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“acknowledge the validity of the human rights norms.”
Even the United States subverted international norms in
the 2000s (torture, the International Criminal Court,
rendition) and continues to do so (Guantanamo, drones).
The list of other states contesting core human rights
norms, with Russia and China prominent, is a long one.
The explanation for this lies partly in the scope
conditions—indicative as they are of broader political,
cultural and economic developments well beyond human
rights—and partly in shifting global power dynamics.
Mobilizing local capacity is one of Persistent Powers
strategies to cope with weak compliance, but the promise
of that mobilization is heavily dependent on the direction in
which broader, far more powerful social forces are moving,

In Making Human Rights a Reality, Hafner-Burton’s
argument begins with power, claiming from the start that
without it laws are unlikely ever to be effective at gen-
erating normative change. The author reduces interna-
tional socialization mechanisms to two—persuasion and
coercion (pp. 63—65). Incentives are fashioned as rewards
(pp- 146-50) and come under the coercion label (as positive
and negative incentives). What makes persuasion and co-
ercion effective is the power of the so-called steward states
that stand behind them. These like-minded states must be
encouraged, she argues, to use threats and rewards to cajole
noncompliant states into abiding by human rights law.
Given, in Hafner-Burton’s view, that steward states are
already “the main engines for the expansion of the in-
ternational human rights legal system” (p. 136), what matters
is getting them to be strategically savvier. This means
abandoning, in the short term at least, the hope that a//
states can be made to behave better (a spiral model aspiration)
and that all human rights can be pursued simultaneously (a
core principle for global human rights advocates). It also
means being smart about legitimation by using local non-
governmental organizations and national human rights
institutes to foster compliance, thereby avoiding (it is hoped)
the appearance of meddling Western-led intervention.

As Hafner-Burton acknowledges, however, the key
“steward state,” the United States, regularly flouts human
rights norms and laws. Alongside the EU, both are
frequently labeled as self-serving hypocrites by other states
and often lack credibility as a result. She is clear that these
steward states will not promote human rights unless they
think it is in their self-interest to do so. Steward states must
therefore have either internalized human rights norms
already (seeing them as tied up with their national interests)
or be considered uniquely exempt from accountability
according to those norms. But where does this leave the
global human rights regime comprised by international
NGO:s, international courts, United Nations institutions,
and legal conventions? How can advocates hope to sustain
global law on the basis of structural exceptions for the most
powerful states? If the only way to provoke principled
action from steward states is by appealing to a logic of
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consequences, then human rights are really just another
foreign policy tool for Western states—a sometimes cost-
effective way of getting allies and enemies to fall in line. This
may be a realistic way to effect change, but the result can
hardly be said to be a global human rights regime. More likely
it will lead to evasion, backlash, and selectivity (in fact, the
status quo). When Making Human Rights a Reality deals with
prioritization, it treats steward states as analogous to neutral
medical professionals doing triage by making “assessments
of which actions yield the most impact for human rights”
(p- 180). But in such a scenario, surely international human
rights lawyers are the only plausible candidates for neutrality?
Steward states self-evidently play favorites with their patients.
Leaving it to them to decide what is best for human rights
absent any meaningful normative oversight is to abandon any
hope at all that human rights law might be an effective brake
on state power.

While both of these books are stimulating and
important interventions in the debate over human rights
impact, neither addresses how changes under way in the
global distribution of power might affect human rights
impact. What if the West in general, and the United
States in particular, really is in relative decline? The whole
debate about compliance has a pre-9/11, pre-BRICs,
post—Cold War liberal feel to it. Is the EU (assuming it
survives) really likely to remain a strong global political
force? Where are Russia and China and Iran and Saudi
Arabia as potential challengers to global human rights
norms? Or where are India, Indonesia, Malaysia, Brazil,
Mexico, South Africa, South Korea, and Nigeria as states
that will want more of a say in global affairs? Where is the
pushback in Kenya, Cambodia, Sri Lanka, Uzbekistan,
and Turkey? What about ambivalence and even principled
resistance—{rom states, religious actors, nationalists—to
core aspects of the global human rights regime? There is no
discussion of economic and social rights, which are
increasingly central to the wider global human rights
agenda. Perhaps the next 20 years will look a lot like the
last 20. But the possibility that liberal hegemony is
waning, and the implications that might have for human
rights, is surely worth examining too.
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T. V. Paul’s edited volume and Yoram Haftel’s book bring
regionalism back into international relations theory.
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Both authors ask why in some regions there is peace and
even security communities while other regions remain
trapped in enduring rivalries. In International Relations
Theory and Regional Transformation, the contributors use a
wide range of IR theories to explain regional transforma-
tions including realist, liberal, constructivist, and eclectic
perspectives. Regional Economic Institutions and Conflict
Mitigation primarily engages the liberal perspective.
For Haftel, regional economic organizations (REOs)
and especially their design and the implementation of
agreements can have an important effect on the level of
regional conflict and the success of conflict management
mechanisms.

