 2015.
12. Gargarella 2021; Huneeus 2011.
13. Alter 1996; Helfer and Slaughter 1997; Koh 1991; Martínez 2003.
14. Helfer and Slaughter 1997; Slaughter 1994, 2000, 2005; Sloss and Van Alstine 2017.
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review.15 In some cases, it also takes the form of technical exchanges between inter-
national courts and domestic judges or state officials.16 Westbrook and Slaughter
assert that contemporary courts are increasingly engaged in “international judicial
negotiations” with other courts across jurisdictions.17 In the realm of human rights,
courts also engage in transnational judicial dialogue, establishing communication
across regional tribunals at the supranational level.18

Collaborative Oversight

Students of constitutional law argue that domestic courts can promote compliance by
encouraging stakeholder participation in the monitoring process.19 Rodríguez-
Garavito introduces two concepts: dialogic rulings and dialogic monitoring.
Dialogic rulings allow courts to set clear goals while leaving operational decisions
to government agencies; they open a deliberative process that encourages discussion
of policy alternatives to solve structural problems. Dialogic monitoring, in turn, relies
on participatory follow-up measures such as public hearings, court-appointed
monitoring commissions, and progress reports.20

Botero describes this strategy as “collaborative oversight,” a model in which “the
court, elected leaders, private actors, and civil society agents converge to address
issues.”21 For Botero, the impact of court rulings is shaped by the combination of
court-promoted monitoring mechanisms and dense legal constituencies, which
together constitute a “collaborative oversight arena,” or “a space where civil
society organizations, government control agencies, the court, and the targets of
the decision participate in the oversight process over an extended period of time …

It involves all actors interacting in a space that encompasses several monitoring
institutions: public follow-up hearings in the court, the periodic production and
processing of compliance reports, and a follow-up commission.”22

High courts rely on collaborative oversight to implement complex rulings in the
realm of economic, social, and cultural rights. India’s Supreme Court started using
commissions to monitor the implementation of its rulings in the late 1990s, and
did so most notably in the Right to Food Case of 2001. Argentina’s Supreme
Court combined legal teams, public hearings, and commissions to oversee the

15. Ahdieh 2004; Gonzalez-Ocantos and Sandholtz 2021; Stephan 2014.
16. Huneeus 2011; Slaughter 2003; Sloss and Van Alstine 2017.
17. This practice is highly developed in cases of trade, investment, and global bankruptcies and in

general, cross-border commercial litigation. Slaughter 2005; Stephan 2014; Westbrook 2003.
18. Frishman 2013; Hart 2016; Müller 2017; Nußberger 2017. This phenomenon is often described as

“transjudicial dialogue,” “community of courts,” “judicial globalization,” or “judicial comity.” Ferrarese
2009; Gentili and Mak 2017.
19. Botero 2018; Brinks and Gauri 2008, 322–23; Dixon 2007; Gargarella 2011.
20. Rodríguez-Garavito 2011.
21. Botero 2018, 170.
22. Botero 2024, 24.
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implementation of a 2008 environmental ruling in the Riachuelo basin; and
Colombia’s Constitutional Court employed similar strategies to protect the right to
health in Case T-760 of 2008.23

Constructive Dialogue

The concept of constructive dialogue emerged in the context of the periodic review
processes of UN human rights “treaty bodies.” Each of the nine core international
human rights treaties—on racial discrimination; civil and political rights; economic,
social, and cultural rights; discrimination against women; torture; rights of the child;
migrant workers; enforced disappearance; and persons with disabilities—relies on a
committee of experts (or treaty body) to monitor its implementation.24 Although
details vary across treaty bodies, states typically submit an initial report assessing
compliance with the provisions of the treaty after ratification, followed by periodic
reports at intervals of two to five years. Most importantly, government delegations
travel to Geneva to discuss those reports. “This so-called ‘constructive dialogue’
provides an opportunity for mutual engagement, acknowledgment of progress
made, and identification of areas for improvement.”25

Discussions of the review process frame the committees’ oversight in dialogic
terms by emphasizing their advisory role. Treaty bodies claim that constructive
dialogue “offers an opportunity for States parties to receive expert advice on
compliance with their international human rights commitments, which assists them
in their implementation of the treaties at the national level.”26 Similarly, Grossman
notes that “the purpose of the oral dialogue is to allow States Parties direct access
to the expertise of the Committee members as a resource to assist states in the
compliance with their obligations. Within this paradigm of cooperation, the phrase
that may best capture the nature of the exchanges is ‘constructive dialogue’.”27

Creamer and Simmons offer systematic empirical evidence that the process of self-
reporting has cumulative effects in the improvement of women’s rights and physical
integrity rights. These effects are primarily driven by civil society participation
in shadow reporting, media attention, and legislative activity. More broadly,
constructive dialogue activates four mechanisms that contribute to human rights
improvements: elite socialization, learning and capacity building, domestic mobilization,
and law development.28

23. Birchfield and Corsi 2010; Botero 2018, 2024; Friedman and Maiorano 2017; Rodríguez-Garavito
2011.
24. Carraro 2017; Faracik 2006.
25. Creamer and Simmons 2020, 16.
26. UN 2014.
27. Grossman 2014, 130.
28. Creamer and Simmons 2018, 2019, 2020.
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Dialogic Oversight

Collaborative oversight at the domestic level and constructive dialogue at the
international level are manifestations of a broader practice. Dialogic oversight is
the process by which judicial or quasi-judicial bodies monitor compliance with their
orders or recommendations through open, multilateral exchanges of information that
include two-way communications with the state (as opposed to one-way reporting),
as well as information provided by third parties. Dialogic oversight typically involves
a combination of mandated state reporting, third-party verification, and supervision
hearings.
The literature has implicitly acknowledged the importance of dialogic oversight for

international human rights bodies. For example, Sandoval, Leach, and Murray define
dialogue as “the reviewing process carried out by supranational human rights
mechanisms of the implementation of their decisions, which includes the utilization
of tools to encourage the parties to explore ways of moving implementation forward,
either between themselves or with the direct help of the monitoring body.”29 Huneeus
says that international courts “should directly involve actors from the justice system
in each stage of the remedy, from the original ruling to the final supervision.”30

Dulitzky argues that the Inter-American system has been more effective where
there has been dialogue between the government, civil society, and the Inter-
American organs.31 Parra-Vera asserts that IACtHR decisions facilitate dialogue
between local actors locked in inter-institutional disputes, helping them overcome
obstacles to implementation and create new operational frameworks.32

