
detailed empirical documentation of core claims, also
accounts for its main limitations.

First, the book lacks a substantive empirical presentation
elaborating how acculturation unfolds in the real world.
Instead, the authors resort to referencing a wide range of
studies which all happen to illustrate the main argument of
the book. It is certainly fine to cite as much supporting
evidence as possible, but a stronger case for acculturation
would have emerged from either presenting case studies or
from discussing more systematically in what ways the
authors would interpret countervailing evidence to their
perspective. Take for example their claims that the United
States was merely an “enactor of international scripts”when
it embraced racial equality in the 20th century (p. 81).
Or consider the more recent right to food campaign in
India and the mobilization for affordable anti-retroviral
drugs in Africa. Each of these cases is imminently relevant to
the arguments advanced by Goodman and Jinks, but they
all add a lot more complexity with regard to the role of
domestic politics or transnational actors than the world
polity perspective concedes. For the case of the United
States, consider the importance of both the emerging
Cold War competition and the mobilization of the
domestic civil rights movement. The cases of India and
HIV/AIDS suggest that much of the action in this field
is about selecting what rights and which groups get
attention—again something not explained within a world
polity framework. The point here is not to argue that accul-
turation doesn’t matter, but to show that a more in-depth
discussion of any such cases would have provided a more
convincing basis for deriving theoretical claims than the
selective presentation of supportive evidence only.

A second and related problem imported with the world
polity perspective is the lack of attention to the role of
agency as an autonomous force. Not only are NGOs and
civil society “dispensable” (p. 157), but actors are generally
reduced to being passive respondents to international
norms and social pressures. Goodman and Jinks discuss
in what ways civil society groups may be constituted
and empowered by the adoption of international scripts
(p. 144–150 and p. 157–159), but ignore the complexities
of these global-local interactions. Scholars in anthropology
and other disciplines have for some time traced not only the
tensions between global and local norms, but offered many
empirical examples describing how global scripts are
subverted or resisted. In addition, studies focused on
the detrimental effects of external support for domestic
activism make a strong case for taking agency and strategies
more seriously thanGoodman and Jinks do when repeatedly
resorting to the idea of “decoupling” as a catch-all phrase to
cover a wide range of gaps between espoused values and local
practices. The singular focus on how international scripts
constitute actors puts this book behind the state of the art
when considering the significant interdisciplinary progress
investigating global-local interactions.

A final issue arises from the limited dynamism inherent
in the acculturation perspective, especially compared to
persuasion-based socialization theories. While the book
identifies levels of institutionalization or network features
as relevant to explaining variation in acculturation results,
it also paints the process as essentially applicable across
time and space. Neither do the authors consider major
differences between today’s and earlier periods of global
integration, nor does their model make room for sub-
stantial changes in motives over time. In contrast, a more
persuasion-based approach represented, for example, by
the “spiral model” developed in The Power of Human
Rights (ed. by Thomas Risse, Stephen Ropp, and Kathryn
Sikkink, 1999) explores more elaborately how specific
strategies applied by a norm sender may affect beliefs of the
target. Acculturation can then simply be understood as
a step along a government’s shift away from outright
denial of violations towards formal acceptance and sub-
sequent compliance. Persuasion-based arguments con-
sider the possibility that actors’ motives substantially
change over time, including from a mere concern for
social status to a more substantial belief in the norm
content. While such a successful process of norm
compliance may be a lot more rare than scholars of
human rights change have long assumed, a framework
allowing for changing motives and beliefs takes the role of
agency more seriously and better facilitates empirical
investigations of what actually motivates responses to
human rights pressures. The book’s core contribution is
to focus less attention on the norms themselves and more
on the importance of the social context. Being for human
rights is one thing, but knowing how to effectively
promote them raises not just questions about what
constitutes a good policy at the local level, but also what
types of relations need to be put in place to motivate the
target. This latter agenda is where Goodman and Jinks
make their most important contributions.

Making Human Rights a Reality. By Emilie M. Hafner-Burton.
Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2013. 296p. $75.00 cloth,

$27.95 paper.

The Persistent Power of Human Rights:
From Commitment to Compliance. Edited by Thomas Risse,
Stephen C. Ropp, and Kathryn Sikkink. New York: Cambridge University

Press, 2013. 372p. $95.00 cloth, $34.99 paper.
doi:10.1017/S1537592714002953

— Stephen Hopgood, School of Oriental and African Studies, University
of London

No dedicated scholar of human rights impact can afford to
be without the two books under review here, both of which
represent significant contributions to the field of human
rights research. They encapsulate 20 years of thinking about
the difference, if any, made to human rights outcomes by an
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extensive array of international human rights norms, laws,
organizations, and policies.
The Persistent Power of Human Rights is an edited

collection intended to assess the durability of 1999’s
seminal The Power of Human Rights, in which the “spiral
model” of human rights impact was fully laid out for the
first time. Persistent Power is impressive as a scholarly
retrospective, not least because it so persuasively critiques
the spiral model itself (in excellent chapters by Anja
Jetschke and Andrea Liese, and Ryan Goodman and
Derek Jinks). Moreover, the “scope conditions” needed
to save the model, outlined in the introduction of Persistent
Power by Thomas Risse and Stephen C. Ropp, are
a welcome step beyond laws and norms (and the spiral
model) into the world of concrete political realities.
The ineffectiveness of international human rights

