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Abstract 

What is the intersection between current international relations (IR) scholarship on 

human rights and the human rights practitioner/policy community? In this chapter, I outline how 

human rights IR scholarship has increased over time and provide examples of how this research 

has influenced the larger rights-promotion community. Using data on from The College of 

William and Mary’s Teaching, Research & International Policy (TRIP) Program (Maliniak et al 

2011), I then compare human rights researchers and their research products to the larger IR field.  

In many regards, human rights research in IR that appears in top journals is similar to research in 

other issue areas.  However, there are some differences between faculty researchers that focus on 

human rights and those that do not.  Taken together, these findings highlight some of the 

peculiarities to the study of global human rights but also reiterate how established human rights 

research has become in the IR field. 
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Rights and Wrongs: Human Rights at the Intersection of the IR Academy and Practice 

 

What determines the treatment of people in a certain location?  To what extent do certain 

international and domestic factors lead to changes in the respect of individuals and their personal 

and collective rights?  Since the creation of the United Nations (UN) and the drafting of the 

Universal Declaration of Human Rights (UDHR)  at the end of World War II, scholars in many 

academic disciplines have sought to answer these questions within the framework of human 

rights.   

Lawyers, philosophers, and religious scholars, among others, all quickly contributed to a 

growing body of literature concerning the origins of human rights norms and their legal and 

ethical foundations (Bobbio 1996; Morgan 2012).  Starting with a smaller footprint, researchers 

from various disciplines in the social sciences also began adding to the cross-disciplinary human 

rights scholarship.  Unlike legal studies, religion, or philosophy, where concerns with values and 

norms often take center-stage, the social sciences were historically much more reluctant to focus 

on human rights.  Due to its normative roots, a focus on human rights was often viewed to be at 

odds with social science’s focus on “objective and empirical knowledge” (Morgan 2012, 3).  The 

early literature on human rights that did exist in the social sciences has even been summarized as 

being rather unscientific, “inspired by activist involvement rather than the sobriety of scientific 

inference” (Hafner-Burton 2014, 282).   

Nonetheless, there has been a recent explosion in social scientific research on human 

rights. This is especially true within the discipline of political science and the field of 

international relations (IR).  Human rights research has appeared at an increasing rate in the top-

journals in the field; it has enlivened perennial debates on the role of international institutions, 

norms, and non-state actors (Keck and Sikkink 1998; Carpenter 2007; Simmons 2009). Research 
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on human rights within IR has also had much cross-disciplinary and practitioner appeal.  For 

example, theoretical models developed in IR have informed some of the largest and most 

prominent human rights organizations and donor foundations.  IR research on human rights has 

made its way into UN documents and reports. Even the data created by IR scholars in order to 

quantitatively research human rights abuses has been used in domestic political debates and 

policy statements, including the use of the Cingranelli-Richards (CIRI) Human Rights Dataset 

(Cingranelli, Richards, and Clay 2014) in the recent creation of the National Human Rights 

Programme 2014-2018 in Mexico (CNNMexico 2014, author’s translation).   

The goal of this chapter is twofold: (1) to illustrate how ideas from research on human 

rights within IR have enriched the cross-disciplinary and practitioner/policy human rights 

community and (2) to examine how human rights researchers and research products compare to 

those in the larger IR community.  Related to the first goal, there have been a plethora of recent 

reviews of the social scientific literature on human rights, often with a very strong political 

science or IR focus in the review (Landman 2005; Davenport 2007; Morgan 2012; Hafner-

Burton and Ron 2009; Goodman, Jinks, and Woods 2012; Hafner-Burton 2012, 2014).  I do not 

intend for this paper to rehash the same literature as these very informative review pieces and, as 

such, I do not review the totality of the human rights literature here.  Instead, I simply focus on a 

few of the ways in which human rights scholarship in IR has added to the larger conversation on 

rights-promotion, especially outside the ivory tower of academia.   

As to the second goal of the chapter, that of comparing human rights researchers and 

research products in IR to the larger field, the bottom line of this paper is quite surprising. Using 

data on IR journal articles and researchers from The College of William and Mary’s Teaching, 

Research & International Policy (TRIP) Program (Maliniak et al 2011), I find that human rights 
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scholarship in IR is, in many ways, reflective of the larger IR field, both in terms of 

epistemology and research methodologies. In general, I do not find that human rights scholarship 

is more descriptive or less positivist than other research appearing in IR journals, especially post-

1990. Differences in paradigmatic focus and theoretical focus, however, do exist and appear to 

persist over time.  Additionally, although human rights literature in top-tier IR journals appears 

to reflect research outside of the issue area, there are some differences between faculty 

researchers that focus on human rights and those that do not.  Taken together, these findings 

highlight some of the peculiarities to the study of global human rights but also reiterate how 

established human rights research has become in the IR field.   Human rights scholarship within 

IR has the potential to add both to the mainstream IR field but also is large and diverse enough to 

have much cross-disciplinary and practitioner appeal.   

 

What are Human Rights? 

Before examining human rights scholarship in IR, it is important to set the conceptual 

boundaries of what human rights research includes.  Although ideas about the rights of man have 

been discussed for centuries by philosophers and religious scholars, most human rights scholars 

define human rights as the rights listed in the UDHR, a non-binding resolution of the United 

Nations that was itself the result of a cross-disciplinary collaboration across both the Global 

North and Global South (Waltz 2001; Claude and Weston 2006).
1
  There are 30 articles in the 

UDHR, covering everything from the right to life (Article 3) to the right to rest and leisure 

(Article 24).   

                                                           
1
 Although the UDHR is not the only statement of rights by an intergovernmental organization, it 

is by far the most referenced in human rights scholarship.   



6 
 

Although the rights in the UDHR are supposed to be equal, indivisible and 

interdependent, the political climate and realities of the time when the UDHR was drafted 

introduced two fundamental divisions into human rights. First, as the UDHR was taken from a 

non-binding declaration to a binding agreement, Cold War tensions created a division between 

(a) economic, social, and cultural rights, which were viewed as rights associated with the Soviet 

sphere, and (b) political and civil rights, which were rights seen as largely Western.  Further 

divisions between rights exist in the larger human rights literature, including Vasak (1979)’s 

popular account of “three” generations of rights: (a) political and civil rights, (b) economic, 

social, and cultural rights, and (c) solidarity rights, which includes inter-generational rights to 

development and a clean environment (Wellman 2000).    

Although there were many states that did not see a division between economic, social, 

and cultural rights and political and civil rights, Cold War tensions, along with disagreements 

about how best to protect human rights, created a delay and bifurcation in the creation of the 

binding treaty that was follow the UDHR (Waltz 2001). The International Covenant on 

Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (ICESCR) and the International Covenant on Civil and 

Political Rights (ICCPR) did not enter into force until 1976.  Of course, subsequent human rights 

treaties have codified and focused on many additional rights.  These binding treaties are largely 

intended to hold state parties accountable to the principles outlined in the UDHR. 