Dialogic oversight does not involve the renegotiation of court orders or
recommendations at the supervision stage. In contrast to Neuman’s “supervised
negotiation,” dialogue in this context is limited to the interpretation of obligations
and their implementation process.33 For treaty bodies, obligations are determined
by the content of the treaty. For international courts, the substantive content of the
measures is determined when the court adjudicates the dispute, before the supervision
stage. This means that the court plays two roles: a primary role as adjudicator at the
contentious stage, and an ancillary role as a mediator at the supervision stage. As a
mediator, the court engages the parties in the case to facilitate the implementation
of the measures ordered by the ruling.
The literatures on collaborative oversight and constructive dialogue identify two

causal mechanisms to explain the effectiveness of dialogic oversight in promoting
compliance. The first one is dialogic engagement with stakeholders. Kent and
Taylor define this as the process by which an organization—in this case, an

29. Sandoval, Leach, and Murray 2020, 78.
30. Huneeus 2011, 521.
31. Dulitzky 2007, 145.
32. Parra-Vera 2018, 158.
33. Neuman 2014.
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international court—engages stakeholders to “make things happen.” Dialogic
engagement operates primarily through ideational change; it creates a two-way,
relational, give-and-take to achieve an intended goal, and it fosters understanding,
goodwill, and a shared view of reality.34 For instance, Botero notes that collaborative
oversight arenas generate “the effective diffusion of policy ideas and new cognitive
paradigms among governmental actors [and] help diffuse the rights-based framework
among those charged with designing policy and implementation.”35 Similarly,
Creamer and Simmons hypothesize that constructive dialogue prompts elite socializa-
tion, dissemination of best practices among state actors, and the development of
implementation capacity.36

The second mechanism involves civil society mobilization, facilitated by the
dialogic environment. A strong civil society produces independent information
about compliance and pressures the state to honor its obligations. However, studies
conceptualize the role of this variable in slightly different ways. One approach
envisions civil society mobilization as a mediating variable activated by dialogic
oversight. Grossman, for instance, documents that treaty bodies acknowledge the
importance of publicity in their deliberations to promote civil society accountability.
Creamer and Simmons underscore the role of civil society organizations throughout
their work, noting that “the review process sparks shadow reporting and gains a domestic
audience through the national media.”37 Another approach envisions a strong civil
society as a moderating variable that compounds the effects of dialogic engagement.
Botero argues that dense legal constituencies (that is, multiple and interconnected
civil society organizations) leverage monitoring mechanisms to create collaborative
oversight arenas. Similarly, Friedman and Maiorano state that “rulings are only likely
to be implemented by a reluctant government if the organizations and activists which
sought the judgement act to ensure that what the court orders is done.”38

The two causal mechanisms reinforce each other, as civil society mobilization
encourages public officials to embrace new cognitive paradigms. Yet there are
potential tensions between the two. Publicity is central to activating civil society
accountability, but it is less relevant—and potentially counterproductive—for
dialogic engagement among elites. Publicity makes civil society mobilization
relatively easy to document, while the effects of dialogic engagement remain more
elusive. Here we leverage the experience of the IACtHR to assess the effectiveness
of dialogic oversight in a context in which publicity has played a limited role.

34. Kent and Taylor 2002; Taylor and Kent 2014, 391. In the constitutional literature, some scholars (like
Torelly 2019) use the term engagement to describe the domestic decision-making process that considers
international law. Stephan 2014 also refers to engagement as the process whereby an international com-
munity of courts seek to bolster each other in pursuit of a common end.
35. Botero 2024, 30–31.
36. Creamer and Simmons 2020, 23–36.
37. Creamer and Simmons 2018, 71; Grossman 2014, 131.
38. Botero 2024; Friedman and Maiorano 2017, 372.
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Supervision in the IACtHR

The IACtHR is the regional court created in the framework of the Organization of
American States (OAS). States that ratify the American Convention on Human
Rights and recognize the jurisdiction of the Court agree to comply with the Court’s
rulings.39 According to the American Convention, the IACtHR has advisory and adju-
dicatory functions.40 It has the authority not only to decide that a state is responsible for
human rights violations but also to rule on reparations due for such violations.
The most distinctive features of the Court’s judicial practice are the development of

an ambitious reparation framework and its monitoring of compliance. The IACtHR
has consistently mandated integral reparations beyond compensatory damages,
ordering a wide range of nonmonetary remedies. It has built a unique “remedial
regime” including extensive measures of restitution, rehabilitation, and satisfaction;
guarantees of nonrepetition; and monetary compensation. Almost every Court
decision orders the state to implement multiple reparation measures.41

Although the American Convention does not explicitly grant the IACtHR
authority to monitor compliance, the Court interprets its monitoring function as
an extension of its jurisdictional function. Unlike other international courts, the
IACtHR retains jurisdiction over the case until it deems that the state has complied
in full.42

The Monitoring System

The IACtHR established its authority to monitor compliance through jurisprudential
developments.43 In an early interpretation of its first decision, Velasquez Rodríguez
v. Honduras (1989–90), the Court clarified that it would “supervise compliance
with the award of damages, and that the case would not be deemed closed until
compensation was paid in full.”44 The rationale for this oversight relied on an expansive
interpretation of Article 68.2 of the American Convention on Human Rights.45

39. The IACtHR also has jurisdiction over the violations of rights protected by other instruments, includ-
ing the Additional Protocol to the American Convention on Human Rights in the Area of Economic, Social
and Cultural Rights (also known as the Protocol of San Salvador), the Protocol to the American Convention
on Human Rights to Abolish the Death Penalty, the Inter-American Convention to Prevent and Punish
Torture, the Inter-American Convention on the Prevention, Punishment and Eradication of Violence
Against Women, and the Inter-American Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination
Against Persons with Disabilities. Pasqualucci 2003.
40. It is also competent to adopt provisional measures (Article 63).
41. Cassel 2005; Huneeus 2011; Shelton 1998.
42. Cavallaro and Brewer 2008; Sandoval, Leach, and Murray 2020.
43. Vannuccini 2014.
44. Velásquez Rodríguez v. Honduras. Interpretation of the Judgment of Reparations and Costs.

