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I. Instructor 
 
Jacob Kopas 
PhD Candidate, Political Science 
JD, Harvard Law School (2007) 
Email: j.kopas@columbia.edu 
Office: IAB 712  
Office Hours: T 10:00am – 12:00pm 
 

II. Course Description 
 
Why would powerful states with expansive capabilities for surveilling, controlling, and 
subjugating their citizens ever recognize or respect individual rights? Is it within a state’s interest 
to limit its own power to obtain greater longer-term growth and stability? Can interest groups 
and minorities successfully organize to win new or to strengthen existing rights protections? 
Does the international human rights movement have any impact on the development and respect 
for human rights at the domestic level? This seminar course engages with these and related 
questions by examining political science and legal theory regarding the nature of rights and the 
conditions under which states will respect (or abuse) rights.  
 
The granting of a right creates an inherent tension within any political system. As a commitment 
to limit the exercise of state powers or invest resources to the benefit of individuals, respecting 
rights necessarily reduces the discretion and range of action of political leaders. This course 
seeks to understand why and under what conditions a state will accept limitations on power and 
grant individual rights. We will examine different theories from the fields of comparative 
politics, political economy, and legal academia that provide explanations regarding the 
incentives for leaders to grant property rights, the ability of interest groups and social movements 
to push for the recognition of rights, and the significance of the “legal” recognition of a right in 
written law. The course will also include a segment examining the contribution of international 
human rights to the emergence of domestic rights struggles and the recognition of rights 
internally within states. We will focus primarily on contemporary authors and examples of 
rights-based movements in this course, and attempt to bring in opposing viewpoints that 
highlight both normative and empirical debates within the literature. 
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III. Course Structure and Objectives 
 
This 6-week summer seminar will consist of 6 sections that each roughly correspond to one 
week, or two 3-hr classroom periods. The first class in each section will cover general theoretical 
aspects of the topic area. The remaining classes will then focus on concrete examples or 
empirical case studies through which students can engage and employ the theoretical concepts 
we cover in the first session. The class will be conducted through a seminar style with students 
engaging in active discussion of the reading materials, group presentations, and other in-class 
activities. Grading will depend on students’ participation during class, weekly response blogs, a 
group presentation, and a mid-term and final paper. 
 
The successful completion of this course will give students a basic understanding of existing 
theory and empirical evidence on the political and economic incentives for states to grant rights, 
and also the conditions that facilitate rights-based social movements to demand rights 
protections. Students will also become familiar with several concrete examples relevant to these 
debates including the controversy over the NSA data collection program, the civil rights, 
abortion rights and marriage equality movements in the United States, the impact of the 
international human rights movement in Latin America, and the potential for the emergence of 
“rights consciousness” in China. This class will be of particular interest to students wishing to 
pursue studies related to law and courts, political economy, social movements, and political 
theory. 
 

IV. Grading Criteria and Assignments 
 
(1) Class Participation (15%) 

• Active participation during class discussion is essential for successful completion of this 
course. 

• Students will be graded on their class participation and contributing with thoughtful 
comments and discussion. I will judge class participation based on the substance of 
comments and not by the quantity or amount of time spent speaking during class. Quality 
contributions will be ones that can draw upon and synthesize other students’ comments and 
engage in a thoughtful discussion rather than making one-off statements. 

• Each student will also be required to be “on-call” for at least one session during the course. 
For that week, the student will be expected to have engaged in a closer reading of the 
materials and will be primarily responsible for leading discussion and directly responding 
to the discussion questions identified in the syllabus for that week. The student should also 
prepare 1-2 questions or comments to lead discussion. 

 
(2) In-class Presentations (10%) 

• Students will also be responsible for an in-class presentation during one of the Wednesday 
sessions from weeks 2-6. If class size permits, students are encouraged to do presentations 
in small groups of no more than 2-3 students. 

• Presentations will be 15 minutes long, with an additional 15-30 minutes for questions and 
comments from the rest of the class. If presentations are done in groups, each student 
should speak for a section of the presentation. 
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• The content of the presentation will be based on the additional readings assigned for the 
class period, which will all cover an additional case study that we will use for class 
discussion. The presentation should briefly summarize the background of the case study 
(no more than 50% of presentation time), and then discuss its relevance to the theoretical 
reading from that week. 

