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Abstract
Since the adoption of the United Nations (UN) Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989), the attention given by
international organizations (IOs) to children’s rights has increased. This dissertation seeks to identify what this means for
the global promotion of children’s rights, by addressing three interrelated questions: 1. Why do IOs adopt children’s rights
norms?, 2. What tactics do IOs use to pressure for children’s rights and why?, and 3. What explains state compliance with
children’s rights? These questions are studied across four self-contained essays, combining qualitative and quantitative
methods, and with a particular focus on the European Union (EU). The first essay provides a within-case analysis of the
mainstreaming of children’s rights across EU external policy sectors. The second essay explores the content and pressure
tactics of the EU external strategies for children’s rights. The third essay offers a comparative case study of UNICEF and
EU pressure tactics towards the autocratic state Vietnam. The fourth essay examines the impact of international and national
factors on state compliance with children’s rights. The main findings of this dissertation are four-fold. First, several global
regimes affect which children’s rights norms IOs prioritize. Second, EU external policy has increasingly adopted children’s
rights but not mainstreamed the issue. Third, EU institutions provide material support to international non-governmental
organizations (INGOs) in exchange for children’s rights policy advice. Fourth, state compliance with the right of the child
to physical integrity is influenced by international factors (membership in a regional human rights court, development aid)
and national factors (women's political participation, legal and religious contexts) but not regime type. Combined, this
dissertation has two important research implications. First, it shows that institutionalist theory explains variations in IO
adoption of and pressure tactics for children’s rights. Second, established explanations regarding IO pressure in the area of
human rights, and regime effects on state compliance with human rights, do not hold for the case of children’s rights. With
regard to policy, the main implication of this dissertation is that more pressure for child empowerment rights is needed
at international and national level.
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Introduction 

No other human rights treaty has been ratified as swiftly and by as many states as the United Nations 

Convention on the Rights of the Child (CRC), adopted in 1989. Today, all states except the United 

States are parties to the Convention. Despite the nearly universal commitment to international law on 

children’s rights, many children in the world still experience hardship, hunger and violence. Globally, 

159 million children under five suffer from chronic malnutrition, leading to irreversible consequences 

for their cognitive and physical development (UNICEF 2015). About four in five children between the 

ages of two and fourteen are subjected to some kind of violent discipline in their homes and one in ten 

girls under twenty years of age has been subjected to forced sex (UNICEF 2014). According to 

estimations, each year twelve million girls under eighteen are married (UN News 2018) and 1.2 

million children become victims of trafficking (ILO 2005). State parties to the CRC have the 

responsibility to undertake ‘all appropriate legislative, administrative, and other measures for the 

implementation of the rights in the Convention’ (CRC, Art. 4). Nevertheless, only 54 countries have 

banned all corporal punishment of children, and moreover, the minimum ages for work, marriage and 

criminal responsibility vary considerably across states. In addition, all states fail to ensure children 

their right to participate in decisions that concern them (Hinton 2008; Nolan 2010; Stern 2006). 

In line with a growing awareness that progress for children does not come 

automatically with economic development, children’s rights have increasingly been integrated into 

international relations and foreign policy. The number of global organizations that promote state 

compliance with children’s rights norms has also increased since the adoption of the CRC in 1989. 

The UN Committee on the Rights of the Child, hereafter CRC Committee, within the United Nations 

Office of the High Commissioner for Human Rights (OHCHR) and United Nations Emergency Fund 

for Children (UNICEF) are specialized children’s rights bodies responsible for monitoring and 

promoting state compliance with the CRC. Regional organizations have also established mechanisms 

to oversee and advance state compliance with children’s rights. In 1998, the Inter-American 

Commission on Human Rights (an organ of the Organization of American States, OAS) installed a 

rapporteur on the rights of the child, and in 2001 the African Union (AU) established the African 

Committee of Experts on the Rights and Welfare of the Child. The Council of Europe (CoE) has 

adopted several children’s rights instruments, and has been launching children’s rights strategies since 

2006. More recently, the European Union (EU) has increased its attention to children’s rights, and the 

Lisbon Treaty, which entered into force in 2009, strengthened the legal status of the rights of the child 

in EU external policy.  
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International pressure for human rights is today a large research field within 

international relations (IR). While scholars have come far in explaining international sanctions and 

humanitarian interventions, we still know very little about why, how and with what effects 

international organizations (IOs) adopt human rights norms, especially children’s rights norms. 