Judgment of 17 August 1990. Series C, No. 9., para. 12.
45. The article says that “compensatory damages may be executed in the country concerned in accord-

ance with domestic procedure governing the execution of judgments against the state.”
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Following this precedent, since 1996 the Court has issued regular resolutions
assessing levels of compliance in pending cases. Cases are archived only once
states comply in full with all reparation measures.
The Court relies on a broad set of instruments to promote the implementation of

its rulings. Traditional tools include requests for information (self-reporting), the
publication of supervision resolutions, and the referral of cases to the OAS General
Assembly. More recent tools include supervision hearings (the focus of this study),
site visits, and requests for information from third parties.
Among traditional instruments, the reporting procedure empowers the Court to ask

state officials about their efforts to implement reparations.46 Court rulings typically
order states to present an initial report within a year, and then regular updates at
periods of six months to over a year.47 The Inter-American Commission on
Human Rights and the victims’ legal representatives can respond to the reports.
Based on this information, the Court issues resolutions.48

Supervision resolutions assess the level of compliance with reparation measures
ordered by the IACtHR in a given case. They do not modify the Court’s original
ruling, but they may provide guidance on how to achieve compliance.49 The first part
of a resolution typically makes a detailed evaluation of the implementation process
to date. In the second part, the Court characterizes the status of each reparation
measure as pending, partial compliance, or full compliance. After a declaration of
full compliance, supervision of the individual measure is closed.50 Supervision
resolutions are the main documentary source to track levels of compliance over time.
In extreme cases, the Court can report noncompliance to the OAS General

Assembly, per Article 65 of the American Convention on Human Rights.
However, this “nuclear option” has proved ineffective, and it is rarely used. The
Court has referred only fifteen cases to the General Assembly, typically to expose
irredeemable patterns of noncompliance rather than delays in specific cases.51

The Court has taken steps to institutionalize its monitoring function. In 2009, an
amendment to the Court’s Rules of Procedure introduced an explicit protocol for
monitoring compliance with judgments.52 In 2015, the Secretariat of the Court

46. Currently, the procedure is regulated by Article 69 of the Rules of Procedure, approved by the Court
during its 85th Regular Period of Sessions, 16 to 28 November 2009.
47. Baluarte 2012.
48. The Court’s documents refer to resolutions as “orders monitoring compliance.” We translate reso-

luciones as “resolutions” to distinguish this instrument from specific reparation measures ordered by the
Court.
49. Vannuccini 2014.
50. Hawkins and Jacoby 2010.
51. Thirteen of these fifteen cases involve Trinidad and Tobago, Nicaragua, and Venezuela, states that

denounced the American Convention. The court also invoked Article 65 in Yvon Neptune v. Haiti and
Benavides Cevallos v. Ecuador. Only in Benavides Cevallos did this prove effective.
52. Rules of Procedure, approved by the Court during its 49th Ordinary Period of Sessions, held 16 to 25

November 2000, and partially amended by the Court during its 52nd Ordinary Period of Sessions, held 19
to 31 January 2009.
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established a unit dedicated exclusively to monitoring compliance.53 The unit has
adopted novel strategies, including on-site supervision hearings and site visits, the
request for information from third-party sources, and informal meetings with state
delegations. This monitoring function has evolved into a sophisticated model,
arguably the most innovative among international courts. Despite its increasing
formalization, it retains procedural flexibility, and the Court deploys supervision
actions according to the needs in each case.54

In recent years, the Court has expanded its repertoire. For instance, in 2015, it
began conducting site visits. Court delegates visit particular communities or projects
to obtain information on the implementation of reparation measures. Such visits
remain infrequent (only eight took place through 2019). In 2019, the Court also
started to hold informal meetings with victims or state agents.55 In contrast to
hearings, these meetings allow court officials to gather information without the
presence of judges. The IACtHR has also increasingly requested information and
amicus curiae from third parties at the supervision stage.
In practice, supervision hearings have become the main instrument the Court uses

to promote compliance. Hearings allow the Court to confront state officials with
representatives of the victims and of the Inter-American Commission on Human
Rights. Because the Court can summon parties to San José, hearings do not
require state approval unless they are conducted on site.

Supervision Hearings As Dialogic Oversight

In 2007, the IACtHR began to conduct hearings on compliance.56 In contrast to hearings
taking place at the trial stage, supervision hearings do not affect the outcome of the case.
Supervision starts once the Court has ruled and laid out a list of reparation measures. The
reparations ordered by the Court are not subject to negotiation; the hearings simply seek
to document and promote compliance with those measures.
Between 2007 and 2019, the IACtHR conducted 197 supervision hearings covering

538 reparation measures (about a third of the Court’s portfolio). Hearings vary in their
levels of publicity, the number of cases covered, and their location, but the modal
hearing is private, covers a single case, and happens at the Court’s headquarters.
Private hearings are restricted to judges, victims’ representatives, the state, and the
IACtHR. Public hearings are open to journalists and third parties.57 Notably, 91

53. IACtHR, 2016 Annual Report, 72. Previously, the compliance was monitored by working groups in
the legal area of the Court, which were also responsible for working on contentious cases, following up on
provisional measures, and developing advisory opinions.
54. Pérez 2018.
55. IACtHR, 2019 Annual Report, 82–83.
56. The first supervision hearing took place in November 2007, and involved three cases: Garrido and

Baigorria v. Argentina, Paniagua Morales et al. v. Guatemala, and Blake v. Guatemala.
57. The first public supervision hearing took place in July 2009, in reference to Comunidad Indígena

Sawhoyamaxa v. Paraguay.
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percent of all hearings through 2019 were private. Most (54 percent) addressed a
single case, but the Court occasionally covered multiple cases when addressing a
common pattern of violations by the state. Most hearings (71 percent) were hosted
in San José, and the rest took place on site.
Hearings typically take about two hours, and follow a standard sequence. State

representatives describe progress in complying with their obligations; representatives
of the victims and the Inter-American Commission on Human Rights present their
observations; and the parties have an opportunity for rebuttal. The session concludes
with a discussion in which judges—three or four are usually present—informally
question the parties.58 In 2022, the Court started appointing judge rapporteurs to
preserve greater continuity in supervision.
Private supervision hearings are distinctive examples of dialogic oversight. Pérez

and Sandoval note: “The hearing is organized in a roundtable, symbolizing that the
role of the Court is less hierarchical and more horizontal … Judges do not use their
gowns … The Court usually assumes a role that is more like that of a mediator
instead of an adjudicator, supporting dialogue between parties towards achieving
compliance.”59 Judges identify obstacles to implementation and suggest options
for overcoming them.60 They also promote the establishment of timetables or
follow-up mechanisms. The Court itself has depicted hearings as a space to enable
dialogue and agreements between parties.61