A second division between human rights occurs between derogable and non-derogable 

rights.  Of all of the rights outlined in the UDHR, most are derogable and can be temporarily 

suspended at times of public emergency (Hafner-Burton, Helfer and Fariss 2011; Richards and 

Clay 2012). Only a few rights, the “right to life, the right to be free from torture and other 

inhumane or degrading treatment or punishment, the right to be free from slavery or servitude 
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and the right to be free from retroactive application of penal laws” are considered non-derogable 

and cannot be suspended for any reason (UNESA 2003-2004).
2
   

Perhaps reflecting the divisions outlined above, most human rights scholarship in the 

social sciences, together with most practitioner advocacy, has historically focused on only a few 

political and civil rights, especially non-derogable rights related to a person’s physical integrity. 

Additionally, although human rights are not granted by the state and human rights abuses can be 

the result of actions by both state and non-state actors, most human rights scholarship, especially 

within IR, has focused almost exclusively on government respect for human rights.  This focus 

has also occurred in the practitioner community, where the UN treaty system and much of the 

advocacy focus has been towards stopping abuses by political leaders and their agents (Roth 

2004).  

For this project, I consider the study of any of the rights outlined in the UDHR to be 

human rights scholarship.  I do not define human rights scholarship by the use of the term 

“human rights”: many scholars use the related terms of “repression,” “state terror,” or “political 

terror” to refer to the same abuses of physical integrity rights (Davenport and Ball 2002; Carey 

and Poe 2004; Davenport 2007; Wood and Gibney 2010).
3
 Additionally, the term “human 

security” has been critiqued within the human rights community as a “rephrase” or “bypass” of 

human rights language, even though the term “human security” typically refers to the same 

phenomena as are covered in traditional human rights language (Howard-Hassmann 2012).  

                                                           
2
http://unterm.un.org/dgaacs/unterm.nsf/8fa942046ff7601c85256983007ca4d8/d4dbb9694e5b40

da8525751b0077e882?OpenDocument. Also, see Richards and Clay (2012), who outline seven 

rights in the ICCPR that cannot be derogated.   
3
 As was mentioned at a planning conference for this chapter, there is often a division in the 

scholarly community between the study of “human rights” and “human wrongs,” where the focus 

would be on rebellion and civil war.  This is unfortunate, however, because one of the strongest 

predictors of human rights violations is civil unrest (Poe and Tate 1994).   
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Further, I take human rights scholarship to include both investigations into human rights as the 

outcome variable and human rights as a causal factor.   

In these regards, my definition of human rights scholarship is more encompassing than 

that used in the coding of the TRIP journal article data (Peterson et al 2013).  My expanded 

working definition allows for the inclusion of research into the repression-protest nexus (Moore 

2000, for example), work on genocide (Harff 2003; Krain 1997, 2005, 2012), and recent research 

on the “human rights peace” (Sobek, Abouharb, and Ingram 2006; Peterson and Graham 2011), 

all of which are not listed as human rights scholarship in the coding of journal articles by TRIP 

(Peterson et al 2013).
4
    

Drawing on this expanded definition of what human rights scholarship includes, I made a 

number of small changes when using the TRIP journal article and faculty researcher data.  First, 

when using the TRIP coding of journal articles, in addition to those articles that TRIP codes as 

having a human rights focus,
5
 I included research where the title of the article included any of the 

following terms: human rights, repression, human security, civil rights, rights, torture, physical 

integrity, political terror, women’s rights, protection of civilians, genocide, mass killings, and 

political rights.  According to the original TRIP coding of human rights, there were 142 articles 

in the database that focused on the issue of human rights.  Using my more encompassing 

definition, there are 192 articles.  In the section of this paper that focuses on comparing human 

rights scholarship to other IR scholarship, I use both issue area codings when making my 

comparisons.  In general, the pattern of human rights scholarship across these definitions is 

similar.  Figure 1 provides the annual percentage of human rights articles in the TRIP article 

                                                           
4
 Of course, a related issue is whether human rights research is classified as IR or comparative.  

Many researchers and publications on these topics appear to straddle fields.   
5
 Using the variable issuearea 
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database of IR research.  As shown, there has been a slight increase in the percentage of human 

rights scholarship appearing in these outlets over time. 

[Insert Figure 1 Here] 

Additionally, like Howard-Hassmann (2012)’s discussion of the intersection of human 

rights and the more recent term of “human security,” I consider researchers who identify in the 

2011 TRIP researcher data (Maliniak et al 2011) as having a secondary research interest in 

“human security” as researchers focusing on human rights issues.
6
 When I make comparisons 

between human rights faculty researchers and other IR faculty researchers below, I make these 

comparisons both with and without the inclusion of researchers that identify themselves as 

focusing on human security. Figure 2 provides a glimpse into how the percentage of TRIP 

faculty survey respondents who identify themselves as having a research interest in human rights 

has changed over time.  After discussing the role that the human rights research in IR has had in 

the practitioner/policy community, I examine these TRIP datasets below.   

[Insert Figure 2 Here] 

 

Human Rights Scholarship in IR and the Practitioner/Policy Community   

Research produced by human rights IR scholars plays a large role in the 

practitioner/policy community.  Although no comprehensive data source exists to examine 

whether this trend has been increasing over time, in this section, I present a few examples of the 

use of IR human rights scholarship outside of academia and some examples of how the 

practitioner/policy community has influenced the direction of academic research.  The 

relationship between IR researchers and the practitioner/policy community appears to be 

                                                           
6
 Using the variable fsqg_708_3882. 
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relatively symbiotic in the area of human rights, with world events and the interests of the larger 

community influencing human rights scholarship in IR (Schmitz 2010).   

Before turning to examples of social science research in the practitioner/policy 

community, let me stress, however, that social science in general and IR in particular are not the 

main academic input into this policy area: legal scholarship still dominates the human rights 

policy world.  For example, even though research from cross-disciplinary journals like Human 

Rights Quarterly have had hundreds of citations in documents listed on the website for the UN 

Office of the High Commissioner for Human Rights, many of these citations are for the legal 

scholarship in Human Rights Quarterly.  Further, the top three law journals have more citations 

each in documents listed on the High Commissioner’s website than the combined citation count 

for the top three political science journals.
7
  Nonetheless, it is clear that human rights IR 

scholarship has still made its way into the policy/practitioner community and, as the examples 

below illustrate, has influenced policy discussions.  This is in contrast to many of the other issue 

areas of focus in IR, as discussed in other chapters of this volume.  

One of the most influential strands of IR human rights research concerns the role of 

transnational advocacy networks on improvements of a state’s human rights practices.  Margaret 

Keck and Kathryn Sikkink (1998)’s book Activists Beyond Borders: Advocacy Networks Across 

Borders and the edited volume The Power of Human Rights (Risse, Ropp, and Sikkink 1999), 

which were both extremely influential within the discipline, have informed many NGOs and 

activists about the process of improvements in human rights practices and the potential role of 

transnational advocacy networks.  The language of human rights promotion discussed in these 

works is frequently referred to UN documents and the work of NGOs and donors. For example, a 

                                                           
7
 http://scholar.google.com/citations?view_op=top_venues&hl=en&vq=soc_law and 

http://scholar.google.com/citations?view_op=top_venues&hl=en&vq=soc_politicalscience  
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recent preliminary text of a UN declaration on the rights of people to international solidarity 

included a reference to Keck and Sikkink (1998) (UN General Assembly 2014, 

A/HRC/26/34/Add.1).  Likewise, a 2014 Working Group document of the UN Human Rights 

Commissioner, which called for the establishment of a global fund on business and human rights, 

cited the second edition of The Power of Human Rights when making the following statement:  

“It is recognized that one of the reasons States encounter challenges to comply 

with international human rights obligations is the absence of appropriate resources 

and capacity” (UN OHCHR 2014, SPB/SHD/MCS/ff).   