Existing scholarship on IOs and human rights has largely overlooked children’s rights, with the 

exception of a few studies on select parts of EU external children’s rights policymaking. The tendency 

to neglect children’s rights is also a feature of the wider body of human rights literature. Because of 

the very few systematic studies on children’s rights compliance, our knowledge on the international 

and domestic factors explaining why states comply or fail to comply with international children’s 

rights norms is limited. 

This dissertation seeks to bridge these gaps in the literature by studying global and 

domestic governance in the area of children’s rights. It addresses three interrelated questions: 1. Why 

do IOs adopt children’s rights norms?, 2. What pressure tactics do IOs use to pressure for children’s 

rights and why?, and 3. What explains state compliance with children’s rights?  

To study these questions, I apply a research design that combines quantitative and 

qualitative methods, providing a comprehensive yet nuanced picture of the factors and actors that 

influence IO adoption and pressure, as well as state compliance. I examine IO policymaking during 

different phases: formulation of sector policy, bilateral economic and diplomatic strategies, and 

results. This dissertation focuses particularly on EU external policy, which is argued to be a critical 

case for IO children’s rights adoption. Moreover, I compare pressure tactics by the EU and UNICEF, 

and provide an original panel data set with variables on development aid, diplomatic pressure and 

child protection laws in 190 states.  

The explanatory frameworks draw primarily on rational institutionalism. IO norm 

adoption is explained by a combination of three sets of factors: the preferences of policymakers, their 

policy competences, and the extent to which resource-exchange relationships have developed between 

policymakers and children’s rights organizations. To explain IO pressure tactics, I apply explanations 

from institutionalist IO theory and norm diffusion literature. Finally, the study of state compliance 

with children’s rights draws on a comprehensive theoretical framework combining international and 

domestic factors, including conventional explanations for human rights compliance (democratic 

elections, independent judiciary and civil society) and factors identified in the children’s rights 

literature as well as in scholarship on women’s rights 

The first question, why IOs adopt children’s rights norms, is answered through an 

analysis of children’s rights mainstreaming in EU external policy (Essay 1). In 2005, the EU adopted 

children’s rights mainstreaming in its external policy. This is potentially consequential for the global 

diffusion of children’s rights as the EU is a significant trade and aid power. In the first essay, I provide 

a within-case comparison of how children’s rights have been mainstreamed in EU development aid 

policy, common foreign and security policy (CFSP) and external trade policy. This essay finds that, 
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with the exception of the issue of children affected by armed conflict, children’s rights are not 

mandatory issues in EU external policy. Varying levels of children’s rights integration across external 

policy areas is the result of actor preferences, policy competences and resource exchanges between EU 

institutions and children’s rights organizations. 

The second question, how and why IOs apply pressure tactics for children’s rights, is 

analysed in two essays. Questions about the priorities, patterns and tactics of IO pressure for children’s 

rights are important for assessing the role of IOs in global children’s rights governance. In Essay 2, I 

examine the priorities and target actors of the EU external strategies for children’s rights through 

development aid and diplomatic pressure. Since both these external policy fields have relatively broad 

yet non-mandatory children’s rights mandates, this study seeks to identify which issues are in fact 

prioritized and which countries and actors are targeted. Through descriptive statistics on EU 

development aid and diplomatic pressure for children’s rights, I find that both have increased and 

broadened over time. Unlike for other human rights areas, where EU positions go beyond those of the 

United Nations’ (UN), the content of EU children’s rights strategies largely mirrors the UN children’s 

rights agenda. The lion’s share of EU child-related economic support is granted to child development 

policy, primarily delivered through capacity-building directly to state agencies or through other IOs. 

Child protection is primarily promoted through diplomatic pressure and economic assistance to 

international non-governmental organizations (INGOs), while child empowerment is a marginal issue 

for the EU. In Essay 3, I explain IO pressure tactics for children’s rights towards an autocratic state, 

through a comparative case study of EU and UNICEF pressure tactics towards Vietnam. This essay 

shows that IO type explains variations in IO pressure tactics and that the target state regime has a 

conditioning effect on IO tactics. The task-specific IO UNICEF combines capacity-building and 

normative pressure in its work to solve certain children’s rights problems, while the EU, a general-

purpose IO, provides capacity-building to children’s rights organizations to legitimize general budget 

support to Vietnam. Despite their different aims and tactics, both IOs have primarily pressured for 

children’s rights that are not sensitive for the regime.  

