
are feeling, and to what degree, as they craft their
strategies might be useful. Put another way, what types
of individuals are more/less likely to express emotions
through diplomacy, and what types of individuals are
more/less likely to receive that emotional expression in
the intended manner? Answering these questions would
allow us to gain better leverage on predictions of when,
and under what conditions, emotional diplomacy strate-
gies will achieve their desired effects.

Finally, one major challenge that confronts anyone
studying emotions is that they can be amorphous and
rarely exist in isolation. “Humiliation,” “disrespect,” or
“anger,” to take commonly discussed emotions in in-
ternational relations, manifest as somewhat discrete phys-
iological responses that we label as very discrete emotions.
Put simply, it is often difficult to draw a bright line
between emotions felt and expressed. Hall is right to point
out that Putin expressed sympathy toward the United
States in his initial telegram to President George W. Bush
(p. 94), but he also expressed “resentment and indigna-
tion,” which some might read as an expression of anger,
leading to the question of what to do with emotional
diplomacy that is clearly emotional but where the discrete
emotions expressed might not be readily identifiable. This
is not a limitation of the book but, rather, a limitation in
our understanding, and incorporation, of emotion and
affect into the study of international politics. This
excellent book has moved us significantly forward in
refining and developing that understanding.

Domestic Politics and International Human Rights
Tribunals: The Problem of Compliance. By Courtney
Hillebrecht. New York: Cambridge University Press, 2014. 208p.

$93.00 cloth, $32.99 paper.
doi:10.1017/S1537592716003984

— James Meernik, University of North Texas

Scholars of international courts, tribunals, and other such
human rights institutions have long struggled with un-
derstanding both how these courts can advance human
rights protections within states, while we have also
labored to identify evidence of this influence in the
changed policies and practices of states. We learn of the
international decisions issued by these institutions and
observe some of the more visible policies that states
advance in response to the judgments of international
human rights courts. Yet we typically discern only an
incomplete and blurry picture of these state reactions, and
rarely get a glimpse into what transpires within states as
they determine how to respond to human rights rulings.
Courtney Hillebrecht’s book helps answers these ques-
tions.

As scholars have focused attention on these increas-
ingly visible and consequential human rights institutions
in the last 20–30 years, we have debated the impacts of

treaties, membership in international institutions, naming
and shaming campaigns by prominent nongovernmental
organization and states, and court decisions on regimes
and their motivations for (non)compliance. Idealists
believe that these courts can and have made a difference
in improving human rights, and there is some evidence
that these institutions are not as ineffective as critics have
alleged. Others, however, argue that the benefits of these
courts and tribunals in terms of advancing respect for the
rule of law and securing compliance by states with adverse
rulings have been oversold.
Domestic Politics and International Human Rights Tri-

bunals makes two important theoretical and theory-
building advances in this endeavor by developing a theory
of why states comply with regional human rights courts
and how (non)compliance unfolds through process tracing
of politics and policymaking in states. For all of us seeking
to unravel these questions of state compliance, the book
represents a timely and welcome addition to this field of
scholarship. I highly recommend it to all who want to pry
open the black box of state reactions to international
courts.
Hillebrecht focuses on the work of two of the most

prominent regional human rights courts—The European
Court of Human Rights and the Inter-American Court of
Human Rights—and state compliance with their rulings.
She argues that there are three reasons for state compliance
with the rulings of these courts. First, states comply with
rulings to signal a commitment to human rights. Domestic
and international audiences that either expect compliance
as a matter of routine or are looking for increased
commitment to human rights norms encourage govern-
ments to comply. States are compelled or are simply
accustomed to demonstrating respect for human rights.
Second, states comply to advance and legitimize human
rights reform efforts. In this sense, rulings by international
courts can provide helpful leverage for states that may wish
to comply but whose reforms require bolstering from these
courts in order to convince skeptics and fence-sitters.
Third, the author argues that states comply to provide
political cover for contentious policies. This is also de-
scribed, at times, as begrudging compliance.
Regardless of the reasons why states do or do not

comply with the rulings of these courts, Hillebrecht
argues and finds that domestic coalitions are key.
Through both a large-n empirical analysis and a series
of case studies in a variety of European and Latin
American states, she finds these coalitions at work:
“Indeed, it is striking to note that across all of the cases,
from Brazil to Russia, Colombia to Italy, domestic
compliance coalitions are the key factors for compliance
—and for good reasons. No single domestic actor, and not
even the strongest executive, can satisfy all of the tribunals’
mandates, legally or logistically. Changing the country’s
laws and policies, developing new programs, and striking
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down existing legislation, require a coalition of domestic
actors willing and able to comply with the tribunals’
rulings” (p. 25).
Hillebrecht also introduces a new data set of