For instance, during a private hearing on Afro-descendant Communities Displaced
from the Río Cacarica Basin (Operation Genesis) v. Colombia, the parties were asked
to agree on a timetable for the execution of pending reparations. The President of the
Court proposed the creation of a mechanism to monitor this timetable, including
participation by the Inter-American Commission on Human Rights and a team
from the Court’s Secretariat.62 Likewise, in the cases of Sawhoyamaxa Indigenous
Community, Yakye Axa Indigenous Community, and Xákmok Kásek Indigenous
Community Against Paraguay, the Court explicitly scheduled a private hearing to
promote dialogue between senior state officials and victims’ legal representatives.63

Sandoval, Leach, and Murray conclude that “hearings have been most effective
where the Court has facilitated communication between the parties and allowed
them to establish the way forward.”64

Public hearings are more formal and follow an adversarial model. Pérez and
Sandoval note that “the Court resumes its role as an adjudicator and drops that of

58. Pérez and Sandoval 2022, 275.
59. Ibid., 275–76.
60. Pérez 2018.
61. IACtHR, 2013 Annual Report, 10. For examples of judges setting up timetables and follow-up

mechanisms, see the 2011, 2013, and 2018 annual reports.
62. IACtHR, 2018 Annual Report.
63. Yakye Axa, Sawhoyamaxa, and Xákmok Kásek Indigenous Communities v. Paraguay. Monitoring

Compliance with Judgment. Order of June 24, 2015, Considerando 1.
64. Sandoval, Leach, and Murray 2020, 12.
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mediator.”65 Public hearings usually concern major disputes over the interpretation or
implementation of reparations. For instance, the first public hearing, on
Sawhoyamaxa Indigenous Community v. Paraguay in 2009, followed the deaths of
several community members, including children, as a consequence of the lack of
compliance.
Because private hearings dominate the IACtHR’s supervision strategy, they offer

an opportunity to assess the effectiveness of dialogic oversight in international law.
While public hearings have greater potential for shaming recalcitrant state officials,
private hearings are more conducive to dialogic engagement, the first mechanism
identified in the previous section. At the same time, we should not assume that
private hearings happen in a sealed bubble. Given the importance of a specialized
“community of practice” for the implementation of human rights reparations, a
vibrant civil society—the second mechanism identified earlier—remains crucial to
prompt state officials to follow the agreements achieved during private hearings.66

Assessing the Effectiveness of Dialogic Oversight

We have seen that the IACtHR predominantly follows a strategy of dialogic oversight
during the supervision process. But is this strategy effective? External observers
believe so. The OAS General Assembly concluded that “private hearings held on
the monitoring of compliance with the Court’s judgments have been important and
constructive and have yielded positive results.”67 Similarly, Sandoval, Leach, and
Murray note that the Court’s hearings have “a positive effect on implementation,
helping things move forward when states appear to be dragging their feet.”68

We analyze data on every case in which the IACtHR ruled against a state between
1989 and 2019.69 These 257 cases include 1,878 reparation measures ordered by the
IACtHR. For example, in its first ruling, Velásquez Rodríguez v. Honduras (1989),
the Court ordered Honduras to pay compensation for nonpecuniary damages to the
victim’s wife (about USD 93,000) and his three children (about USD 280,000).
We observe those orders every year between the date of the ruling and the time of
compliance—or through 2019, if the measure remained under supervision at the
time. This produces a data set of 11,989 reparation-years.
Our dependent variable is an indicator that takes a value of 1 on the year when the state

complied in full with a reparation measure (747 events), and 0 in any previous year

65. Pérez and Sandoval 2022, 276.
66. Von Bogdandy and Urueña 2020.
67. Resolution AG/RES. 2652 (XLI-O/11), Observations and Recommendations on the Annual Report

of the Inter-American Court of Human Rights, 7 June 2011.
68. Sandoval, Leach, and Murray 2020, 11.
69. Our source for compliance data and the type of reparation measures is Pérez-Liñán et al. 2023.

Because this data set covers supervision resolutions through 2022, we are confident about retrospective
information on compliance through 2019.
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(11,242 observations). The date of compliance is based on the qualitative information
provided by the Court’s supervision resolutions. Reparation measures drop from the
sample after compliance, creating the structure for an event-history analysis.

Supervision Hearings

The “treatment” variable is a dichotomous indicator capturing the timing of supervi-
sion hearings. We collected information on the 197 hearings conducted by the
IACtHR between 2007 and 2019, using the Court’s annual reports and supervision
resolutions to document their characteristics. Supervision hearings may or may not
cover all reparation measures ordered in a case. Thus the coding of our variable
links the timing of the hearing with the specific measures discussed at each
meeting. For instance, in Bámaca Velásquez v. Guatemala (2000) the Court ordered
seven reparation measures, but the hearing of May 2014 focused exclusively on the
order to investigate the victim’s disappearance, so we code the Court’s intervention
in 2014 as “treating” a single measure in this case.
Our variable HEARING takes a value of 1 if a given reparation measure is monitored

in any given year, and 0 otherwise. The hearings covered 768 reparation measures (or
more precisely, reparation-years), but 89 percent of them (684 reparation-years) were
discussed in private hearings. To isolate the effects of dialogic engagement, we also
estimate duration models with an alternative measure that exclusively captures
private hearings.

Confounders

We control for three factors that might affect the state’s propensity to comply with a
measure, as well as the Court’s decision to oversee it: civil society, prior compliance,
and the type of reparation. An active civil society pressures state officials to honor its
obligations, but also warns the Court about state inaction, prompting oversight.70 We
measure the presence of a strong civil society using the Varieties of Democracy (V-
Dem) index of Freedom of Association. This composite index, ranging from 0 to 1,
captures the extent to which civil society organizations are able to form and operate
freely, and opposition parties are allowed to form and to participate in elections.71 We
recode this variable as a dichotomous indicator of a strong civil society when the V-
Dem index is greater than 0.85. This is not an extreme value in our sample, because
most of the countries are democracies (the mean for the sample is 0.81, and the
median is 0.84). For robustness, we also show results with the continuous measure
in Table 4 (presented later).
As noted earlier, the strength of civil society is also a potential moderator of the

effect of supervision hearings: dialogic oversight requires the collaboration of civil

70. Simmons 2009.
71. Coppedge et al. 2023, 48.
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society. The use of a dichotomous indicator facilitates the interpretation of interaction
terms (presented later, in Table 4). In addition, because V-Dem does not provide
information for Suriname or Trinidad and Tobago, we employed additional information
to complete the coding of the indicator for those cases.72

Our second control variable captures any recent change in compliance with respect
to reparation measures ordered in the same case. This dichotomous indicator takes a
value of 1 if the state has complied partially or in full with any measure ordered in the
case over the past two years. Progress in implementation signals that the state has
mustered the political will to comply, and thus recent changes may signal further
compliance with other measures in the near future.73 At the same time, new developments
on the ground prompt the Court to conduct hearings to document the status of the
case. At those hearings, pending measures in the case are also reviewed and thus
exposed to dialogic oversight.
Third, we note that the Court makes special efforts to monitor complex reparations,

but the literature has established that governments fulfill monetary and symbolic
obligations more frequently than complex reparation measures.74 We classify the type
of reparation using six categories adopted by the IACtHR in its rulings: restitution,
rehabilitation, satisfaction, guarantees of no repetition, obligation to investigate and
prosecute perpetrators, and indemnifications (including in this group the refund of
legal costs and contributions to the Court’s fund for victims). The reference category
in all models is restitution.