Human rights scholars themselves (as “intellectuals”) are actually theorized in Keck and 

Sikkink (1998) as part of the larger transnational advocacy network for human rights promotion 

(9).  Further, Keck and Sikkink (1998) acknowledge that there is movement within the network 

from one organization or locale to another: “personnel also circulate within and among networks, 

as relevant players move from one to another in a version of the ‘revolving door’” (9).  This 

“revolving door” within the larger advocacy network describes well the movement of many IR 

human rights scholars from the academy to the policy community and back again. There are 

notable IR human rights scholars with previous experience in NGOs. James Ron is a good 

example, whose experiences include work with Human Rights Watch, the International 

Committee of the Red Cross, and CARE.
8
 There are also many individuals active in UN bodies 

and NGOs with PhDs and research backgrounds in International Relations.  For example, Louis 

N. Bickford, the current program officer for the Global Human Rights program at the Ford 

Foundation, has a PhD in political science and teaches IR human rights research at New York 

                                                           
8
 jamesron.com 
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University’s Wagner School.
9
 The 2007-2008 President of the UN Human Rights Council, 

Dorcu Costea, and the 2011-2012 Vice President, Anatole Fabien Nkou, both have PhDs in 

international relations.  Researchers working at many different human rights NGOs, including 

Amnesty International and Human Rights Watch, frequently present papers at the largest IR 

conference, the International Studies Association Conference.   

Additionally, some IR human rights scholars work with funding from the 

practitioner/policy community or produce works that are later adopted by this community. 

Sometimes, early support from the practitioner/policy community influences later IR human 

rights scholarship as well.  For example, much IR attention has been paid to the limited and 

conditional role the UN international human rights treaty system has in improving human rights 

practices (Hafner-Burton and Tsutsui 2005; Neumayer 2005; Simmons 2009; Hill 2010; Conrad 

and Ritter 2013; Lupu 2013).  Some of the early cross-disciplinary academic work on the limited 

effects of treaties (Bayefsky 2001 and Heyns and Viljoen 2002, for example) came after 

“collaboration[s] with the Office of the United Nations High Commissioner for Human Rights” 

(UN ECOSOC 2000, E/2000/22 E/C.12/1999/11, 70).   This work is often cited in the political 

science literature on human rights treaties (Landman 2004; Neumayer 2005).  More recent 

efforts by the UN to strengthen the treaty system also include IR academics, who, along with 

legal scholars, have often been called on to write summary documents of academic research (UN 

HRC 2014, A/HRC/AC/12/CRP.2
 
)
10

 

                                                           
9
 http://wagner.nyu.edu/bickford; http://www.fordfoundation.org/regions/united-

states/team/louis-bickford  
10

 See also 

http://www2.ohchr.org/english/bodies/HRTD/docs/Informal_background_paper_Dublin_meetin

g.pdf 
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Another fruitful line of IR research that has been of interest to the UN human rights 

regime concerns the negative externalities of economic sanctions on human rights abuses, 

especially concerning the treatment of vulnerable populations (Wood 2008; Peksen 2009; Peksen 

2011; Drury and Peksen 2014).  A recent workshop of the UN Office of the High Commissioner 

for Human Rights highlighted this research.
11

 The workshop was later used in drafting a report 

for the UN Human Rights Council concerning the use of economic sanctions and other coercive 

measures (UN HRC 2014, A/HRC/AC/13/CRP.2).     

Outside of the UN system, the work of IR human rights scholars has also been supported 

and is of interest to the larger practitioner/policy community.  Among the most well-known, of 

course, Barbara Harff’s work on genocide and Ted Gurr’s work on insurgency was important in 

the creation of the US’s State Failure Task Force, which later became the Political Instability 

Task Force (PITF).  The first footnote of Harff’s 2003 American Political Science Review article 

on the risks of genocide starts with the statement that the  

“study was commissioned in 1998 by the Central Intelligence Agency's 

Directorate of Intelligence in response to President Clinton's policy initiative on 

genocide early warning and prevention. It was designed by the author and carried 

out using her data with other data and analytic techniques developed by the State 

Failure Task Force. … The author is senior consultant to the Task Force, which 

was established in 1994 in response to a request from senior U.S. policymakers to 

design and carry out a data-driven study of the correlates of state failure, defined 

to include revolutionary and ethnic wars, adverse or disruptive regime transitions, 

and genocides and politicides …” (57).   

                                                           
11

 www.ohchr.org/Documents/Events/Seminars/AgendaUCM24May2014.doc 
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Many other forecasting approaches to human rights abuses and insurgency have 

been supported by government funds, including the work of the Integrated Crisis Early 

Warning System (ICEWS) (O’Brien 2010).  This support has been critical to the 

development of conflict forecasting models and events data approaches in political 

science (Monroe and Schrodt 2008; Gleditsch and Ward 2013). Although not all this 

work makes explicit reference to “human rights,” many works center on the study of the 

repression-protest nexus (Shellman 2008; Metternich et al 2013; Bell et al 2013) and 

genocide. Human rights scholar David Cingranelli, for example, led a project that 

focused specifically on using human rights indicators to predict insurgency (Bell et al 

2013).  All of these works have led to advances in the study of human rights more 

generally.   

Human rights NGOs and institutions have also supported and utilized research from IR 

human rights scholars. For example, James Ron’s current work has been supported by the Ford 

Foundation.
12

 Transitional justice scholarship by teams of researchers headed by IR scholars 

Leigh Payne and Kathryn Sikkink has been widely cited by the International Center for 

Transitional Justice.
13

  Payne’s earlier work was supported by the United States Institute of 

Peace.
14

   

Further, the datasets created by IR scholars and used in the majority of IR human rights 

research have had much appeal in the practitioner/policy community.
15

  Two of the major 

                                                           
12

 http://jamesron.com/Grants.php 
13

 See, for example, http://ictj.org/sites/default/files/ICTJ-Lebanon-Impunity-Report-2014.pdf 
14

 http://www.sant.ox.ac.uk/CVLeighPayne.No2.pdf 
15

 Please see Satterthwaite and Simeone (2014) for a discussion of how social science data 

collection for human rights differs from fact-finding for human rights advocates.  See also Fariss 

(2014) for a great discussion on informational issues to consider with the various human rights 

datasets.   
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datasets, the Political Terror Scale (Gibney et al 2014) and Cingranelli-Richards (CIRI) Human 

Rights Dataset (Cingranelli, Richards, and Clay 2013) have been widely cited in newspaper 

reports (for example, New Zealand Herald 2014; African Manager 2014) and UN documents 

(UN General Assembly 2010, A/65/165).
16

 When asked about the practitioner/policy footprint of 

CIRI, David Richards, one of the directors of the CIRI dataset stated:  

"the list of organizations using CIRI within two years of its founding was nearly 500 in 

150 countries... its reach ultimately extended to 170+ countries…Many interactions came 

directly from the governments of countries themselves. I would hear from development 

offices, statistics bureaus, offices of Prime Ministers ... When asked for examples of non-

academic CIRI usage, I would usually point towards the UN, World Bank (Governance 

Indicators), the Ibrahim Index of African Governance, the Political Instability Task 

Force, and the Millennium Challenge Corporation, as people know those entities” (2014).   