• In addition to presenting, each student will be required to ask at least one question or 
comment during each of their classmate’s presentation to facilitate discussion. Participation 
in the discussion following another students presentation will factor into each students’ 
presentation grade. 

 
(3) Weekly Response Blogs (15%) 

• 400-500 word essays, due the day prior to the first session each week (for weeks 2-6, with 
the exception of the week you are assigned to present). 

• The essays will be published in the form of a blog that is publicly viewable by other 
students in the course, but will not be accessible to anyone not enrolled in the class. 

• The blogs should respond to the readings from the first session of that week. Blogs should 
not simply summarize the argument of an author, but rather challenge the author’s claims 
or explore their application to different real life examples. Students should try to focus on 
using their blogs to respond directly to the questions for discussion in the syllabus, but are 
also free to explore other ideas and questions directly related to the readings and topics of 
discussion. I also encourage everyone to draw on discussions and insights you have from 
previous weeks, your personal experience, relevant current events, and other students’ blog 
entries. 

• Students will also be required to post short (100-250 word) comments on the blog entries 
of other students in the blog’s comments section each week. Students will be expected to 
post at least one comment per week with a thoughtful response to the blog’s arguments (the 
content of the comments itself will not be graded). Comments are due each week the day 
before the next response blog is due. 

• 4 weekly response blogs in total, and will be graded on a scale of check plus, check, or 
check minus. 4 weekly comments on the blogs of other students (due each week, except for 
the week you are assigned to present).  

 
(4) Midterm assignment, short paper (20%) 

• 3-5pg, double-spaced (12pt, Times New Roman or equivalent font) 
• Students will provide a brief, summary description of a contemporary or historical 

example of a rights movement or of the emergence of a particular right due to the 
positive incentives of a political leader. Students should argue in their essay why they 
feel that the example they summarize is relevant to one or more of the debates we have 
discussed thus far in the course. The purpose of this assignment is to incentivize students 
to start thinking about the final paper and should use this paper as a shorter “first-draft” 
of their final paper. 

• In addition to the midterm paper, students should submit a short, annotated bibliography 
with 3-4 references that they plan to use in their final paper. The annotated section of the 
bibliography should include a short summary of the book or article (1-2 sentences max.) 
and an explanation of how they will use the reference in their main argument (As support 
for their argument, as a counter-argument, etc.; 1-2 sentences max.) 
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(5) Final paper (40%)  

• 12-15pg, double-spaced (12pt, Times New Roman or equivalent font) 
• Papers will examine a specific case study of an emerging right and how it developed (or 

failed to develop) in a specific political context or social movement. The case should be 
relevant to at least one debate focused on in one or more sessions. Students should use the 
discussion questions in the syllabus as a guide for the relevant debates to incorporate in 
their papers, and can use the “Additional Readings” section to help start their research. 
Case studies can either focus on: 
• (1) A contemporary or historical case study of an emergence of a right or a successful 

rights movement. Papers should outline how the chosen right came to be established, and 
whether the case supports or refutes the literature and theory we covered throughout the 
course  

• (2) An example of a curtailment of a right or the failure of a right-based movement to 
consolidate. Papers should describe specific historical example of a state reducing a right 
(or series of rights to a specific group of people), the reasons behind this curtailment, and 
how it relates to the theory discussed in class. 

 
V. Class Policies 

 
(1) Attendance 
As the primary method for teaching in this course is directed, classroom discussion, attendance is 
necessary for the successful completion of this course. Students should expect to attend every 
session and every unexcused absence after the first will negatively affect the participation 
portion of the student’s final grade. Students that provide documentation or evidence of an 
absence for good reason will be excused. 
 
(2) Academic Integrity 
In this course we will strictly adhere to the Columbia faculty statement on academic integrity. 
Integrity is essential to the academic enterprise. Columbia University expects that both faculty 
and students will honor this principle and in so doing protect the legitimacy of intellectual work. 
For students, this means that all academic work will be done by the individual to whom it is 
assigned, without unauthorized aid of any kind. Any suspected violation of Columbia’s policy on 
academic integrity will be treated with the highest seriousness warranted by such an 
infringement. Please review the full policy here: 
https://www.college.columbia.edu/academics/integrity. 
 