laws and institutions has been a mainstay of
Emilie M. Hafner-Burton’s previous work, her influential
critique of conventional advocacy strategies centering on the
failure to adequately address the role of power. HerMaking
Human Rights a Reality is a systematic attempt to argue that
law and power must (and can) be made to work together
by signing up what she calls “steward states,” the United
States and the European Union, for the task. By clubbing
together, being smarter about how they apply human
rights pressure, and by choosing which issues to priori-
tize, these stewards can, Hafner-Burton claims, achieve
the kind of human rights gains that she argues have yet to
materialize. This argument follows important earlier
chapters that try to explain, among other things, why
states commit human rights abuses.
Despite these achievements, both books inevitably

raise many questions. Their highly specialized focus runs
the risk of not seeing the forest for the trees in terms of
what is happening in the wider human rights world.
There is too little analysis of changes under way at the
level of the international system as a whole, for example.
In addition, because neither book starts with a declaration
of theoretical intent—each at times puts forward argu-
ments that we would broadly identify as realist, liberal, and
constructivist—the question of why states do what they
do, including why they (and other actors) might resist
human rights on principle, remains largely unaddressed.
The constructivist inspiration for The Power of Human
Rights was bold, relying as it did on the claim that states
could be persuaded by the power of international norms not
only to behave differently but also to be different. The
aspirations of Persistent Power are notably less ambitious: the
logic of consequences takes place against a background of
a logic of appropriateness. Given the dearth of evidence of
deep structural change in the nature of state identities, this
means that the logic of consequences remains where the
action is. While this is an issue for Persistent Power, and any
lingering hope for the spiral model, Hafner-Burton has
always been less persuaded by the logic of appropriateness.

Yet her account would also have benefited from more
theorizing about how and why states act as they do. Why is
law, enforced now by steward states pursuing their national
interests (a problem anyway for the multinational EU), still
the answer in a world where material power is what matters?
How can a legal system tolerate its most powerful members
elevating themselves above the rules? And how can such
exceptions avoid undermining completely the credibility of
steward states when they claim to be good global citizens?

Both books are fundamentally concerned with the
question of compliance: Does all the human rights law,
advocacy, courts, policy, aid, and trade conditionality
with which we are familiar actually improve the behavior
of states? Persistent Power asks the same question of multi-
nationals and non-state actors. Both books agree that the
right answer is yes, but in the places that need it least.
Human rights advocacy strategies work well in liberal
democracies and poorly in hard cases. The spiral model’s
hope was that all states would eventually pass through five
stages of human rights improvement: denial, repression,
tactical concessions, prescriptive status and rule-consistent
behavior. As several authors in the edited volume point out,
human rights progress has got stuck at level three, the
“bottleneck” of tactical concessions. Levels four and five,
which require accepting a norm’s validity and abiding by it
in a habitual way, have proven elusive.

Persistent Power identifies reasons why this is so, in-
cluding that many willing states cannot diffuse human
rights practice because they lack centralized administrative
capacity and/or authority, and that among unwilling
governments some are more vulnerable to pressure than
others. The upshot is that the journey to tactical concessions
(agreeing to the law) is, relatively speaking, the easy part
because at that point no core social, cultural or political norms
have yet been changed. Risse and Kathryn Sikkink concede
(pp. 284–85) that behavioral conformity, rather than attitu-
dinal change, may be all that is needed to talk of compliance.
But this is not only a move away from the “habituation”
required in stage five of The Power of Human Rights, it
reverses stages four and five. Rule-consistent behavior, not
deep socialization, is now sufficient. Perhaps in reality there
are only four stages: The old stage four, prescriptive status,
drops out except for politically liberal states for whom it is
already constitutive and embedded. Or perhaps the model
splits after stage three, yielding two alternative trajectories of
normative development that may never intersect—either
prescriptive status or rule-consistent behavior, but not both.

Commitment, let alone compliance, remains con-
tested, in other words (as shown by Sikkink’s chapter
on the United States and Katrin Kinzelbach’s on China).
Once a state gets to “rule-consistent behavior” (one version
of stage four on my view), this looks a lot like perpetual
tactical concession and is no proof against recidivism.
In the 1999 volume, said Risse and Sikkink on page 29,
a key sign of prescriptive status was that governments
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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 Power’s
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 all
states can bemade 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
NGOs, 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

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).WhenMaking 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 anymeaningful 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—from 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.

Regional Economic Institutions and Conflict
Mitigation: Design, Implementation, and the Promise
of Peace. By Yoram Haftel. Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press,

2012. $75.00 cloth, $35.00 paper.

International Relations Theory and Regional
Transformation. Edited by T. V. Paul. New York: Cambridge

University Press, 2012. $103.00 cloth, $35.99 paper.
doi:10.1017/S1537592714002965

— Steven E. Lobell, University of Utah

T. V. Paul’s edited volume and YoramHaftel’s book bring
regionalism back into international relations theory.
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