Finally, I address the broader question of what explains state compliance with 

children’s rights norms. This study serves to enhance our knowledge on the domestic and international 

factors that affect state compliance with the CRC. Essay 4 presents a large-n analysis of the factors 

explaining domestic legislation on corporal punishment of children. I show that regional human rights 

courts, social infrastructure aid and EU diplomacy matter for state compliance with children’s rights, 

while pressure from the CRC Committee or the UN Universal Periodic Review (UPR) does not. 

Against expectations, democracy is not a scope condition for the legal protection of children’s 

physical integrity rights. Instead, factors such as legal and religious traditions affect variations in laws 

on corporal punishment of children, as does women’s political empowerment.  
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This dissertation has several implications for the IR literature on IO norm adoption, IOs 

as promoters of norms, and human rights compliance. Moreover, it adds to the multidisciplinary 

literature on children’s rights governance.  

First, this dissertation has empirical implications for the literature on IO norm adoption. 

The case of the EU illustrates that a relatively comprehensive children’s rights mandate and member 

states committed to international children’s rights norms are not sufficient conditions for children’s 

rights mainstreaming. Instead, actor preferences, policy competences and resource exchanges between 

EU institutions and children’s rights organizations together drive children’s rights mainstreaming 

outputs. I thus show that rational functionalism provides explanations of the degree to which IOs 

integrate children’s rights norms in different policy areas. These results are in line with recent 

quantitative findings that IO norm adoption is explained by national commitment to liberal norms, 

member state networks, and institutional rules (Tallberg et al. unpublished paper).  

Second, this dissertation has both theoretical and empirical implications for scholarship 

on IO norm pressure. Theoretically, I argue that we can expect IOs to adapt their children’s rights 

pressure tactics towards autocratic regimes. This assumption runs against the expectation that 

transnational actors seek to maximize their pressure for human rights. Empirically, this dissertation 

identifies a new way in which the distinction between task-specific and general-purpose IOs 

influences how IOs operate, in addition to what is previously known about IO legitimation strategies 

(Rocabert et al. 2018) and IO shaming (Squatrito, Lundgren and Sommerer 2019). Moreover, the 

findings of coordination and collaboration between IOs, such as UNICEF and the CRC Committee, 

suggest that we should assess the joint efforts of different IOs (and UN bodies). Finally, the findings 

on EU development assistance support the argument that aid allocations can be explained by donor 

self-interest (Bermeo 2011, 2018). 

Third, the findings of this dissertation have empirical implications for scholarship on 

human rights compliance. I find support for the argument that international judicial enforcement 

through regional human rights courts influences state behaviour beyond court rulings (Helfer and 

Voeten 2014). Findings also support the assumption that the provision of material incentives through 

development aid to social sectors matter for state compliance, while evidence on other IO pressure 

tactics is more mixed. As regards domestic explanations, the findings indicate that some of the most 

established explanations for state compliance with adults’ physical integrity rights do not hold for the 

child’s right to physical integrity. While legal, religious and gender equality factors all affect 

compliance, democratic institutions do not. The finding that women’s political participation affects 

children’s rights compliance suggests linkages between women’s rights and children’s rights. These 

results call for further study of the mechanisms and factors through which child protection rights are 

affected by women’s participation in parliaments, as well as by IO pressure. 

Finally, the results of this dissertation have theoretical and empirical implications for 

the literature on children’s rights governance. Theoretically, this dissertation shows that the 
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formulation of expectations on IO types and national regimes can advance studies on international 

pressure for children’s rights, and provide more nuanced knowledge on how and why children’s rights 

norms are diffused internationally. Empirically, findings have implications for research on how global 

children’s rights norms are spread and institutionalized. First, the finding that different global regimes, 

such as the development regime, influence IO prioritization of children’s rights norms calls for 

increased children’s rights research on the origins, outcomes and impacts of children’s rights norms in 

different policy regimes. Second, this dissertation also emphasizes the importance of analysing the 

conditions for and effects of children’s rights INGOs’ advocacy in the context of autocracies. Third, 

quantitative findings on compliance with the child’s right to physical integrity support previous case 

evidence that states with legal systems based on British common law are inhospitable to banning 