(3) Civility in Classroom Discussion and Blog Comments 
All students are expected to maintain a high degree of respect and civility towards the ideas and 
arguments of other students, the instructor, and the readings. Students are encouraged to 
challenge each other’s ideas but should absolutely avoid remarks that may be construed as 
unproductive, disrespectful, or ad hominem attacks. 
 
(4) Disabilities 
If you are a student with a disability and have a DS-certified “Accommodation Letter” please 
come to my office hours to confirm your accommodation needs. If you believe that you might 
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have a disability that requires accommodation, you should contact Disability Services at 212-
854-2388 and disability@columbia.edu. 
 
(5) Office Hours 
I will hold regular office hours on Tuesdays 10am-12pm in my office at [TBA]. I will also have 
limited availability outside of office hours to meet by appointment. Any student interested in 
meeting with me during or outside of office hours should first email me at 
j.kopas@columbia.edu to make an appointment. 
 
(6) Laptops 
I allow the use of laptops and other electronic devices for taking or referencing notes in class. 
However, all students must abide by a strict honor code that they will not use these devices for 
checking email, social media, or other purposes not directly related to class discussion. Students 
who violate this honor code will be asked to leave their devices at home for future classes. 
 
(7) Late assignments 
Late assignments will not be accepted except in cases of special circumstance and then only with 
prior instructor approval. 
 
(8) Required Readings and Materials 
This course is taught at the level of an advanced undergraduate seminar, and therefore students 
will be expected to come to class fully prepared and having read or reviewed all the required 
materials assigned for that day. Reading should be done such that students are able to critically 
discuss the material in light of the discussion questions highlighted for each session. All 
materials will be available either through Columbia’s electronic resources (for journal articles) or 
in the library reserves and on Courseworks (book chapters). Material marked as “advanced 
readings” are more difficult pieces that would be helpful for students seeking to further research 
any topic, but are not expected for participating in that session. 
 
There are a few readings that due to their size, cannot be scanned or made available on 
Courseworks. The library will have these books on reserve, but students may consider acquiring 
a copy for their own convenience: 
 

De Soto, H. 1986. The Other Path. Basic Books 
 
Epp, C. R. (1998). The rights revolution: Lawyers, activists, and supreme courts in 

comparative perspective. Chicago: University of Chicago Press 
 
Tushnet, M. V. (1987). The NAACP's legal strategy against segregated education, 1925-

1950. Univ. of North Carolina Press 
 
Scheingold, S. A. (2010). The politics of rights: Lawyers, public policy, and political change. 

University of Michigan Press.  
 

Sikkink, K. (2011). The Justice Cascade: How Human Rights Prosecutions Are Changing 
World Politics. WW Norton & Company 
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VI. Schedule of Required Readings and Sessions 
 
(1) SECTION 1 – The Origin of Rights (5/23 – 5/25) 

What are rights and where do they come from? What rights should citizens of any state have 
and in practice how do we ensure that these rights are effectively enforced? We start off with 
a concrete example that will be very familiar to most students – the growing concern toward 
the strengthening of the surveillance state following Edward Snowden’ revelations regarding 
the NSA data collection program. In the second session for this week we will examine the 
conceptual definition of a “right” and what makes it distinct from other areas of law or 
policy. We will also briefly examine political theory on the definition of a right and the 
origins of concepts such as law and justice, focusing on the distinctions formal and informal 
rights or institutions, the de facto and de jure rights, and the formal recognition of rights and 
the actual enforcement of rights in practice. 

 
a. May 23: Session 1.1 – Introduction, NSA and the Surveillance State 

1. Questions to lead discussion: What are the implications of the recent NSA scandal 
and the leaks from Edward Snowden for our basic rights and freedoms? How are 
modern states limited in their exercise of power and are these means effective? 
Should we have a right to privacy? If states had limitless potential to spy on our 
every communication or thought, would they? 