Selection Concerns and Estimation

Any assessment of oversight hearings must account for the fact that the Court selects
the cases to be monitored. A naive comparison of rates of compliance for reparations
with and without hearings would be misleading because the Court is not likely to hold
hearings for just any reparations. Threats to inference run in two opposite directions.
A naive comparison would overestimate the effect of hearings if strategic judges,
concerned about the legitimacy of the Court, target promising cases in which they
anticipate compliance in the near future.75 Conversely, a naive comparison would
underestimate the effect of hearings if judges focus their limited resources on difficult
cases and recalcitrant states that require tighter oversight.
How does the IACtHR decide which cases need a supervision hearing? To what

extent are those cases different from the cases that are not monitored? We outline

72. We relied on data from Freedom House (civil liberties) and IDEA International (Global State of
Democracy Indices) to benchmark Suriname and Trinidad against other cases with V-Dem scores.
Based on this comparison, we coded the indicator for them as 1. Our results hold if we recode the two
cases as 0.
73. Hillebrecht 2012.
74. Gonzalez-Salzberg 2013; Hawkins and Jacoby 2010.
75. Staton and Moore 2011.
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answers to those questions based on the work of Pérez and Sandoval and our own
interviews with members of the Court’s Supervision Unit (6 July 2023).76 At the
present, there are no strict regulations of the criteria for a supervision hearing.
Pérez and Sandoval note that this flexibility “is an asset for compliance” but also
“generates uncertainty for stakeholders.”77 The Court can convene a hearing following
a request from parties in the case (just 12 percent of the hearings in our sample) or on
its own initiative (about 54 percent of the hearings; we were unable to document the
origin for the other 34 percent).78 Parties can request a hearing at any point, but there
are no formal rules for the granting of those requests or the timeline of any hearings.
The Court, in turn, initiates hearings motivated by a range of circumstances: when the
state self-reports progress and the Court needs to verify compliance; when there is a
controversy between the parties in relation to the implementation of a measure; when
the delay in implementing measures poses a risk to the physical or psychological integ-
rity of the victims; when the Court has ordered provisional measures at the supervision
stage; or when the state has failed to report periodically on implementation.79

In most such situations, the Court is likely to focus on difficult cases and more
recalcitrant states. An analysis of the reparation measures covered by the hearings
reinforces this conjecture. Reparations typically deemed hard to implement (measures
on rehabilitation, nonrepetition, and the prosecution of perpetrators) represent most of
the orders covered by hearings (51 percent), but a small proportion of those not
covered by hearings (27 percent). In contrast, easier measures of satisfaction, restitution,
and monetary compensation are underrepresented in the agenda for hearings (49 percent)
vis-à-vis the other cases (73 percent). This pattern indicates that a naive comparison of
compliance rates is likely to underestimate the effects of dialogic oversight.
To minimize the impact of selection effects on our empirical analysis, we employ

three related strategies: propensity-score matching, difference-in-differences (DiD)
estimation, and doubly robust event-history models. None of these is failproof, but
taken together they strengthen our confidence in the results. First, we compare the
768 reparation-years that experienced hearings (the “treated” group) to a selected
group of reparation-years that are very similar in most observed respects (the
“control” group). This strategy relies on the assumption that, if the two groups are
balanced with respect to observed covariates, they are probably balanced with
respect to unobserved confounders as well. Second, we account for any unobserved
confounders driving differences between treated and untreated reparations by using a
DiD estimator. This strategy relies on the assumption that the effect of those unobserved
confounders remains constant over time (the parallel-trends assumption). We
augment this analysis with propensity-score weights derived from the matching

76. We are indebted to Ana Lucía Aguirre, Gabriela Pacheco, and Paloma Núñez at the IACtHR for their
collaboration.
77. Pérez and Sandoval 2022, 275.
78. The 12 percent of the hearings initiated by parties were triggered by the victims’ representatives (7

percent), the states (1 percent), and the Inter-American Commission (4 percent).
79. Interview with the Supervision Unit, 6 July 2023.
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procedure. Third, we estimate discrete-time event-history models with covariate
adjustments. Event-history models enable a more intuitive presentation of the
moderating effects of civil society, but they are more sensitive to omitted confounders
than DiD models. We partially address this weakness by using inverse probability
matching, creating a doubly robust estimator. All the estimators presented here
generate consistent results.

Propensity-Score Matching

Our matching procedure is implemented in three steps: exact matching, propensity-
score estimation, and inverse probability weighting. Because conditions change
over time, we identify a five-year window around every hearing (including the
year of the hearing, the two years prior, and the two years after). Within this
window, we select all observations corresponding to the same state and the same
type of reparation measure. For instance, since a hearing on the Furlán case
covered a measure of nonrepetition against Argentina in 2015, our matched sample
will include all measures of nonrepetition for Argentina in 2013 through 2017.
This procedure identifies observations plausibly subject to hearings, but it reduces
our sample size by 28 percent (from 11,989 to 8,581). Using this restricted sample,
we estimate the probability of a hearing with a saturated logit model that includes
all observed covariates (civil society, change in compliance, type of reparation, and a
continuous variable for the number of years since the Court’s decision), plus interac-
tions among those variables. Finally, we use the predicted probability resulting from
this model to construct an inverse probability weight (IPW) for all observations in the
restricted sample.80

Table 1 presents balance tests for all covariates in the original sample (N = 11,989)
and in the IPW-matched sample (N = 8,581). Data for the original sample suggest that
hearings are more likely under a strong civil society, following recent changes
in compliance, in cases with “difficult” measures (rehabilitation, nonrepetition, or
prosecution of perpetrators), and in cases with a longer history of noncompliance.
These differences, however, disappear in the matched sample. Thus, while there is
no significant difference between the rate of compliance for treated and untreated
observations in the unmatched sample (the average rate is about 6 percent per year
in both groups), the balanced sample shows a significant difference between the
two groups, with rates of compliance close to 5 percent in the treated group and
2 percent in the untreated group (p < .05).