Of course, the relationship between IR human rights scholarship and the larger 

practitioner/policy community is not one-way.  Human rights scholarship, even theoretical 

developments, have been influenced by world events and trends identified by the practitioner 

community.  Schmitz (2011) acknowledged, for example, that the US terrorist attacks on 

September 11
th

 have changed the behavior of human rights advocacy network, shifting from 

“shaming” strategies to more local empowerment.  As Schmitz (2011) remarked, post September 

11
th

, “[s]cholars can play an important role in contributing to the ongoing shift from reactive to 

preventive transnational strategies” (7191).  Similarly, critiques to assumptions in Keck and 

                                                           
16

 See also 

tbinternet.ohchr.org/Treaties/CESCR/Shared%20Documents/AUT/INT_CESCR_NGO_AUT_14

625_E.docx 
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Sikkink (1998)’s model of transnational advocacy have received much attention in IR 

scholarship and draw on reports from the practitioner community (Bob 2005; Murdie 2014).    

In short, the footprint of human rights research in IR on the practitioner/policy 

community is significant. I think there are two reasons for this synergy. First, human right 

research, at its very core, is cross-disciplinary.  Many PhD programs in political science include 

cross-listed human rights courses or encourage their students to take courses on human rights in 

other disciplines.  At both the undergrad and graduate level, syllabi for human rights courses 

often include cross-disciplinary research.  Because of this, student-scholars interact with the 

larger human rights community as they begin their research; these contacts may be useful later 

on.  As mentioned, the top human rights journal, Human Rights Quarterly, is interdisciplinary 

and includes research both from academics of various disciplines and from practitioners.  As 

such, the typical IR human rights researcher has many opportunities to interact with non-IR 

scholars and may be called on to review research from outside his/her area.  The researcher may 

also be familiar writing for a larger non-IR audience. Publishing in cross-disciplinary academic 

research outlets may help improve a researcher’s practitioner/policy footprint.  For example, a 

search on the website for the UN Office of the High Commissioner for Human Rights finds over 

500 references to “Human Rights Quarterly” but only four references to “International Studies 

Quarterly.”  

Second, activism plays a huge role in human rights improvement; experience with 

activism may help researchers get attention outside of the academy.  Prominent human rights 

scholars have long been contributors at IR blogs.  For example, R. Charli Carpenter and Jon 

Western have both been permanent members to the IR blog Duck of Minerva for many years. 

Many IR human rights scholars have published op-ed pieces and policy-versions related to their 
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academic articles.
17

   Perhaps the nature of human rights promotion makes human rights 

researchers especially willing to spread the findings of their research beyond the ivory tower.    

In short, there are many examples of the impact IR human rights researchers and their 

research products have had on the practitioner/policy community.  Although their influence 

outside of the academy is still small in comparison to human rights legal scholars, research in IR 

appears to have had an influence outside of the academy.   

 

Are Human Rights Researchers and Their Research Products Different from the 

Field?  

Human rights research, although having a long history in IR, has been seen, at least in 

some circles, as unscientific, motivated by an activist nature that somehow negates the scientific 

process (Hafner-Burton 2014).  As Carey and Poe (2004) point out, most social science 

researchers tend to steer clear of “normative judgments” and, due simply to the use of the 

language of human rights, “studies of human rights are normative from the onset” (4).  However, 

as Carey and Poe (2004) also contend, normative judgments (ie being anti-war or anti-nuclear 

weapons) are not unique to the study of human rights in IR; other IR scholars simply allow 

“those biases [to] frequently go unmentioned in their writings” (4).  As the previous section tried 

to highlight, human rights IR research does inform the practitioner/policy community. In this 

section, I outline whether this research is somehow different from the rest of the IR field.  Does 

the normative nature of human rights influence the type of scholar or scholarship that is found in 

IR? 

                                                           
17

 See, for example, Bob 2002 and Sikkink 2011. 
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To investigate these questions, I return to the TRIP journal article and faculty researcher 

datasets (Maliniak et al 2011).  In general, I am interested in whether human right articles in IR 

journals and human rights IR faculty researchers differ from other IR articles and IR researchers 

in four areas: (1) epistemology, (2) research methodology, (3) theoretical perspective, and (4) 

policy prescription.  I am interested in these four areas because (a) they allow me to provide an 

informed response to the critique of Hafner-Burton (2014) and others that claim that human 

rights IR scholarship is somehow lacking in the “sobriety of scientific inference” (282) and 

because (b) examining these four areas may provide insights into why human rights scholarship 

in IR has had the influence on the policy community that it has.  

 I run a series of cross-tabular analyses looking at how human rights articles and 

researchers differ from other articles/researchers in IR.  According to the conventional wisdom, 

one might expect human rights research, even the research appearing in to IR journals, to be 

much more non-positivist, descriptive, and policy-oriented than other research in IR.  

Surprisingly, I find that that this isn’t the case.  Although human rights IR research is  much 

more likely to take ideational factors seriously and typically has  a constructivist bent, the 

conventional view of  the human rights IR literature as only descriptive or non-positivist appears 

to be misplaced or, at the very least, somewhat dated.   Underlying these statements, however, is 

a difference I identify between human rights research in IR/top political science journals and 

human rights researchers.   Human rights research in IR journals appears very similar to other 

areas of IR; researchers in the TRIP survey that self-identify as being human rights-focused 

appear different in epistemology and methodology.  These findings reinforce ideas about how 

cross-disciplinary and broad the field of human rights is.  
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First, the TRIP journal article dataset (Peterson et al 2013) includes a dichotomous 

coding of whether the research is positivist or non-positivist.
18

 Table 1 shows how epistemology 

varies in human rights research and other IR research, with the first panel of Table 1 using the 

TRIP coding of a human rights issue and the second panel using my more encompassing coding 

of what is human rights research, as discussed above.  As the χ
2
 test indicates, I do find that in 

the whole 1980 to 2012 sample, when using the TRIP human rights issue coding, it does appear 

that human rights IR literature is more non-positivist than other IR literature.  However, as the 

second panel of Table 1 shows, when you take a more encompassing view of what human rights 

research is, there does not appear to be a relationship between epistemology and human rights 

research, as compared to other issue areas of IR research. Tables 2-3 further support this general 

idea and illustrate that any relationship between non-positivist research and having a human 

rights issue focus appears to be very time-dependent and only evident in the pre-1990 time 

period.  Taken together, Tables 1-3 imply that human rights research in these journal articles, 

although perhaps more non-positivist in the past, is similar in epistemology to research in other 

issue areas. 