2. Readings and materials (to be reviewed before the first day of class):  
1. Clips from HBO documentary “Citizen Four” on Edward Snowden (to be seen 

before class) 
2. Gellman, B., & Soltani, A. (2013). NSA tracking cellphone locations worldwide, 

Snowden documents show. The Washington Post, 4. 
3. Advanced readings (recommended): 

1. Greenwald, G. (2014). No place to hide: Edward Snowden, the NSA, and the US 
surveillance state. Macmillan. 

2. Goldfarb, R., Cole, D., Wasserman, E., Blanton, T., Carter, H., Mills, J., & 
Siegel, B. (2015). After Snowden: Privacy, Secrecy, and Security in the 
Information Age. Macmillan. 

 
b. May 25: Session 1.2 – Law, Natural Rights, and Justice 

1. Questions to lead discussion: What are rights and where do they come from? What is 
the difference between a right, a benefit, or a value? Do we all naturally have certain 
inalienable rights or do we only get rights through the political process? What are the 
limits of legal rights? What happens if the rights of one person enter into conflict 
with those of another, or with the interests of society? How should states balance the 
need for security with the need for rights protections? 

2. Readings and materials:  
1. Locke, J. 2nd Treatise of Government. Chs 9-11 
2. Dworkin, R. (1978). Ch 7. (pp 223-248) “Taking Rights Seriously” In Taking 

rights seriously (Vol. 136). Harvard University Press. 
3. Donnelly, J. (2013). Universal human rights in theory and practice. Ch 1. (pp 7-

23) Cornell University Press.  
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4. Pillar, P. R. (2006). Intelligence, policy, and the war in Iraq. Foreign Affairs, 
85(2), pp15-27. (revisiting the privacy debate from the first class) 

5. Byman, D., & Wittes, B. (2014). Reforming the NSA. Foreign Affairs, 93(3), pp 
127-138. (revisiting the privacy debate from the first class) 

3. Advanced readings (recommended): 
1. Beitz, C. R. (2011). The Idea of Human Rights. Chs 1 & 5. Oxford University 

Press. 
2. Nussbaum, M. C. (1997). Capabilities and human rights. Fordham L. Rev., 66, 

273. 
3. Rawls, J. (2001). Justice as fairness: A restatement. Harvard University Press. 

 
(2) SECTION 2 – Why do States Grant Rights? (6/1) 

In this section we will discuss comparative political and political economy literature on the 
incentives for states and leaders to grant rights and accept limitations to their power. We will 
focus on the economic and political advantages of checks on power and limiting 
expropriation of property. We will also look at the benefits of self-limitation for both 
autocratic and democratic governments and discuss whether there is an important theoretical 
difference.  

 
a. June 1: Session 2.1 – Why Limit Power? Economic Growth and Fear of Revolution 

NOTE: 1ST BLOG ASSIGNMENT DUE DAY BEFORE THIS SESSION 
1. Questions to lead discussion: What potential benefits exist for states or leaders to 

limit their power by recognizing rights? Can leaders maintain their regime for longer 
periods or grow their economy more if they make a credible promise to guarantee 
rights? If talk is cheap, how do leaders make the promises in laws and the 
constitution effective and believable? 

2. Readings and materials:  
1. Machiavelli. The Prince (ch 15-17 “The Qualities of a Prince”) 
2. Olson, M. (1993). Dictatorship, Democracy, and Development. American 

Political Science Review, 87(03), pp 567-576. 
3. Acemoglu, D., & Robinson, J. A. (2005). Economic origins of dictatorship and 

democracy. Chs 1-2. (pp1-47) Cambridge University Press. 
4. Guillermo Prieto, A. (Oct. 25, 1993). Exit El Patrón. The New Yorker. Pp 72-85. 

3. Advanced readings (recommended): 
1. North, D. C., & Weingast, B. R. (1989). Constitutions and commitment: the 

evolution of institutions governing public choice in seventeenth-century England. 
The journal of economic history, 49(04), 803-832. 