corporal punishment (Durrant and Smith 2011; Saunders, Leviner and Naylor 2018). Findings also 

show that respect for children’s rights is empirically linked with respect for women’s rights. Whereas 

previous research has found a relationship between norms on violence against women and violence 

against children (Shiva Kumar, Mehta and Nandakumar 2017), more research is needed on how these 

norms are interconnected in the institutionalization of children’s rights. Combined, this dissertation 

supports previous research on how children’s rights are diffused transnationally in a top-down, ‘one-

size-fits-all’ manner (Veerman and Levine 2000), especially vis-à-vis countries that are large 

recipients of development aid. While I show that IO pressure is based on global norms and policy 

agendas, this dissertation also finds that IOs adapt content and tactics to the targeted state. Differences 

in IO pressure should be further examined and explained both quantitatively and qualitatively. 

The structure of this introductory chapter is as follows. After a presentation of the 

research questions and contributions, I clarify the conceptualization of children’s rights and IO 

pressure, and present the analytical framework, which is built primarily around rational-institutionalist 

theory and theory on human rights diffusion. In the following section, I describe the research strategy 

combining quantitative and qualitative techniques and the methodological approach to studying EU 

policymaking and state compliance. Moving on, I provide a review of literature on IO norm adoption, 

IO pressure for human rights, human rights compliance and children’s rights governance. Thereafter, I 

present the evolution of children’s rights law and the children’s rights regime complex. Then comes a 

summary of the individual essays, concentrating on the research design and results of each essay. 

Finally, I summarize the overall findings of the dissertation and discuss their implications for research 

and policy. 

Research questions and contributions 
This dissertation seeks to answer why and how IOs adopt and integrate children’s rights and what 

explains domestic children’s rights compliance. I examine these queries through three interrelated 

research questions. 
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The first question is: what explains IO adoption of children’s rights? In exploring this 

topic in the context of the EU, I examine why and how the EU has mainstreamed children’s rights in 

all its external policymaking. The case of children’s rights mainstreaming in EU external policy is 

highly relevant for children’s rights practitioners. Due to the EU’s role in the world economy, the 

mainstreaming of children’s rights has great potential for the advancement of children’s rights 

globally. This question is also of high research relevance, as children’s rights mainstreaming is a novel 

case in research on norm mainstreaming, and norm adoption more generally, within IOs. An analysis 

of children’s rights mainstreaming across different policy areas, as well as of the structures and actors 

that have influenced policymaking, can explain the conditions under which mainstreaming is likely to 

succeed or fail. 

My second question is: how do IOs pressure for children’s rights and why? Whereas the 

first question aims to explain the extent to which children’s rights have been integrated into sector 

policy in various external areas, the purpose of this second question is instead to examine and explain 

how IOs put actual pressure on states to strengthen children’s rights, and to answer the larger query 

about the degree to which IOs act normatively or instrumentally in international relations. Essay 2 

examines EU external strategies to promote children’s rights. As a sizable aid donor with bilateral 

relations with most states, EU external strategies potentially have important impacts for children 

worldwide. No previous study has systematically captured EU actions for children, and there is hence 

no mapping of which children’s rights themes, countries and actors are (not) prioritized in EU 

strategies over time, and across policy instruments and geographical regions. This essay therefore 

contributes empirically to the children’s rights governance literature through the provision of the first 

comprehensive assessment of the EU as a global actor of children’s rights governance. Essay 3 

compares EU and UNICEF efforts to influence Vietnam to comply with the CRC, exploring how these 

IOs use different pressure tactics in the context of an authoritarian regime. Since IO pressure for 

children’s rights targets a large number of non-democracies, especially via development aid, the policy 

relevance of this essay is high. Theoretically, it questions some of the conventional assumptions about 

how transnational advocacy leads to state compliance, suggesting that the pressure mechanisms 

operate differently in the case of children’s rights. Empirically, this essay contributes to the study of 

IO pressure for human rights through its focus on children’s rights. 