80. Weights are 1/p for the treatment group and 1/(1 – p) for the control group, normalized for a mean of
1 in each group. Austin and Stuart 2015, 3663.
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Table 2 compares estimates for the ATT (the average treatment effect among the
treated—that is, the reparations subject to hearings) obtained under this procedure
against two alternative matching procedures. Model 1.2 reports the estimate under
the IPW procedure described earlier. Model 2.2 selects at least two control observations
for every treated observation using nearest-neighbor matching with replacement. This
procedure (Mahalanobis distance) relies on the same set of variables as model 2.1
(WINDOW variable, CIVIL SOCIETY, CHANGE IN COMPLIANCE, REPARATION TYPE, and AGE

OF THE DECISION). In turn, model 2.3 selects at least two control observations for
every treated one using exact matching. This procedure relies on the same set of

TABLE 1. Balance tests for matched sample (inverse probability weight)

Unweighted sample Inverse propensity weights

Variable C T Difference C T Difference

STRONG CIVIL SOCIETY 0.498 0.621 0.1232* 0.497 0.497 0.0006
(0.0186) (0.0213)

CHANGE IN COMPLIANCE 0.281 0.435 0.1535* 0.310 0.310 0.0002
(0.0169) (0.0176)

Type of measure
RESTITUTION (REFERENCE) 0.074 0.086 0.0124 0.067 0.067 –0.0006

(0.0098) (0.0089)
REHABILITATION 0.076 0.103 0.0264* 0.090 0.089 –0.0005

(0.0100) (0.0132)
SATISFACTION 0.221 0.181 –0.0397* 0.215 0.216 0.0013

(0.0154) (0.0187)
NONREPETITION 0.195 0.238 0.0429* 0.220 0.220 0.0005

(0.0149) (0.0173)
PROSECUTIONS 0.158 0.188 0.0299* 0.189 0.188 –0.0013

(0.0137) (0.0156)
INDEMNIFICATIONS 0.276 0.204 –0.0720* 0.219 0.220 0.0006

(0.0166) (0.0177)
YEARS SINCE RULING 4.653 6.098 1.4450* 5.825 6.058 0.2323

(0.1632) (0.1454)
N (reparation-years) 11,221 768 11,989 7,813 768 8,581

Note: Entries are means for Control (C) and Treatment (T) groups, plus difference in means (with standard errors).
*p < .05.

TABLE 2. Alternative matching strategies

(2.1)
Inverse probability weight

(2.2)
Nearest neighbor

(2.3)
Exact matching

ATT 0.031* 0.022* 0.026*
(0.008) (0.009) (0.008)

N treated 768 768 768
N control 4,966 11,221 7,813

Note: ATT (average treatment effect among the treated) is defined as E(y1− y0 | treatment = 1). *p < .05.
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variables except age of the decision, because it was not possible to find exact matches
for all hearings when using this continuous variable. We find, with results consistent
across all alternative matching strategies, that hearings increase the probability of
compliance by between 2 and 3 percent per year.81

Difference-in-Differences

While the matching procedure is able to balance observed covariates, it assumes that
unobserved covariates are equally balanced. To minimize the impact of unobserved
covariates in our estimation, we further model the effect of hearings using a DiD
design. This approach relies on the idea that reparations subject to hearings could
be intrinsically different from the rest in ways that affect compliance. We distinguish
those reparations using group fixed effects, which identify reparations exposed to
treatment even before they experience a hearing. Similarly, it is possible that the
Court adopted hearing procedures after 2006 because rates of compliance were
already in decline. We account for those unobserved historical conditions using
period fixed effects. The resulting DiD equation is

Yit ¼ δHit þ λGi þ γPt þ βXit þ αþ εit ð1Þ
where Yit is a dichotomous indicator of compliance for the i-th reparation measure
in year t, Hit is a treatment indicator that captures exposure to a hearing for any
given reparation-year, Gi is a group variable that distinguishes reparations selected
for treatment, Pt is a period variable that distinguishes time effects, Xit represents a
potential set of covariates, α is the baseline rate of compliance for untreated reparation
measures in the period preceding the implementation of hearings, and εit is a residual.
Under this design, we interpret δ as the ATT. Because our dependent variable is
dichotomous, this estimate corresponds to a linear probability model.
We define group and period variables in two ways for greater robustness. In the

first set of models presented in Table 3, the group variable is a single dummy that
distinguishes reparations selected for hearings from those that never experienced a
hearing, and the period variable is a single dummy that distinguishes the eras
before (1989–2006) and after (2007–2019) the adoption of supervision hearings by
the IACtHR. This design mimics the conventional, two-time-period DiD (with
standard errors clustered by reparation). In the second set of models, the group
variables identify individual reparations (1,878 groups), and the period variables
identify particular years (1989, 2019). This design mimics a two-way fixed-effects
(TWFE) model. Such models have two known problems, but they represent lesser
concerns for this study.82 One is that the TWFE estimator compares not only
treated versus nontreated but also newly treated versus already-treated observations.

81. Altering the number of matched observations in models 2.2 and 2.3 did not alter the results.
82. Imai and Kim 2021; Kropko and Kubinec 2020.
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We do not have “already treated” observations in our study because our treatment
variable captures hearings on the year when they take place; reparations do not remain
“treated” in later years. Preliminary analyses showed that the effect of hearings declines
quickly after the meeting, so we assume that units switch in and out of treatment within a
year. The other concern with TWFE is that the ATT may vary for different cohorts. This
is plausible, but the limited number of hearings per year, and the fact that we cannot
assume reparations remain treated after a hearing, prevents the use of estimators for
heterogeneous effects.83 We thus estimate homogeneous treatment effects.