2. Charles Tilly. (1992) Coercion, Capital and European States: AD 990 – 1992. 
Wiley-Blackwell, chapter 3 

3. Tilly, Charles. (1985) War Making and State Making as Organized Crime. in: 
Evans, Peter B.; Rueschemeyer, Dietrich, and Skocpol, Theda, eds. Bringing the 
State Back In. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press; 
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(3) SECTION 3 – Legal Trappings: Do formal rights or courts make a difference? (6/1 – 
6/8) 
In this week, we will examine whether the form in which states grant and protect legal rights 
has any impact on the effective enjoyment of fundamental rights. Do rights have to be 
recognized in formal law and defended by courts? We first examine the importance of legal 
formalism by comparing the benefits of formal vs. informal property rights. We will discuss 
the benefits of respecting property rights for leaders and also the broader benefits and public 
goods provided by property rights protections. For this second point, we will examine the 
role of property rights protections in the long-term development of political and legal 
institutions. We will also discuss whether a formal, written constitution with an enumerated 
bill of rights and an independent judiciary are necessary to guarantee rights protections. 

 
a. June 3: Session 3.1 – Formal vs. Informal: Property Rights and Courts 

NOTE: FRIDAY CLASS 
1. Questions to lead discussion: Do formal state institutions such as written laws, 

constitutions, and courts of law make a difference in effectively protecting and 
enforcing rights? Can there be systems of rights and enforcement that do not rely on 
formal state institutions? What are the necessary institutional elements for the 
effective enforcement of rights?  

2. Readings and materials:  
1. Ellickson, R. C. (1986). Of Coase and cattle: Dispute resolution among neighbors 

in Shasta County. Stanford Law Review, (pp 624-636 & 654-685). 
2. Larkins, C. M. (1996). Judicial independence and democratization: A theoretical 

and conceptual analysis. The American Journal of Comparative Law, 44(4), 605-
626. 

3. “Constitutionalism Without A Constitution?” and “Introduction to the History of 
the Bill of Rights Debate in Great Britain” In Jackson, V. C., & Tushnet, M. V. 
(2006). Comparative constitutional law. Foundation Press. pp365-398 

3. Advanced readings (PRESENTATION -- Judicial Independence in Argentina):  
1. Iaryczower, M., Spiller, P. T., & Tommasi, M. (2002). Judicial independence in 

unstable environments, Argentina 1935-1998. American Journal of Political 
Science, 699-716. 

2. Helmke, G. (2002). The logic of strategic defection: Court–executive relations in 
Argentina under dictatorship and democracy. American Political Science Review, 
96(02), 291-303. 
 

b. June 6: Session 3.2 – Property Rights in Peru and China 
NOTE: 2ND BLOG ASSIGNMENT DUE DAY BEFORE THIS SESSION 
1. Questions to lead discussion: Are property rights innate human rights? Do people 

naturally seek out property protections? What are the consequences of informality in 
property rights in Peru and incomplete property rights in China? What are the 
consequences of property rights that are too weak? Is it enough to just give land 
holders a legal title to protect their rights? 

2. Readings and materials: 
(NOTE: For this class, students will choose whether to read (1) the De Soto book or 
(2) the Oi and Erie readings) 
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1. De Soto, H. 1986. The Other Path. Chs 1-2, 5 Basic Books. 
2. Oi, J. C. (1999). Rural China takes off: Institutional foundations of economic 

reform. Chs 1-2. Univ of California Press.  
3. Erie, M. S. 2007. “China’s (post-) Socialist Property Rights Regime: Assessing 

the Impact of the Property Law on Illegal Land Takings.” Hong Kong Law 
Journal. 37: 919 

3. Advanced readings (Property Rights):  
1. Gilbert, A. (2002). On the mystery of capital and the myths of Hernando de Soto: 

What difference does legal title make?. International Development Planning 
Review, 24(1), 1-19 

2. Anderson, T. L., & Hill, P. J. (1975). The evolution of property rights: a study of 
the American West. Journal of Law and Economics, 163-179. 

3. Firmin-Sellers, K. (1995). The politics of property rights. American Political 
Science Review, 89(04), 867-881. 

 
c. June 8: Session 3.3 – The Fourth Estate: The Role of the Press 

NOTE: MIDTERM ASSIGNMENT DUE FRIDAY JUNE 10th at 11:59pm 
1. Questions to lead discussion: What role does the press play in protecting rights and 

freedoms? If there is a free press, does this automatically lead to greater limits on 
state power? What are the possible limits of a free press, particularly now that the 
nature of mass communications is changing rapidly? 