Finally, I ask the fundamental question of what explains state compliance with 

children’s rights. The aim of this question is to determine the extent to which international and 

national factors matter for state compliance with children’s rights. The analysis includes an assessment 

of the effects of IO pressure for children’s rights compliance, including the effects of the EU and 

UNICEF pressure tactics that are analysed in Essays 2 and 3. This question is of central policy 

importance as it seeks to identify factors that hinder and promote state compliance with international 

children’s rights norms. Explanatory theories on human rights compliance have not been developed to 

explain the rights of children, and have only to a very limited extent been tested on cases of children’s 
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rights. It therefore remains largely unknown to what degree existing compliance theories serve as 

explanations for children’s rights compliance. With an aim to provide a systematic investigation of 

children’s rights compliance, Essay 4 tests existing and new theories on a novel data set on legal 

compliance with child protection rights. This essay offers important knowledge for children’s rights 

advocates on the factors favouring and impeding legal reform. With regard to the literature on human 

rights compliance, this essay makes two important empirical contributions. First, it provides a new 

case concerning physical integrity of children, and second, it tests the scope conditions of 

conventional human rights compliance theory. Moreover, I make a twofold contribution to the 

children’s rights governance literature. Firstly, this study for the first time presents the general, 

national as well as international, explanations for variations in corporal punishment law. Secondly, I 

contribute empirically with a novel panel data set on corporal punishment law.  

 

Theoretical framework 

Answering the three empirical questions defined above necessitates a broad theoretical framework 

including five components, of which the first two are conceptualizations of children’s rights and IO 

pressure tactics. The remaining three explanatory components are tailored to each research question. 

The third component identifies factors favouring or impeding IO norm adoption. The fourth 

formulates how IO types influence IO pressure tactics for children’s rights. A fifth and final 

component identifies conditions under which legal protection against corporal punishment is more or 

less likely. 

My overarching explanatory framework is rational-institutionalist, but I also draw on 

insights from constructivist traditions. Whereas rationalist and constructivist perspectives are based on 

different ontologies, and sometimes reflect different epistemologies, they can be combined and 

complementary in studies, such as the current one, where the focus is the empirical explanatory factors 

they emphasize, and the approach is problem-oriented, rather than theory-driven, analysis at the 

middle-range level (Jupille, Caporaso and Checkel 2003; March and Olsen 2006). The integration of 

rationalist and constructivist perspectives has produced valuable research on human rights compliance 

(see e.g. Hafner-Burton and Tsutsui 2005; Hawkins 2002; Neumayer 2005; Risse, Ropp and Sikkink 

1999, 2013; Ruggie 1982).  

Conceptualizing children’s rights  
In this section, I clarify the relationship between children’s rights and human rights, and introduce 

conceptualizations of children’s rights and child policy aims. Children’s rights are principled ideas 

about entitlements that every child holds by virtue of being a child. These are codified as legal norms 

in international law, of which the Convention on the Rights of the Child (CRC) from 1989 is the most 

central document. Children’s rights are also social norms that emerge, develop and change over time, 
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involving ethical values about right and wrong and political ideas about justice and equality. A 

constitutive model of international human rights law views law and politics as co-productive, 

extending the notion that ‘law working in the world constitutes relationships as much as it delimits 

acceptable behavior’ (Finnemore and Toope 2001, 745). Human rights law is produced through 

political negotiations and is diffused through political production (Dancy and Fariss 2017). As politics 

change, so does the production of human rights, as evidenced by the fact that the standards of 

accountability for human rights have been raised over time (Fariss 2014).   

Children’s rights are human rights, covering civil rights, which concern personal liberty 

and protection against state violations; and social, economic and cultural rights guaranteeing access to 

essential public goods, services and opportunities. The CRC comprises general human (fundamental) 

rights such as the right to life, particular rights for children such as the right to play, and rights 

concerning particular groups of children, for example migrant children and children with disabilities.  

Children’s rights are, however, a particular case of human rights. The justification for 

granting children special attention in law and policy is the child’s specific nature. The Declaration of 

the Rights of the Child (1959) states: ‘the child, by reason of his physical and mental immaturity, 

needs special safeguards and care, including appropriate legal protection’ (UN General Assembly 

1959). Dixon and Nussbaum (2012) acknowledge that several of the child’s vulnerabilities are, 

however, also common to other groups, such as adults with cognitive or physical disabilities. They 

instead propose that children are special in that they are vulnerable to the decisions of others (ibid.). 