Table 3 presents the results of six DiD models. As we explained, models 3.1 to 3.3
assume just two groups and two periods, while models 3.4 to 3.6 assume 1,878
groups and thirty-one time periods. The first model in each set uses a basic DiD spe-
cification without any additional adjustments. To relax the parallel-trends assump-
tion, models 3.2 and 3.5 augment this specification by adding controls for a strong

TABLE 3. Effect of supervision hearings on compliance (difference-in-differences)

(3.1) (3.2) (3.3) (3.4) (3.5) (3.6)
Base DiD Adjusted Inverse

probability
weight

Two-way
fixed effects

Adjusted Inverse
probability
weight

SUPERVISION HEARING 0.036* 0.026* 0.029* 0.032* 0.022* 0.029*
(0.009) (0.008) (0.007) (0.008) (0.008) (0.008)

GROUP VARIABLE –0.079* –0.070* –0.025* Reparationa Reparationa Reparationa

(0.005) (0.005) (0.004)
PERIOD VARIABLE –0.037* –0.026* 0.023* Yearb Yearb Yearb

(0.007) (0.007) (0.002)
STRONG CIVIL SOCIETY 0.015* 0.013* 0.018* 0.013*

(0.005) (0.004) (0.005) (0.005)
CHANGE COMPLIANCE 0.069* 0.031* 0.088* 0.029*

(0.006) (0.005) (0.006) (0.005)
Reparation type No Yesc Yesc No No No
Cohort heterogeneity No No No Yes Yes Yes
Propensity scores No No Yesd No No Yesd

Treatment groups 1 1 1 538 538 538
Control groups 1 1 1 1,340 1,340 521
N (reparation-years) 11,989 11,989 8,581 11,989 11,989 8,581

Notes: Estimates reflect ATT (average treatment effect among the treated) in linear probability model (standard errors
clustered by reparation). *p < .05.
aModels 2.4–2.6 are adjusted for group effects (1,878 reparations). Estimates not shown.
bModels 2.4–2.6 are adjusted for year effects (1989, 2019). Estimates not shown.
cModels 2.2 and 2.3 include dummy variables for five reparation types (rehabilitation, satisfaction, nonrepetition, pro-
secutions, and indemnifications; restitution is reference category). Estimates not shown to save space. Reparation types
are absorbed by fixed effects in models 2.5–2.6.
dMatching procedure reduces sample size in models 2.3 and 2.6.

83. Callaway and Sant’Anna 2021.
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civil society and recent changes in compliance for the case. (Model 3.2 also controls
for the type of reparation, a feature absorbed by reparation fixed effects in model 3.5.)
Finally, models 3.3 and 3.6 estimate the adjusted regression using the matched
sample with inverse propensity weights.
The estimates in Table 3 indicate that hearings have an ATT of about 3 percent per

year. Estimates for the full sample range between 0.022 and 0.036, while estimates
for the weighted sample are 0.029 in both instances. While 3 percent may seem
small, note that the expected rate of compliance for untreated units in model 3.3 is
about 2.4 percent, while for treated units it is about 5.3 percent; thus, supervision
hearings may double the probability of compliance. Dialogic oversight does not
guarantee state compliance, but it improves the conditions for the adoption of reparations.
In the following section we explore how civil society boosts these effects.
We probe the parallel-trends assumption underpinning Table 3 by tracing variation

in compliance within the treatment and control groups prior to 2007, the year when
the IACtHR started conducting supervision hearings. Figure 1 compares the rate of
compliance for the treatment group (the set of reparation measures that eventually
were subject to supervision hearings after 2007) and the control group (the set
that never experienced a supervision hearing) between 1997 and 2007. Treated
reparations historically saw less compliance, indicating that the IACtHR decided to
monitor “hard” reparations with a lower probability of success. The difference
between the two groups becomes statistically significant after 2004, partly as a
result of the larger number of observations, as the Court decided more cases.
However, there is no indication of diverging trends prior to 2007, and certainly no
indication of an increase in compliance among the group of reparations later
subject to supervision hearings.

1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002

Control Treated

Year

2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
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FIGURE 1. Trends for compliance for treatment and control groups were parallel
before 2007
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Event-History Models

Our third estimation strategy relies on a discrete-time event-history model. This strategy
allows us to estimate the probability of compliance for any given observation, with
the inverse of this probability representing the expected time to compliance
(in years). Because they do not rely on a linear probability assumption, event-
history models presumably estimate predicted probabilities more accurately than
the DiD models presented before. Our estimator of choice employs a
complementary log-log link because compliance is a rare event, and accounts for
duration dependence using a sextic transformation of time, measured in years since
the date of ruling.84

Table 4 presents six event-history models. We take advantage of this approach to
probe the two causal mechanisms discussed earlier. To probe the role of dialogic
engagement, we compare treatment estimates for our standard measure of hearings
(4.1–4.3) to a different set of models, including a more restrictive measure that cap-
tures exclusively private hearings (4.4–4.6). If supervision hearings operate through
dialogic engagement, the modal (private) hearing should not be less effective than the
average hearing. To probe on the role of civil society, we estimate three models (4.3,
4.5, and 4.6) that include an interaction between hearings and a strong civil society. In
those models, the coefficient for hearings reflects the effect of supervision under a
weaker civil society. The marginal effects of hearings under a strong civil society
are reported at the bottom of the table.
All these models control for the presence of a strong civil society, recent changes in

compliance, and type of reparation. In addition, we try alternative estimators to check
the robustness of our results: models 4.1 and 4.4 estimate the average effect of
hearings and private hearings using the full sample and an event-history estimator
that includes frailties by state and legal case. The remaining models, in contrast,
employ a doubly robust estimator that weights observations using our IPW.
Models 4.1–4.5 include our dichotomous measure of a strong civil society, but
model 4.6 employs the original Freedom of Association index created by the
V-Dem project.
We see three main findings in this table. First, supervision hearings improve the

conditions for compliance. The magnitude of the effect is notably similar to the one
estimated by DiD models: hearings increase the average probability of compliance by
3 percent (from 0.108 to 0.138) in model 4.1 and by 2 percent (from 0.024 to 0.046)
in model 4.2.85 For model 4.1, this small difference translates into a reduction of the
expected time to compliance from nine years to seven years.

84. Parente 2019. Although it is common to employ a cubic polynomial (or cubic splines) to map the
hazard function in discrete-time survival models (Carter and Signorino 2010), recent studies suggest that
a higher-order polynomial offers a more accurate estimation. Pérez-Liñán, Schenoni, and Morrison 2022.
85. We keep control variables at their observed values. Predicted probabilities are computed for all obser-

vations, and then averaged across observations to produce point estimates.
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Second, it is clear that the beneficial effect of hearings is not driven by the visibility
achieved by a few public hearings. In line with our thesis about dialogic engagement,
private hearings are also effective: in model 4.4 (akin to model 4.1), private hearings
increase the average probability of compliance by almost 4 percent (from 0.108 to

TABLE 4. Effect of supervision hearings on compliance (event-history)

(4.1) (4.2) (4.3) (4.4) (4.5) (4.6)

SUPERVISION HEARING 0.371* 0.656* 0.295
(0.180) (0.186) (0.368)

PRIVATE HEARING 0.455* 0.385 –2.365
(0.186) (0.368) (3.621)