2. Readings and materials: 
1. Benkler, Y. (2011). Free Irresponsible Press: Wikileaks and the Battle over the 

Soul of the Networked Fourth Estate, A. Harv. CR-CLL Rev., 46, pp311-351. 
2. Carter, H III. (2015). The Press. In: Goldfarb, R., Cole, D., Wasserman, E., 

Blanton, T., Mills, J., Carter, H., & Siegel, B. (2015). After Snowden: Privacy, 
Secrecy, and Security in the Information Age. Macmillan. Pp47-77 

3. McMillan, J., & Zoido, P. (2004). How to Subvert Democracy: Montesinos in 
Peru. The Journal of Economic Perspectives, 18(4), 69-92. 

 
(4) SECTION 4 – Rights and Social Movements. (6/13 – 6/15) 

This week we will examine political science and sociology literature on the effectiveness of 
social movements in demanding rights from the state. Rather than asking what incentives 
exists for leaders and states to proactively grant rights, we will examine the conditions under 
which interest groups can demand rights from the state through contentious political actions, 
such as protesting, boycotts, etc. We will focus particularly on “rights” movements and those 
that use legal strategies for advancing a particular minority group’s interests and whether 
these are more successful or fundamentally different from other types of social movements. 

 
a. June 13: Session 4.1 – Social Movements and Rights 

NOTE: 3RD BLOG ASSIGNMENT DUE DAY BEFORE THIS SESSION 
1. Questions to lead discussion: When are interest groups successful at mobilizing and 

demanding the recognition or effective enforcement of rights from states? Is a 
successful rights movement simply a matter of mobilizing resources and waiting for 
an appropriate political opportunity? Or are the cultural factors that determine 
whether a rights movement will be successful in some countries and not others? 
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2. Readings and materials:  
1. Doug McAdam, Sidney Tarrow, and Charles Tilly. (2009). “Comparative 

Perspectives on Contentious Politics.” In Comparative Politics: Rationality, 
Culture, and Structure, 2nd ed. (Mark Lichbach and Alan Zuckerman, eds.) 
(pp260-290) 

2. Tilly, C., & Tarrow, S. (2007). Contentious politics. Ch 3. (pp45-68) Oxford 
University Press  

3. McAdam, D. (1996). “The framing function of movement tactics: Strategic 
dramaturgy in the American civil rights movement.” In Comparative perspectives 
on social movements: Political opportunities, mobilizing structures, and cultural 
framings. McAdam, D., McCarthy, J. D., & Zald, M. N. Cambridge University 
Press. (pp 338-356) 

3. Advanced readings (recommended):  
1. Tarrow, S. (1994). Power in movement: Social movements, collective action and 

politics. Chs 5-8 Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.  
2. Doug, M., Tarrow, S., & Tilly, C. (2001). Dynamics of contention. Ch 6. 

Cambridge University Press. 
4. Midterm Evaluation 

1. For this session students will schedule 15-minute interviews to discuss the 
midterm assignment and the chosen topic for the final paper. Students will also 
have the opportunity to discuss with me their progress in the course thus far. 

 
b. June 15: Session 4.2 – Using the Courts to Promote Rights: US Civil Rights Movement 

1. Questions to lead discussion: What allowed the US Civil Rights movement during 
the mid 20th century to achieve the advances in civil rights legislation and US 
Supreme Court case law? Could these successes be replicated for other rights issues 
and to protect the rights of other minority groups? How successful were legal 
strategies during the civil rights movement? 

2. Readings and materials:  
1. Brown v. Board of Education. 347 U.S. 483 (1954). 
2. Tushnet, M. V. (1987). The NAACP's legal strategy against segregated 

education, 1925-1950. Chs 5-8 (pp70-167) Univ. of North Carolina Press. 
3. Klarman, M. J. (1994). How Brown changed race relations: The backlash thesis. 

The Journal of American History, pp. 81-118. 
3. Advanced readings (PRESENTATION – Abortion and Same-sex Marriage): 

1. Greenhouse, L., & Siegel, R. B. (2011). Before (and After) Roe v. Wade: New 
Questions About Backlash. The Yale Law Journal, pp2030- 2034, 2046-2087. 