There are a number of similarities between these
books. First, both Paul and Haftel address why interstate
conflict has declined in some regions but not in others.
Second, both move beyond explaining dyadic peace and
address the more difficult problem of regional peacemak-
ing. Third, both books advance policy-relevant, concrete
findings for practitioners to improve regional conflict
management mechanisms. Finally, Haftel’s book and
some of the contributors to the edited volume are engaged
in a growing discussion at the nexus of political economy
and security studies, considering such topics as the relation-
ship between trade and conflict, the security externalities of
trade, the trade-off between defense spending and domestic
investment, and the use of economic statecraft tools such as
sanctions and incentives.

The ambitious and comprehensive edited volume is
intended to push the study of regional orders forward,
beyond its current atomized and narrow paradigmatic
state. Paul accomplishes this by organizing the volume
around the major IR approaches, allowing for a wide-
ranging discussion of the role of power, institutions,
regime type, economic interdependence, ideas, identity,
and practices and their effect on regional stability, peace,
and security communities. His intent is to capture
the common variables or “meeting points” across
these paradigms to account for regional transformation.
One good example is the chapter by Norrin Ripsman, who
builds on both realism and liberalism. Ripsman maintains
that regional peacemaking should begin with a realist
top-down approach at the government level. However,
transforming negotiated agreements into entrenched
partnerships requires the bottom-up mechanisms of eco-
nomic interdependence, democratic regimes, or cooperative
international institutions.

According to Paul’s introductory chapter, regional
transformation entails “long term” and “meaningful” change
in the relationship among states in a region. This broad
definition allows for a big-tent conversation about why
regional transformations occur. For Paul, in contrast to
Haftel’s model, extraregional and great powers may be
included in the regional security complex. Writing from
realist perspectives, both Dale Copeland and Jeffrey
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Taliaferro emphasize the role of the great powers as
triggers for regional transformation. For Copeland, great
powers shape the power differentials and trends of the
major regional actors to either moderate the likelihood of
conflict or increase it. Taliaferro, who differentiates
between extraregional states and pivotal states within
particular regions, maintains that coordinated strategies
can decrease the near-term likelihood of interstate
conflict and facilitate regional transformation over the
long term.

For Paul, positive regional transformation occurs along
a continuum. The first stage in regional transformation
is what he terms a regional system that is characterized
by balance-of-power politics. The next stage is regional
society where states recognize that they have common
interests despite differences and disputes. The highest stage
is regional community, which entails an unwillingness to
consider the use of force among the members. In his
introductory chapter, Paul raises several important
questions related to this continuum. First, he asks what
mechanism can transform regions. The contributors dis-
cuss the role of powerful triggers for regional transforma-
tion, such as the great powers, agents, and ideas. Second,
the editor asks, but the contributors fail to answer in any
systematic manner, the vital question of how to move
a region from one stage to the next.

One shortcoming in this inclusive volume is whether
realist, liberal, and constructivist theories that were
developed to explain great power dynamics and especially
the European model can explain regional transformations
in other locales. Specifically, can these perspectives be
taken off the shelf, slightly modified and adapted, and
applied to conflict-ridden regions to account for progress
(or the lack thereof) in regional transformations? Among
the contributors, John Owen raises some doubt about
applying the commercial peace literature to regions.
While he is clear that the dyadic effect of economic
interdependence is robust, he questions whether this
dynamic can be reproduced at the regional level. Specif-
ically, it is not sufficient for dyads to liberalize; to avoid
intraregional conflict, the entire region must become
interdependent. According to Owen, for this to occur,
either hegemony or democracy will be required, both of
which he argues can be problematic. Still, John Oneal in
his chapter highlights the pacific effect of democracies
and finds no evidence to support Jack Snyder and
Edward Mansfield’s claim that democratizing states are
more conflict prone.