[Insert Tables 1-3 Here] 

When turning from human rights research that has appeared in the 12 top-tier journals 

used in the TRIP article database to looking at the TRIP faculty survey, a slightly different 

pattern emerges with respect to epistemology.  To note, the TRIP faculty survey asks researchers 

for their epistemology in surveys given in 2004, 2006, 2008, and 2011.  Epistemology here can 

be answered as (a) non-positivist, (b) positivist, or (c) post-positivist.
19

 As Table 4 illustrates, 

when looking at 6,508 responses to the epistemology question, there is a greater percentage of 

                                                           
18

 Using variable epistemology 
19

 Variable fsqg_83 
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non-positivist and post-positivist researchers that study human rights than those that do not 

(Panel A)  This relationship is also present when I include those that say they have a research 

interest in “human security” from the 2011 survey (Panel B).  Worth mentioning, when looking 

at the waves of the survey separately, this relationship only appears in the 2006 and 2008 survey 

for the human rights researchers but does continue to hold for the 2011 coding of human 

rights/human security researchers.
20

  This finding does indicate that human rights researchers, as 

opposed to their research products in top-tier IR journals, do appear to be more non/post-

positivist than their non-human rights counterparts.  Their research products are probably found 

in other research outlets not sampled in the TRIP journal article survey.
21

   

[Insert Tables 4-5 Here] 

Turning to research methodologies, surprisingly, I do not find many differences in 

methodologies used in human rights research in the TRIP journal database and other journal 

articles.  As Table 5 indicates, there is no relationship between issue focus and the use of 

descriptive methods.  Table 6 illustrates a similar non-association with qualitative methodology.  

Not surprisingly, though, as Table 7 shows, human rights research in IR journals has been less 

likely to use formal modeling techniques.  Although I do not have a strong explanation for this 

finding, it could be that some human rights researchers, due to their ideational bent, are less 

likely to view the assumptions of formal modeling in a positive light.  Additionally, it could be 

that IR graduate programs with a focus on human rights are not historically those with a strong 

formal component.  

                                                           
20

 Results available from author. 
21

 An interesting extension to the TRIP article survey would be to code Human Rights Quarterly 

and other human rights cross-disciplinary journals.   
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Table 8 provides a very surprising finding that appears to go against the conventional 

wisdom: human rights articles are actually more likely to use quantitative methods than other IR 

articles.  This could be linked to the work of Gibney et al (2014) and Cingranelli, Richards, and 

Clay (2014) and the ready availability of quantitative human rights data during this time period.   

[Insert Tables 6-8 Here] 

When looking at human rights researchers in the TRIP faculty researcher survey, the 

2004 survey reiterates that human rights researchers, when asked to check all methodologies that 

they use, are more likely to report using quantitative methodology, as shown in Table 9.
22

  The 

question on research methodology was changed in the 2006 and subsequent surveys; this 

question
23

 now asked for primary methodology.  Here, as shown in Table 10, a greater 

percentage of human rights researchers report using primarily a “legal and ethical analysis” 

methodology (Peterson et al 2013).   

[Insert Tables 9-10 Here] 

 At its core, human rights are a social construct.  I see it as no surprise, therefore, that 

research products about human rights and human rights researchers are more likely to use 

ideational factors in their work than the rest of the IR field.  Table 11 provides a cross-tabular 

breakdown of ideational factors and human rights research in the TRIP journal article survey.  

Table 12 provides similar information from the TRIP faculty researcher survey.
24

  What is 

somewhat surprising, however, as shown in Table 13, having a human rights issue focus and the 

use of material factors has no association in the TRIP journal article database.  When looking 

                                                           
22

 fsqg_87_459 
23

 fsqg_178 
24

 Worth noting, the TRIP faculty researcher survey only asked this question (fsqg_84) in 2004 

and 2011. 
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beyond the use of ideational/material factors to examine the use of various paradigms from IR, 

both human rights articles in top IR journals and researchers are more likely to be associated 

with constructivism than non-human rights articles and researchers, as shown in Tables 14 and 

15.  Given the role of research on non-state actors in human rights scholarship, as outlined 

above, this finding is largely consistent with conventional wisdom.  

[Insert Tables 11-15 Here] 

Finally, as shown in Table 16, human rights articles appear to offer policy prescriptions 

similarly to non-human rights articles in IR journals. Related questions concerning the 

motivations of research were asked in the TRIP faculty researcher survey in 2011.  As shown in 

Table 17, when looking at faculty researcher themselves, human rights researchers have similar 

ideas as to what should motivate research as their non-human rights counterparts have.
25

 When 

the focus is on not what should motivate research but on what does motivate their research, as 

shown in Table 18, human rights researchers are similar to non-human rights researchers; there 

is, however,  an association between research motivation and issue area when we focus on 

human rights/human security researchers as a whole.
26

  In general, however, these findings do 

not indicate a vast difference in the motivations or policy prescriptions for human rights versus 

other IR research.    

[Insert Tables 16-17 Here] 

 

Conclusion 

                                                           
25

 fsqg_621.  To note, there does appear to be a mistake in the description of this variable – 

“appeal to broader audience” is listed twice (with slightly different spellings) and “issue area” is 

missing. 
26

 fsqg_626. 
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Human rights research in IR is an active research area, with vibrant debates and a 

growing footprint in the top journals in the field.   Since the UDHR entered into force in 1948, 

human rights scholarship has permeated many disciplines.  Although social science in general 

and IR in particular were relatively late to add to the growing academic literature on human 

rights, their contributions have been significant, both for the field and for the practitioner/policy 

community.  As outlined above, human rights research in IR has influenced NGOs, 

intergovernmental organizations, and domestic political debates.  There appears to be much 

opportunity for future interaction with the larger rights-promotion community. 

Cross-disciplinary work is almost taken-for-granted by many human rights scholars.  

Although there are some differences in the epistemology, research methods, and theoretical 

perspectives of human rights researchers compared to the larger IR community, these differences 

are not that prominent in the work that appears in top IR journals.  Whether this is a positive for 

the field of IR or not is an open question; it does, however, reiterate the diverse nature of human 

rights researchers in IR. 

Human rights research is a unique issue area because of its very visible normative 

background.  However, human rights researchers are not unique in their potential to produce 

scientifically-valid yet “value-relevant” research (Morgan 2012, 5).   This research seems to be 

increasing in its popularity in the field and adding to the larger world around us.   
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Figure 1: Human Rights as a Percentage of Total IR Articles, 1980-2012 

 

Note: Data from TRIP journal article database (Peterson et al 2013).  
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Figure 2: Human Security/Human Rights Faculty Research Area Over Time 

 
Note: Data from TRIP faculty researcher survey (Maliniak et al 2011).    
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Table 1: Epistemology and Human Rights, 1980-2012 

TRIP Human Rights Issue 

E
p
is

te
m

o
lo

g
y 

 No Yes Total 

Non-Positivist  974 39 1,013 

Positivist  4,190 103 4,293 

 Total  5,164 142 5,306 

  Pearson chi2(1) =   6.6224   Pr = 0.010 

 likelihood-ratio chi2(1) =   6.0384   Pr = 0.014 

Cramér's V =  -0.0353 

 Fisher's exact =                 0.013 

1-sided Fisher's exact =                 0.009 

 

 

 

 

 

More Encompassing Human Rights Issue 

E
p
is

te
m

o
lo

g
y 

 No Yes Total 

Non-Positivist  971 42 1,013 

Positivist  4,143 150 4,293 

 Total  5,114   192 5,306 

      Pearson chi2(1) =   0.9991   Pr = 0.318 

 likelihood-ratio chi2(1) =   0.9660   Pr = 0.326 

               Cramér's V =  -0.0137 

           Fisher's exact =                 0.305 

   1-sided Fisher's exact =                 0.182 

 

 

 

 

 