2. Rosen, H. (2015). Tactics, Strategy, and Marriage Equality. Colum. J. Gender & 
L., 29, 160-164. 

3. Goldberg, S. B. (2014). Risky Arguments in Social-Justice Litigation: The Case 
of Sex Discrimination and Marriage Equality. Columbia Law Review, pp2087-
2099 (introduction); 2130-2153 (Sections V-VI & Conclusion). 

 
(5) SECTION 5 – Rights Consciousness and Legal Framing (6/20 – 6/22) 

Here we will discuss whether it is significant that rights are typically framed as “legal” and 
the role of law, the judicial system, and legal actors such as judges and lawyers in enforcing 
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and defining rights. We will also focus on the potential limits for rights-based and legal 
framing for advancing interest group politics. Are there certain kinds of interests that simply 
cannot be protected or advanced within a legal or right-based framework? Finally, we will 
examine whether there needs to be a culture of “rights consciousness” that supports the 
enforcement of legal rights in order for rights to be effective. 

 
a. June 20: Session 5.1 – Is “Rights Consciousness” Necessary for Rights Enforcement? 

NOTE: 4th BLOG ASSIGNMENT DUE DAY BEFORE THIS SESSION 
1. Questions to lead discussion: What are the necessary elements for movements to win 

a “rights revolution” that can instill the respect for rights in the legal system? What 
are the benefits or drawbacks of using the judicial system to advances movement 
interests? Does moving rights over to legal or judicial forums make enforcing and 
state compliance with rights more effective? Is the belief and expectation that the 
state will grant and protect a legal right a necessary precondition for successful rights 
movements?  

2. Readings and materials: 
(NOTE: Students will read the Levitsky piece and either (1) Scheingold or (2) Epp.) 
1. Scheingold, S. A. (2010). The politics of rights: Lawyers, public policy, and 

political change. University of Michigan Press. Ch 6-9 (pp83-151) 
2. Epp, C. R. (1998). The rights revolution: Lawyers, activists, and supreme courts 

in comparative perspective. Chs 1-4. (pp1-70) Chicago: University of Chicago 
Press. 

3. Sandra R. Levitsky. (2006) To Lead with Law: Reassessing the Influence of 
Legal Advocacy Organizations in Social Movements. In A. Sarat and S. 
Scheingold, eds., Cause Lawyers and Social Movements (pp.145-163) 

3. Advanced readings (recommended):  
1. Galanter, M. (1974). Why the” haves” come out ahead: Speculations on the limits 

of legal change. Law and society review, 95-160. 
2. Sarat, Austin. 1990. 'The Law is All Over': Power, Resistance and the Legal 

Consciousness of the Welfare Poor. Yale Journal of Law & the Humanities 2 
(2):343-379.  

3. Rosenberg, G. N. (2008). The hollow hope: Can courts bring about social 
change?. Introduction & Ch 1 (pp1-38). University of Chicago Press. 

 
b. June 22: Session 5.2 – China’s (Failed?) Emerging Rights Consciousness 

1. Questions to lead discussion: Is there such a thing as a rights consciousness? Is there 
an imminent rights revolution emerging in China? Will China’s legal reforms that 
grant citizens the possibility to sue the government and formally demand rights from 
legal institutions incentivize social movements that will then spark greater political 
and legal reform? What role does “rights consciousness” or “rights framing” play in 
the potential for future rights recognition in China? 

2. Readings and materials:  
1. Michael Wines, A Village in Revolt Could Be a Harbinger for China, NY Times, 

Dec. 26, 2012 
2. Chen Youxi, The Law Should Be Everyone’s Shield, Southern Weekend. March 

17, 2011 
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3. Pils, Eva. (2006). “Land Disputes, Rights Assertion, and Social Unrest in China: 
A Case from Sichuan.” Colum. J. Asian L. vol 19 (pp235-283) 

4. Perry, E. J. (2009). A new rights consciousness?. Journal of Democracy, 20(3), 
17-20. 

3. Advanced readings (PRESENTATION – The Role of Social Media): 
1. Khondker, H. H. (2011). Role of the new media in the Arab Spring. 

Globalizations, 8(5), 675-679. 
2. Qiang, X. (2011). The battle for the Chinese Internet. Journal of Democracy, 

22(2), 47-61. 
3. King, G., Pan, J., & Roberts, M. E. (2016 ms). How the Chinese Government 

Fabricates Social Media Posts for Strategic Distraction, not Engaged Argument. 
 