While the child’s capacity to independently form opinions and take decisions grows over time, much 

of childhood is characterized by the child’s limited agency and dependency on adults. Children are 

defined in the CRC as persons under the age of eighteen, as this age had become the standard legal age 

of majority in the 1970s.1 Most of the world’s children are under the legal responsibility of parents or 

other guardians, and thus do not have the same legal or economic control as adults over their persons, 

actions or decisions. The CRC acknowledges the child’s limited agency, and unlike for the rights of 

adults, the individual’s full agency is not the goal of the Convention. In order to address the fact that 

children are vulnerable to the decisions of adults, the CRC stipulates that in all actions concerning 

children by public or private actors ‘the best interests of the child shall be a primary concern’ (CRC 

Art. 3.1). Parents and other guardians have the primary responsibility for the upbringing and 

development of the child and the best interests of the child should be ‘their basic concern’ (CRC Art. 

18). Article 5 provides that states ‘respect the responsibilities, rights and duties of parents (CRC Art. 

5). The CRC innovation of evolving capacities emphasizes the fact that children develop capacity over 

                                                
1 Eighteen years as age of majority is even more diffused across countries today, when only around forty states have lower or 
higher ages of majority. 
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time and should be treated accordingly. The CRC, however, fails to provide distinct definitions and 

implications of both best interests and evolving capacities, leaving much room for interpretation.2  

Children’s lack of full agency, in international law as well as in real life, has two 

important implications. First, children need to be provided the conditions to enjoy their rights. 

Children’s rights are thus what Berlin calls ‘positive freedoms’. Because socio-economic conditions 

vary greatly between children, government policy is needed to fulfil children’s rights to education, 

health, a decent living standard and social protection. Second, responsibility, and authority, over the 

child has to be distributed between the state and parents. While parents are normally granted far-

reaching authority over their children’s welfare, they also have a duty to respect children’s rights. 

Legal bans of practices like corporal punishment, female genital mutilation (FGM) and child marriage 

are examples of state expansion into the private sphere (Boli-Bennett and Meyer 1987) and the 

incorporation of children as individuals into the state (Ariès 1962; Thomas and Meyer 1984). 

Expanding public childcare means that some parental duties are transferred to the state, whereas 

legally safeguarding the child’s right to religious freedom protects parental rights (or individual rights 

in general) and restricts state control over religion. Reforms that transmit duties from parents to the 

state may meet popular resistance when perceived either as threatening to traditional norms, or as 

against ideological views on individual freedom or the function of the state.  

A second particular aspect of children’s rights is that, unlike for general human rights, 

no international normative framework provides children the right to vote or be elected. The CRC 

grants children the civil freedoms of expression, association, thought, faith and privacy, but lacks 

rights for formal political representation of children’s interests, as distinct from those of parents and 

other adults. Instead it offers child ‘participation’ rights. Article 12 grants ‘the child who is capable of 

forming his or her own views the right to express those views freely in all matters affecting the child’. 

While the more precise scope of Article 12 is debated,3 the CRC Committee has declared that Article 

12 is a so-called guiding principle to be addressed in all implementation of the Convention. The gap 

between this principle, even narrowly interpreted, and reality is massive (Stern 2006).  

Third, there is an important difference between how children’s rights and other human 

rights are governed. The CRC was written without any involvement of children, and thirty years later, 

children remain one of the most marginalized stakeholder groups in global governance (Kooij 

Martinez 2016). While all-male drafting committees for international instruments on women’s rights 

are unthinkable, international laws and policies concerning children’s rights continue to be formulated 

without incorporating children’s views on their rights and needs. These differences between children’s 

                                                
2 Nolan (2010) highlights that the best interests principle may trump children’s exercise of other rights, such as the right to 
information, when considered (by adults) to be in conflict with the child’s best interests. 
3 Art. 12 explicitly covers children in legal processes, such as custody disputes, and children who are supported by 
authorities, whereas it is debated if it applies to children’s participation in governance. Moreover, it is unclear whether Art. 
12 is applicable only to the child’s right to be heard in individual cases or to children’s collective representation. The CRC 
committee does not provide much guidance on these issues, and children’s democratic citizenship is generally considered a 
gap in the Committee’s jurisprudence (Nolan 2010). 
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rights and general human rights have implications for the theorization of IO pressure for children’s 

rights, as well as for state compliance with children’s rights, which will be discussed below.  