Note: Data from TRIP journal article database (Peterson et al 2013).    
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Table 2: Epistemology and Human Rights Issue, Pre-1990 

TRIP Human Rights Issue 

E
p
is

te
m

o
lo

g
y 

 No Yes Total 

Non-Positivist  367 13 380 

Positivist  982 4 986 

 

 Total  1,349   17 1,366 

   Pearson chi2(1) =  20.2924   Pr = 0.000 

 likelihood-ratio chi2(1) =  17.5776   Pr = 0.000 

               Cramér's V =  -0.1219 

           Fisher's exact =                 0.000 

   1-sided Fisher's exact =                 0.000 

 

 

 

 

More Encompassing Human Rights Issue 

E
p
is

te
m

o
lo

g
y 

 No Yes Total 

Non-Positivist    366 14 380 

Positivist    973 13 986 

 Total  1,339 27 1,366 

 Pearson chi2(1) =   7.9233   Pr = 0.005 

 likelihood-ratio chi2(1) =   7.0651   Pr = 0.008 

               Cramér's V =  -0.0762 

           Fisher's exact =                 0.008 

   1-sided Fisher's exact =                 0.007 

 

 

 

Note: Data from TRIP journal article database (Peterson et al 2013).   
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Table 3: Epistemology and Human Rights Issue, 1990-2012 

TRIP Human Rights Issue 

E
p
is

te
m

o
lo

g
y 

 No Yes Total 

Non-Positivist  607   26 633 

Positivist  3,208    99 3,307 

 Total  3,815         125 3,940 

 Pearson chi2(1) =   2.1455   Pr = 0.143 

 likelihood-ratio chi2(1) =   2.0024   Pr = 0.157 

               Cramér's V =  -0.0233 

           Fisher's exact =                 0.139 

   1-sided Fisher's exact =                 0.093 

 

 

 

 

More Encompassing Human Rights Issue 

E
p
is

te
m

o
lo

g
y 

 No Yes Total 

Non-Positivist  605 28 633 

Positivist  3,170 137 3,307 

 Total  3,775 165 3,940 

    Pearson chi2(1) =   0.1043   Pr = 0.747 

 likelihood-ratio chi2(1) =   0.1028   Pr = 0.748 

               Cramér's V =  -0.0051 

           Fisher's exact =                 0.745 

   1-sided Fisher's exact =                 0.407 

 

 

 

Note: Data from TRIP journal article database (Peterson et al 2013).   
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Table 4: Epistemology and Human Rights Researchers, 2004, 2006, 2008, 2011   

 Human Rights Researcher 

E
p
is

te
m

o
lo

g
y 

  No Yes Total 

Non-Positivist  1,433 146 1,579 

Positivist  3,238 285 3,523 

 Post-Positivist  1,248 158 1,406 

 Total  5,919 589 6,508 

           Pearson chi2(2) =  12.1949   Pr = 0.002 

 likelihood-ratio chi2(2) =  11.7982   Pr = 0.003 

               Cramér's V =   0.0433 

           Fisher's exact =                 0.003 

 

 

 

 

Human Rights/Security Researcher 

E
p
is

te
m

o
lo

g
y  No Yes Total 

Non-Positivist  1,385   194 1,579 

Positivist  3,170 353 3,523 

 Post-Positivist  1,194 212 1,406 

 Total  5,749 759 6,508 

 Pearson chi2(2) =  25.7458   Pr = 0.000 

 likelihood-ratio chi2(2) =  24.9652   Pr = 0.000 

               Cramér's V =   0.0629 

           Fisher's exact =                 0.000 

 

 

 

Note: Data from TRIP faculty researcher survey (Maliniak et al 2011).   
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Table 5: Descriptive Methods and Human Rights Issue, 1980-2012   

TRIP Human Rights Issue 

D
es

cr
ip

ti
ve

 M
et

h
o
d
s 

 No Yes Total 

No  4,639 129 4,768 

Yes 525 13 538 

 Total  5,164 142 5,306 

        Pearson chi2(1) =   0.1552   Pr = 0.694 

 likelihood-ratio chi2(1) =   0.1598   Pr = 0.689 

               Cramér's V =  -0.0054 

           Fisher's exact =                 0.779 

   1-sided Fisher's exact =                 0.413 

 

 

 

 

More Encompassing Human Rights Issue 

D
es

cr
ip

ti
ve

 M
et

h
o
d
s 

 No Yes Total 

No  4,592 176 4,768 

Yes 522 16 538 

 Total  5,114 192 5,306 

 Pearson chi2(1) =   0.7132   Pr = 0.398 

 likelihood-ratio chi2(1) =   0.7530   Pr = 0.386 

               Cramér's V =  -0.0116 

           Fisher's exact =                 0.465 

   1-sided Fisher's exact =                 0.239 

 

 

 

Note: Data from TRIP journal article database (Peterson et al 2013).    
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Table 6: Qualitative Methodology and Human Rights Issue, 1980-2012   

TRIP Human Rights Issue 

Q
u

a
li

ta
ti

ve
 M

et
h

o
d
o
lo

g
y 

 No Yes Total 

No  3,413 87 3,500 

Yes 1,751 55 1,806 

 Total  5,164 142 5,306 

 Pearson chi2(1) =   1.4328   Pr = 0.231 

 likelihood-ratio chi2(1) =   1.4049   Pr = 0.236 

               Cramér's V =   0.0164 

           Fisher's exact =                 0.243 

   1-sided Fisher's exact =                 0.134 

 

 

 

 

More Encompassing Human Rights Issue 

Q
u

a
li

ta
ti

ve
 M

et
h

o
d
o
lo

g
y 

 No Yes Total 

No  3,377 123 3,500 

Yes 1,737 69 1,806 

 Total  5,114 192 5,306 

 Pearson chi2(1) =   0.3205   Pr = 0.571 

 likelihood-ratio chi2(1) =   0.3178   Pr = 0.573 

               Cramér's V =   0.0078 

           Fisher's exact =                 0.587 

   1-sided Fisher's exact =                 0.311 

 

 

 

Note: Data from TRIP journal article database (Peterson et al 2013).   
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Table 7: Formal Modeling and Human Rights Issue, 1980-2012   

TRIP Human Rights Issue 

F
o
rm

a
l 

M
o
d

el
in

g
 

 No Yes Total 

No  4,561 140 4,701 

Yes 603 2 605 

 Total  5,164 142 5,306 

   Pearson chi2(1) =  14.4249   Pr = 0.000 

 likelihood-ratio chi2(1) =  21.9441   Pr = 0.000 

               Cramér's V =  -0.0521 

           Fisher's exact =                 0.000 

   1-sided Fisher's exact =                 0.000 

 

 

 

 

More Encompassing Human Rights Issue 

F
o
rm

a
l 

M
o
d

el
in

g
 

 No Yes Total 

No  4,519 182 4,701 

Yes 595 10 605 

 Total  5,114 192 5,306 

 Pearson chi2(1) =   7.5652   Pr = 0.006 

 likelihood-ratio chi2(1) =   9.1983   Pr = 0.002 

               Cramér's V =  -0.0378 

           Fisher's exact =                 0.004 

   1-sided Fisher's exact =                 0.002 

 

 

 

Note: Data from TRIP journal article database (Peterson et al 2013).   
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Table 8: Quantitative Methods and Human Rights Issue, 1980-2012   