Haftel’s book is a smart and methodologically sophis-
ticated study of the effect of regional economic institutions
on conflict reduction at the regional/subsystemic level.
For this reason alone, students in IR theory should read
this book carefully. Haftel uses a rationalist theory-of-war
model or a bargaining model. The underlying argument is
that interstate conflict is costly and occurs primarily due to
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some failure in the bargaining process, such as miscalcu-
lation, uncertainty, or indivisibility. For the author, the
combination of effective institutional design of REOs and
the implementation of negotiated agreements can reduce
and even eliminate these causes of regional armed conflict.

Haftel develops a data set of 25 REOs from the 1980s
and 1990s and puts it to good use. His main research
question is why some REO:s facilitate peacemaking and why
the record of REOs in reducing interstate conflict is so
mixed. For Haftel, three institutional design features of
REOs matter in facilitating regional peacemaking. These are
the scope of economic activity; the regularity of meetings of
high-level officials to facilitate communication and to reduce
miscalculation and uncertainty among regional states; and
institutional autonomy in terms of the corporate bureau-
cracy and dispute-settlement mechanism (DSM), which
foster peace through mediation, information, and adjudica-
tion. In addition to institutional design, the extent of the
implementation of the negotiated agreements matter.

One crucial question that Haftel addresses in depth,
and in a sophisticated manner that accepts some of the
limitations of his argument, is that of causality and espe-
cially the problem of reverse causality. He demonstrates
that the design and implementation of REOs affect interstate
militarized disputes, rather than the reverse argument.
He also addresses the problem that the relationship
between regional institutions and regional peace might
be spurious, caused by other variables such as the dis-
tribution of power, regime type, or interdependence.
Given the original data set that he develops for the
quantitative sections, one shortcoming is the Association
of Southeast Asian Nations case study, which relies on
secondary material to substantiate his argument.

Haftel does a good job of placing his argument in the
context of the existing literature of scholars who work on
some combination of REOs, institutions, interdepen-
dence, armed conflict, and conflict mitigation, including
some of the contributors to Paul’s volume. Both the work
of other scholars and Haftel’s contributions to the field are
clear, especially where he advances the discussion.

Given the breath and scope of the topic of regional
conflict-management mechanisms, there are holes in
Haftel’s book. First, the author’s use of a rationalist
bargaining model has its shortcomings. For him, the state
is largely a black box. In his model there are high-level
officials and bureaucrats in the REOs who are representa-
tives of the government. These high-level officials are not
members of the foreign policy executive (FPE) in the
government—the inner circle, Kitchen Cabinet, ExComm,
or Tuesday Lunch Group who are responsible for, and
tasked with, making foreign economic and security
policy, including the difficult choices related to peace-
making, conflict management, and armed conflict.
Do these high-level officials who represent the REOs
have influence on or access to the FPE, and does the
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FPE listen to them? Another neglected group is
domestic and societal economic actors. The domestic
political-economy model distinguishes between broad
and logrolled coalitions of inward- and outward-oriented
firms, sectors, or factors of production. These groups
reflect the winners and losers from trade and cooperation
and will lobby state leaders for their preferred policies,
though they too remain outside of the model.

Second, Haftel’s book is about regional peacemaking,.
The reader is left wondering how REOs move member
states through the different stages of peacemaking that are
necessary for regional transformations. Specifically, how
do REOs promote negotiations between rival states,
facilitate the signing of peace agreements, assist in the
implementation of the agreement, and move from dyadic
peace to regional peacemaking? Both Haftel and Paul fail
to systematically address this vital question.

Finally, the narrow focus on REOs, though important
to better understand their independent effect on conflict
management, ignores other significant actors in the
international and regional system that contributes to
regional peace and armed conflict. Moreover, these other
groups interact with and have influence on the REO:s.
Specifically neglected are noneconomic organizations
such as military or energy, third parties, and extraregional
actors. The chapter by Stephanie Hofmann and Frederic
Merand in the edited volume addresses this problem. The
authors maintain that the presence of a dense web of
institutions increases the opportunity cost of conflict.

Both books make important contributions to the liter-
ature on regional transformations and conflict management
mechanisms, discussing why in some regions peace and even
security communities emerge. In answering this question,
Paul, sets as his goal to discover the common ground among
atomized explanations, whereas Haftel’s goal is to emphasize
the role of regional economic organizations and their
design. With the decline of great power rivalries for now
and the renewed focus on regionalism with the rise of the
BRICS (Brazil, Russia, India, China, and South Africa)
and the rest, these books offer a welcome opportunity for
students, scholars, and practitioners to better understand
how and why peacemaking has succeeded in some regions.
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Both books under review explore connections across
borders in civil conflict. They complement the recent
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