(non)compliance by states with these courts, The Com-
pliance with Human Rights Tribunals (CHRT) data set.
Data are recorded for specific compliance orders and
requests delivered by the European Court for Human
Rights and the Inter-American Court of Human rights,
and nations are scored on whether they comply or not
with these specific rulings. These data will be invaluable
tools for scholars who wish to delve ever more deeply into
the process of state compliance. There is a large-n analysis
of European and Latin American state compliance with
rulings handed down by their respective courts that is
illuminating, even if it does remind us that much remains
obscured behind the impressive list of exogenous factors
predicting compliance in the analysis. Hillebrecht finds
that the most powerful factor determining state compli-
ance is executive constraint. Those states whose execu-
tives face more institutional constraints, as identified in
the Polity IV database, are more likely to comply with
rulings by these courts. We also learn that states with
weaker domestic institutions are more likely to comply
with the “low-hanging” fruit and the easier human rights
requests they are asked to fulfill, such as requests for
reparations to be given to specific individuals, rather than
wholesale institutional reform. States with stronger do-
mestic institutions and more executive constraints are
more likely to engage in deeper and more systemic human
rights reforms. The amount of effort involved in collecting
and coding such data is substantial, and the international
human rights organizations and transitional justice schol-
arly communities will all be well served by the work
invested in this project.
My overall impression of this book is quite favorable,

although I do wish to point out some areas where the
arguments could have been strengthened. First, while I
do appreciate the tripartite division of state motivations
for compliance, I would like to have seen greater
attention accorded to the “why states comply” issue than
to the “how they comply” issue. For example, while there
surely is a process of human rights that can best be
characterized as “begrudging,” I wanted to know more
about why states begrudgingly complied, in addition to
learning about what this type of half-hearted acquiescence
looks like. I found the statistical model quite interesting
and thorough, although I would have liked to see a clearer
connection to the theory of why states comply.
The great strengths of the book lie in the case study

depictions of state compliance in Europe and Latin
America. In addition to examining state compliance in
two different regions of the globe with two different
courts, Hillebrecht analyzes all types and levels of
compliance. I found these chapters to be quite insightful

and fascinating, for we begin to get a peek at what the
men and women behind the curtain are doing when
challenged by these human rights tribunals. Such case
studies can be the source of much insight into the
compliance process that can be developed into more
generalizable theory and better tests of this complex
behavior. Ultimately, Domestic Politics and International
Human Rights Tribunals shows us that it is possible to
analyze the “micro foundations” of compliance, but that
scholars must recognize that compliance truly is a dynamic
process conditioned by what actors expect to achieve both
at home and at the international level. It is a political
process that encompasses bargaining at the national and
international level, and must be dissected to understand
what level of compliance has been achieved and why. The
author does a great service to the discipline by moving us
considerably down this difficult path.

International Cooperation on WMD Nonproliferation.
Edited by Jeffrey W. Knopf. Athens: University of Georgia Press, 2016.

344p. $64.95.
doi:10.1017/S1537592716003996

— Kumuda Simpson-Gray, La Trobe University

The global nonproliferation regime concerning weapons
of mass destruction (WMD) has been under immense
strain in the past few years. The diplomatic efforts to
limit Iran’s development of a nuclear energy program
raised worrying questions about the country’s capacity to
transform the program into a nuclear weapons capability.
The increasingly assertive and at times antagonistic
behavior of the North Korean leadership has likewise
drawn attention to the failure to prevent nuclear pro-
liferation on the Korean Peninsula. The global debate
about chemical weapons has also intensified after their use
against civilians in the Syrian civil war.

A common theme linking all of these problems is the
perception that the global nonproliferation regime is
weakening, placed under immense stress in the post-9/
11 era. This regime is traditionally considered to consist
of a series of treaties, including the Nuclear Nonprolif-
eration Treaty (NPT), the Biological Weapons Conven-
tion (BWC), and the Chemical Weapons Convention
(CWC). These stressors include rogue regimes violating
international norms, terrorist organizations attempting to
acquire WMDs, and, importantly for nuclear issues, the
growing divide between the nuclear weapons states and
the non-nuclear weapons states. Jeffrey Knopf and the
contributors to this volume acknowledge the fragile state
of the international regime, while highlighting the vast
array of cooperative and coercive efforts at nonprolifera-
tion that occur outside the traditional treaty structure
(p. 3). This is an important and timely contribution to
nonproliferation studies, as it identifies the weaknesses of
the existing treaty frameworks, while assessing a range of
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