TRIP Human Rights Issue 

Q
u

a
n

ti
ta

ti
ve

 M
et

h
o
d
s 

 No Yes Total 

No  3,302 

(63.94%) 

83 

(58.45%) 

3,385 

Yes 1,862 

(36.06%) 

59 

(41.55%) 

1,921 

 Total  5,164 142 5,306 

 Pearson chi2(1) =   1.8047   Pr = 0.179 

 likelihood-ratio chi2(1) =   1.7719   Pr = 0.183 

               Cramér's V =   0.0184 

           Fisher's exact =                 0.185 

   1-sided Fisher's exact =                 0.105 

 

 

 

 

More Encompassing Human Rights Issue 

Q
u

a
n

ti
ta

ti
ve

 M
et

h
o
d
s 

 No Yes Total 

No  3,279 

(64.12%) 

106 

(55.21%) 

3,385 

Yes 1,835 

(35.88%) 

86 

(44.79%) 

1,921 

 Total  5,114 192 5,306 

 Pearson chi2(1) =   6.3603   Pr = 0.012 

 likelihood-ratio chi2(1) =   6.1904   Pr = 0.013 

               Cramér's V =   0.0346 

           Fisher's exact =                 0.014 

   1-sided Fisher's exact =                 0.008 

 

 

 

Note: Data from TRIP journal article database (Peterson et al 2013).   
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Table 9: Quantitative Methodologies Employed and Human Rights Researchers, 2004   

 Human Rights Researcher 

Q
u

a
n

ti
ta

ti
ve

 M
et

h
o
d
o
lo

g
ie

s 

E
m

p
lo

ye
d

 

 No Yes Total 

No   678 

(67.66%) 

47 

(52.81%) 

  725 

Yes 324 

(32.34%) 

42 

(47.19%) 

366 

Total  1,002     89 1,091 

Pearson chi2(1) =   8.0919   Pr = 0.004 

 likelihood-ratio chi2(1) =   7.7270   Pr = 0.005 

               Cramér's V =   0.0861 

           Fisher's exact =                 0.007 

   1-sided Fisher's exact =                 0.004 

 

Note: Data from TRIP faculty researcher survey (Maliniak et al 2011).   
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Table 10: Primary Methodology and Human Rights Researchers, 2006, 2008, 2011   

 Human Rights Researcher 

M
et

h
o
d
o
lo

g
y 

 No Yes Total 

Counterfactual Analysis 52 3 55 

Experimental 39 2 41 

Formal Modeling   86 3 89 

Legal or Ethical Analysis 173 80 253 

Policy Analysis 472 34 506 

Pure Theory   161   15 176 

Qualitative Analysis 3,703   327 4,030 

Quantitative Analysis 959 81 1,040 

 Total  5,645 545 6,190 

 Pearson chi2(7) = 175.3448   Pr = 0.000 

 likelihood-ratio chi2(7) = 117.7586   Pr = 0.000 

               Cramér's V =   0.1683 

 

 

 

 

Human Rights/Security Researcher 

M
et

h
o
d
o
lo

g
y 

 No Yes Total 

Counterfactual Analysis 51 4 55 

Experimental    36     5 41 

Formal Modeling   85 4 89 

Legal or Ethical Analysis    168   85 253 

Policy Analysis   443 63 506 

 Pure Theory 157 19 176 

 Qualitative Analysis 3,586 444 4,030 

 Quantitative Analysis 941 99 1,040 

 Total  5,467 723 6,190 

 Pearson chi2(7) = 130.1546   Pr = 0.000 

 likelihood-ratio chi2(7) =  97.7762   Pr = 0.000 

               Cramér's V =   0.1450 

 

 

 

Note: Data from TRIP faculty researcher survey (Maliniak et al 2011).   
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Table 11: Ideational Factors and Human Rights Issue, 1980-2012   

TRIP Human Rights Issue 

Id
ea

ti
o
n

a
l 

F
a
ct

o
rs

 

 No Yes Total 

No  2,987 49 3,036 

Yes 2,177 93 2,270 

 Total  5,164 142 5,306 

 Pearson chi2(1) =  30.7437   Pr = 0.000 

 likelihood-ratio chi2(1) =  30.4688   Pr = 0.000 

               Cramér's V =   0.0761 

           Fisher's exact =                 0.000 

   1-sided Fisher's exact =                 0.000 

 

 

 

 

More Encompassing Human Rights Issue 

Id
ea

ti
o
n

a
l 

F
a
ct

o
rs

 

 No Yes Total 

No  2,960 76 

 

3,036 

Yes 2,154 116 2,270 

 Total  5,114 192 5,306 

 Pearson chi2(1) =  25.3082   Pr = 0.000 

 likelihood-ratio chi2(1) =  24.9859   Pr = 0.000 

               Cramér's V =   0.0691 

           Fisher's exact =                 0.000 

   1-sided Fisher's exact =                 0.000 

 

 

 

Note: Data from TRIP journal article database (Peterson et al 2013).   
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Table 12: Ideational Factors and Human Rights Researchers, 2004,2011   

Human Rights Researcher 

Id
ea

ti
o
n

a
l 

F
a
ct

o
rs

 

 No Yes Total 

No  599   39 638 

Yes 2,844 320 3,164 

 Total  3,443   359 3,802 

   Pearson chi2(1) =   9.9394   Pr = 0.002 

 likelihood-ratio chi2(1) =  10.9747   Pr = 0.001 

               Cramér's V =   0.0511 

           Fisher's exact =                 0.001 

   1-sided Fisher's exact =                 0.001 

 

 

 

 

Human Rights/Security Researcher 

Id
ea

ti
o
n

a
l 

F
a
ct

o
rs

 

 No Yes Total 

No  586 52   638 

Yes 2,678 486 3,164 

 Total  3,264 538 3,802 

 Pearson chi2(1) =  22.7189   Pr = 0.000 

 likelihood-ratio chi2(1) =  25.5265   Pr = 0.000 

               Cramér's V =   0.0773 

           Fisher's exact =                 0.000 

   1-sided Fisher's exact =                 0.000 

 

 

 

Note: Data from TRIP faculty researcher survey (Maliniak et al 2011).   
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Table 13: Material Factors and Human Rights Issue, 1980-2012   

TRIP Human Rights Issue 

M
a
te

ri
a
l 

F
a
ct

o
rs

 

 No Yes Total 

No  367 11 378 

Yes 4,797 131 4,928 

 Total  5,164 142 5,306 

 Pearson chi2(1) =   0.0854   Pr = 0.770 

 likelihood-ratio chi2(1) =   0.0833   Pr = 0.773 

               Cramér's V =  -0.0040 

           Fisher's exact =                 0.740 

   1-sided Fisher's exact =                 0.432 

 

 

 

 

More Encompassing Human Rights Issue 

M
a
te

ri
a
l 

F
a
ct

o
rs

 

 No Yes Total 

No  364 14 378 

Yes 4,750 178 4,928 

 Total  5,114 192 5,306 

           Pearson chi2(1) =   0.0085   Pr = 0.927 

 likelihood-ratio chi2(1) =   0.0084   Pr = 0.927 

               Cramér's V =  -0.0013 

           Fisher's exact =                 0.886 

   1-sided Fisher's exact =                 0.505 

 