STRONG CIVIL SOCIETY 0.066 0.510* 0.428* 0.068 0.443*
(0.146) (0.139) (0.150) (0.146) (0.148)

FREEDOM OF ASSOCIATION 4.178*
(1.018)

HEARING× CIVIL SOCIETY 0.559
(0.421)

PRIVATE× CIVIL SOCIETY 0.536
(0.423)

PRIVATE× FREEDOM 3.564
(4.195)

CHANGE IN COMPLIANCE 0.107 0.784* 0.779* 0.107 0.779* 0.685*
(0.105) (0.149) (0.149) (0.105) (0.149) (0.161)

REHABILITATION –1.759* –0.281 –0.282 –1.761* –0.279 –0.418
(0.388) (0.571) (0.571) (0.388) (0.572) (0.571)

SATISFACTION 1.021* 1.509* 1.510* 1.021* 1.505* 1.392*
(0.204) (0.417) (0.417) (0.204) (0.417) (0.415)

NONREPETITION –0.570* 0.972* 0.971* –0.570* 0.971* 0.801
(0.227) (0.428) (0.428) (0.227) (0.428) (0.429)

PROSECUTIONS –2.831* –1.122 –1.123 –2.833* –1.134 –1.252*
(0.431) (0.597) (0.597) (0.431) (0.597) (0.596)

INDEMNIFICATIONS 1.094* 1.589* 1.589* 1.093* 1.586* 1.502*
(0.198) (0.416) (0.416) (0.198) (0.417) (0.415)

YEARS SINCE RULING 3.024* 1.166* 1.167* 3.023* 1.178* 1.112*
(0.238) (0.408) (0.409) (0.238) (0.407) (0.410)

YEARS
2

–1.506* –0.557* –0.554* –1.504* –0.562* –0.511*
(0.150) (0.216) (0.216) (0.150) (0.216) (0.219)

YEARS
3 0.300* 0.103* 0.101* 0.299* 0.103* 0.092

(0.040) (0.048) (0.048) (0.040) (0.048) (0.049)
YEARS

4
–0.029* –0.009 –0.009 –0.029* –0.009 –0.008
(0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005)

YEARS
5 0.001* 0.000 0.000 0.001* 0.000 0.000

(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
YEARS

6
–0.000* –0.000 –0.000 –0.000* –0.000 –0.000
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

CONSTANT –4.490* –5.633* –5.586* –4.490* –5.582* –8.652*
(0.355) (0.491) (0.493) (0.355) (0.491) (1.018)

Marginal effect of hearing 0.854* 0.921* 0.740*
—with strong civil society (0.212) (0.221) (0.203)
Var(State) 1.318* 1.318*
Var(Legal case) 0.917* 0.918*
N (reparation-years) 11,989 8,581 8,581 11,989 8,581 8,367

Notes: Entries are complementary log-log estimates (standard errors clustered by reparation). Models 4.1A and 4.3A
assume frailties by state and legal case. Matching reduces N in models 4.2, 4.3, and 4.6. The marginal effect in model 4.6
is calculated for the 75th percentile of Freedom of Association. *p < .05.
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0.145), which maps into a similar reduction of the expected time to compliance, from
nine to seven years.
Third, dialogic oversight most likely depends on the collaboration of civil society.

Models 4.3 and 4.5 show that hearings have little effect on compliance when civil
society is weak. In contrast, their impact is sustained by a strong civil society.
In model 4.3, the marginal effect of hearings under a strong civil society (0.854,
p < .001) translates into an expected increase in the probability of compliance of
almost 4 percent (0.030 to 0.067). Similarly, in model 3.5, the marginal effect of
private hearings with a strong civil society (0.921, p < .001) translates into an increase
in the probability of compliance of just over 4 percent (0.030 to 0.071), with a
concomitant reduction in the expected time to compliance from thirty-four to fourteen
years. This finding remains unaltered when we replace the civil society dummy with
the continuous V-Dem index (model 4.6).

Conclusion

Dialogic oversight, as practiced during the supervision hearings conducted by the
IACtHR, can promote better compliance. It does not guarantee compliance, but under
the right circumstances it does create conditions for state action. The experience of
the IACtHR is consistent with the experience of UN treaty bodies, where Creamer
and Simmons note that “the evidence supporting the contribution of constructive
dialogue to rights improvements is reasonably strong.”86

This article makes two important contributions. First, we extend the idea of dialogic
monitoring into the international arena, connecting seemingly unrelated literatures on
domestic courts and international treaty bodies.87 The concept of dialogic oversight
emphasizes the ability of monitoring bodies to leverage a combination of state self-
reporting, stakeholder engagement, and multilateral dialogue during supervision hearings.
Second, we offer the first empirical assessment of the effectiveness of oversight

hearings in the IACtHR. Our estimating strategies take seriously the inferential
threats created by the fact that the Court selects which cases (and specific orders)
should be subject to supervision hearings. Our best estimate is that hearings produce
a short-term increase of about 3 percent in the annual probability of compliance.
Although this effect may look small, it represents a relative increase of between 36
percent and 120 percent from the baseline expectation of compliance (depending
on the sample and estimators used). This can translate into substantial reductions
in the expected time to compliance. This finding complements recent empirical
studies showing that the IACtHR can promote compliance at the adjudication stage
by ruling unanimously and clearly.88

86. Creamer and Simmons 2018, 71.
87. Botero 2024; Creamer and Simmons 2019; Rodríguez-Garavito 2011.
88. Naurin and Stiansen 2020; Staton and Romero 2019.
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These conclusions reinforce findings on the relevance of dialogic engagement
to compliance in other fora. In international investment arbitration, parties have
expanded the use of post-award settlements, which promote constructive dialogue
between the investor and the host state.89 In the United States, federal agencies’
failure to comply often leads to a delicate dialogue between the agency, judge, and
plaintiff. This process entails the judge’s access to information on the agency’s
difficulties and efforts to comply, and a complex negotiation over the terms and
timing of compliance.90

Strategies of dialogic oversight may not be effective in all contexts, and further
analysis of oversight mechanisms will be necessary to guide supervision strategies.
Our analysis suggests that a strong civil society is necessary for this strategy to
work. Systematic studies of compliance will help establish best practices and
models of supervision for international courts operating in different environments.
Additional research must determine the specific mechanisms through which civil
society makes dialogic engagement most effective, and how courts can leverage
those mechanisms to strengthen the international justice system.

Data Availability Statement

Replication files for this article may be found at <https://doi.org/10.7910/DVN/
LEQJEQ>.
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