(6) SECTION 6 – The International Human Rights Movement (6/27 – 6/29) 

This final week we will engage with theory on International Relations and International law, 
and examine whether the emergence of the international human rights movement and the 
development of international law has had an impact of domestic rights recognition. We will 
start this week by reviewing some theory on how international norms are spread through the 
work of transnational social movements, international organizations, and state socialization. 
We will then look at a concrete example of human rights advocacy and transitional litigation 
in the Pinochet case, and conclude by examining alternative perspectives of international law 
and cultural relativism. 

 
a. June 27: Session 6.1 – Human Rights and Transnational Activism 

NOTE: 5TH BLOG ASSIGNMENT DUE DAY BEFORE THIS SESSION 
1. Questions to lead discussion: How do international law and international social 

movements affect domestic rights movements? Does international law empower or 
legitimize social movements in their struggles for rights recognition and domestic 
policy change? Or does international law simply follow behind and draw legitimacy 
from these movements after domestic actors have done the hard work of fighting for 
social change?  

2. Readings and materials: 
(NOTE: Students will read the Keck and Sikkink piece and then choose to read 
either: (1) Simmons or (2) Sikkink) 
1. Simmons, B. (2009) Mobilizing for Human Rights: International Law in 

Domestic Politics. Chs 1 & 4 (pp 3-22 & 112-158) 
2. Sikkink, K. (2011). The Justice Cascade: How Human Rights Prosecutions Are 

Changing World Politics. Chs 1, 3-4. (pp1-30 &60-128) WW Norton & 
Company. 

3. Margaret E. Keck and Kathryn Sikkink, Transnational Advocacy Networks in 
International and Regional Politics, International Social Science Journal 51, no. 
159 (Mar. 1999): 89-101. 

3. Advanced readings (Human Rights and Transnational Activism):  
1. Abel, R. L. (1995). Politics by other means: Law in the struggle against apartheid, 

1980-1994. Taylor & Francis. 
2. Tarrow, Sidney. 2005. The New Transnational Activism. New York: Cambridge 

University Press. 
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3. Rajagopal, B. “Judicial Governance and the Ideology of Human Rights: 
Reflections from a Social Movement Perspective.” In Human Rights, Criminal 
Justice and Constitutional Empowerment: Essays in Honor of Justice 
V.R.Krishna Iyer. Edited by C. Rajkumar, and K. Chockalingam. Oxford 
University Press, 2007.  

 
b. June: 29 Session 6.2 – Pinochet and Transnational Litigation 

1. Questions to lead discussion: What role did international law play in either 
facilitating or impeding justice in the case of the Pinochet regime and responsibilities 
for past human rights abuses in Chile? Is this a case of international human rights law 
promoting accountability? Or is it just another version of “victor’s justice” for a 
deposed regime? 

2. Readings and materials:  
1. Human Rights Watch (1998). The Pinochet Case - A Wake-up Call to Tyrants 

and Victims Alike. (20pg) 
2. Roht-Arriaza, N. (2005). The Pinochet effect: transnational justice in the age of 

human rights. Chs 7-8 (pp170-224) (University of Pennsylvania Press. 
3. Advanced readings (PRESENTATION -- Human Rights Critique):  

1. Zakaria, F. & Lee, K. Y. (2001), Culture is Destiny, Ch 4 in Meijer, M. (Ed.). 
Dealing with human rights: Asian and Western views on the value of human 
rights. Kumarian Press.  

2. Kim, D. J. (2001), Is Culture Destiny? The Myth of Asia’s Anti-Democratic 
Values: A Response to Lee Kuan Yew, Ch 5 in Meijer, M. (Ed.). Dealing with 
human rights: Asian and Western views on the value of human rights. Kumarian 
Press. 

3. Mutua, M. W. (2001). Savages, victims, and saviors: the metaphor of human 
rights. Harvard International Law Journal, 42(1), pp201-245. 

4. Rajagopal, B. (2009). International Human Rights Movement Today, The. Md. J. 
Int'l L., 24, pp56-65 

 
(7) Final Papers Due 

a. Final papers will be due at the start of the exam period. 
 
 