 

 

Note: Data from TRIP journal article database (Peterson et al 2013).   
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Table 14: Paradigm and Human Rights Issue, 1980-2012   

TRIP Human Rights Issue 

P
a
ra

d
ig

m
  No Yes Total 

Atheoretic  656 13 669 

Constructivist  374 26 400 

 Liberal 972 24 996 

 Marxist  87 2 89 

 Non-paradigmatic 2,665 76 2,741 

 

Realist 

 

410   1 411 

 Total  5,164 142 5,306 

         Pearson chi2(5) =  33.6075   Pr = 0.000 

 likelihood-ratio chi2(5) =  33.5813   Pr = 0.000 

               Cramér's V =   0.0796 

           Fisher's exact =                 0.000 

 

 

 

 

More Encompassing Human Rights Issue 

P
a
ra

d
ig

m
  No Yes Total 

Atheoretic  652   17 669 

Constructivist  371   29 400 

 Liberal   960 36 996 

 Marxist  87 2 89 

 Non-paradigmatic 2,634 107 2,741 

 

Realist 

 

410 1 411 

 Total  5,114 192 5,306 

           Pearson chi2(5) =  31.8960   Pr = 0.000 

 likelihood-ratio chi2(5) =  38.2888   Pr = 0.000 

               Cramér's V =   0.0775 

           Fisher's exact =                 0.000 

 

 

 

Note: Data from TRIP journal article database (Peterson et al 2013).   
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Table 15: Research Paradigm and Human Rights Researchers, 2004, 2006, 2008, 2011   

 Human Rights Researcher 

R
es

ea
rc

h
 P

a
ra

d
ig

m
 

 No Yes Total 

Constructivism 1,180   145 1,325 

English School 194 28 222 

Feminism 106 19 125 

No Paradigm 1,154 76 1,230 

Liberalism 1,197 151 1,348 

Marxism   279 27 306 

Other 956 98 1,054 

Realism 1,211 75 1,286 

 Total  6,277 619 6,896 

 Pearson chi2(7) =  51.4489   Pr = 0.000 

 likelihood-ratio chi2(7) =  52.5671   Pr = 0.000 

               Cramér's V =   0.0864 

 

 

 

 

Human Rights/Security Researcher 

R
es

ea
rc

h
 P

a
ra

d
ig

m
 

 No Yes Total 

Constructivism 1,137 188 1,325 

English School    187 35 222 

Feminism    102 23 125 

No Paradigm 1,121 109   1,230 

Liberalism 1,164 184 1,348 

 Marxism   274 32 306 

 Other 926 128   1,054 

 Realism 1,185   101 1,286 

 Total  6,096   800 6,896 

 Pearson chi2(7) =  50.8598   Pr = 0.000 

 likelihood-ratio chi2(7) =  51.7185   Pr = 0.000 

               Cramér's V =   0.0859 

 

 

 

Note: Data from TRIP faculty researcher survey (Maliniak et al 2011).   
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Table 16: Policy Prescription and Human Rights Issue, 1980-2012   

TRIP Human Rights Issue 

P
o
li

cy
 P

re
sc

ri
p
ti

o
n

 

 No Yes Total 

No  4,678 127 4,805 

Yes   486 15 501 

 Total  5,164 142 5,306 

     Pearson chi2(1) =   0.2145   Pr = 0.643 

 likelihood-ratio chi2(1) =   0.2075   Pr = 0.649 

               Cramér's V =   0.0064 

           Fisher's exact =                 0.661 

   1-sided Fisher's exact =                 0.363 

 

 

 

 

More Encompassing Human Rights Issue 

P
o
li

cy
 P

re
sc

ri
p
ti

o
n

 

 No Yes Total 

No  4,632 173 4,805 

Yes 482 19   501 

 Total  5,114 192 5,306 

 Pearson chi2(1) =   0.0480   Pr = 0.827 

 likelihood-ratio chi2(1) =   0.0473   Pr = 0.828 

               Cramér's V =   0.0030 

           Fisher's exact =                 0.801 

   1-sided Fisher's exact =                 0.450 

 

 

 

Note: Data from TRIP journal article database (Peterson et al 2013).   
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Table 17: What Should Primarily Motivate Research in the Discipline and Human Rights 

Researchers,  2011   

 Human Rights Researcher 

P
ri

m
a
ri

ly
 M

o
ti

va
te

 R
es

ea
rc

h
 –

W
h

a
t 

S
h

o
u

ld
 

 No Yes Total 

“Appeal to popular audeince" 56 2 58 

Appeal to popular audience (Is this really “issue 

area”?) 

1003 107 1110 

Methodology 44 3 47 

Other 204 14 218 

Paradigm 84 4 88 

Policy relevance/ current events 565 60 625 

Region 31 3 34 

    

 Total  1987 193 2180 

 Pearson chi2(6) =   7.3584   Pr = 0.289 

 likelihood-ratio chi2(6) =   8.4968   Pr = 0.204 

               Cramér's V =   0.0581 

           Fisher's exact =                 0.326 

 

 

 

 

Human Rights/Security Researcher 

R
es

ea
rc

h
 P

a
ra

d
ig

m
 

 No Yes Total 

“Appeal to popular audeince" 53 5 58 

Appeal to popular audience*(Is this really “issue 

area”?) 

949 161 1110 

Methodology 42 5 47 

Other 193 25 218 

Paradigm 77 11 88 

 Policy relevance/ current events 525 100 625 

 Region 29 5 34 

     

 Total  1868 312 2180 

 Pearson chi2(6) =   5.2126   Pr = 0.517 

 likelihood-ratio chi2(6) =   5.5230   Pr = 0.479 

               Cramér's V =   0.0489 

           Fisher's exact =                 0.569 

 

 

 

Note: Data from TRIP faculty researcher survey (Maliniak et al 2011).   
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Table 18: Research Motivation and Human Rights Researchers,  2011   

 Human Rights Researcher 

R
es

ea
rc

h
 M

o
ti

va
ti

o
n

 

 No Yes Total 

Appeal to popular audience 67 13   80 

Issue Area   1,042 109    1,151 

Methodology 76 4 80 

Other 256 21 277 

Paradigm 141 9 150 

Policy relevance/ current events 886 93 979 

Region 188 17 205 

    

 Total  2,656 266 2,922 

         

Pearson chi2(6) =   9.6227   Pr = 0.141 

 likelihood-ratio chi2(6) =   9.3275   Pr = 0.156 

               Cramér's V =   0.0574 

           Fisher's exact =                 0.180 

 

 

 

 

Human Rights/Security Researcher 

R
es

ea
rc

h
 M

o
ti

va
ti

o
n

 

 No Yes Total 

Appeal to popular audience 59 21   80 

Issue Area  978 173    1,151 

Methodology 70 10 80 

Other 246 31 277 

Paradigm 132 18 150 

 Policy relevance/ current events 818 161 979 

 Region 180 25 205 

     

 Total  2483 489 2,922 

     Pearson chi2(6) =  15.3919   Pr = 0.017 

 likelihood-ratio chi2(6) =  14.5925   Pr = 0.024 

               Cramér's V =   0.0726 

           Fisher's exact =                 0.025 

 

 

 

Note: Data from TRIP faculty researcher survey (Maliniak et al 2011).   

 