To categorize children’s rights is not unproblematic from a human rights perspective as 

any division of rights will ignore the principles that human rights are indivisible and interdependent. I 

nevertheless argue that the analysis of IO pressure for children’s rights requires a classification of 

children’s rights. Categories of rights enable a mapping of the content of IO strategies and the 

formulation of assumptions about IO pressure for children’s rights. Quennerstedt (2010) has criticized 

the conventional classification of children’s rights as provision, protection and participation, favouring 

instead the vocabulary used for general human rights: social, civil and political rights. I, however, 

think that the general concepts of civil and political rights conceal critical differences between the 

rights of adults and children. The child protection rights in the CRC differ from the general concept of 

civil rights in that child protection rights address children’s special vulnerability. Moreover, I do not 

agree with Quennerstedt that the right to participation is better understood as political rights, as the 

political rights of children and adults differ considerably, as discussed above. I instead use a 

classification of three groups of children’s rights: social rights, protection rights and empowerment 

rights. Social rights cover rights to an adequate standard of living, social services, health care, 

education, play and recreation. Protection rights concern the right of the child to protection from 

abuse, neglect, exploitation and discrimination. Finally, empowerment rights include rights concerning 

identity, nationality, name, information, thought, privacy, expression, religion and assembly, and 

participation in all matters that concern the child.  

State compliance with children’s rights is defined as a continuum (Risse, Ropp and 

Sikkink 1999). At the basic level, compliance means commitment to international law, through the 

removal of reservations to the CRC, ratification of all CRC optional protocols, and provision of 

regular monitoring reports to competent UN bodies (ibid.). More substantial forms of compliance 

involve the legal implementation of children’s rights norms, and behaviour change. Behaviour change 

entails the adjustment of institutional environments, for instance by involving civil society and an 

independent children’s rights institution in the monitoring and implementation of the CRC, as well as 

policymaking by, for example, adopting children’s rights strategies and adapting budgets (ibid.). In 

this dissertation, state compliance is analysed, in Essay 4, as the degree to which international 

children’s rights norms are integrated in domestic law.  

Finally, in Essay 2, I have chosen to conceptualize three categories of child policy aims. 

The purpose of Essay 2 is to map the EU’s diplomatic pressure and development aid of relevance for 

children’s rights, and I thus needed one conceptualization that was applicable to both policy sectors. 

Conceptualizing development assistance for children’s rights is especially complex. A conservative 

approach would have been to distinguish activities that make a direct contribution to strengthening 

children’s rights. As discussed above, however, children’s rights are largely positive freedoms, which 

means that children need to be provided the conditions to exercise their rights. Investments in services 
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of relevance for children, such as children’s education and health, can contribute to strengthening 

children’s capabilities to enjoy their rights. The word can is key here. To determine the extent to 

which development aid projects contribute to strengthening children’s rights, to the conditions for 

children’s rights, or the degree to which they align with a human rights–based approach (D’Hollander 

et al. 2014) requires an analysis of implementation, which is not the focus of the current dissertation. 

Against this background, I favour a conceptualization of child policy aims encompassing IO activities 

that directly address children’s rights or aim to strengthen the conditions through which children can 

exercise their rights. The three categories of child policy aims draw on Holzscheiter’s (2010) contested 

conceptions of childhood, which is a framework that interweaves different notions of childhood with 

rights-claims and political objectives. Holzscheiter’s ‘discursive ecology’ contains four different 

discursive reflections of childhood in international politics: Paternalism, Development, Peace and 

Civilization, and Emancipation (Holzscheiter 2010, pp. 99-137). I have developed three categories of 

child policy aims (combining Paternalism and Peace and Civilization into one category: Child 

protection), each reflecting particular visions for children and corresponding children’s rights norms 

as defined by Holzscheiter. My scheme, however, differs from that of Holzscheiter in its focus on 

policy instead of discourse, and I have hence defined policy reforms for each category. The purpose of 

this scheme is to enable comparison across policy sectors and policy instruments. The aim of child 

development policy is the physical, psychological, cognitive and social development of the child as 

part of the economic, political or social development of a country or society as a whole (Holzscheiter 

2010, 99–137). This is the typical rationale behind targeting children in global development policies, 

and behind conventional measures of poverty and human development.4 This category involves the 

enactment of social rights. Child protection policy aims to address the vulnerability of the child. 

Protecting children against violence and abuse is an element of achieving the higher goals of peace 

and civilization, or ‘the best interests of the child’ as safeguarded by parents or the state (Holzscheiter 

2010, 99–137). Protection rights belong to this category. Finally, child empowerment policy 

emphasizes the child’s evolving autonomy. The individuality of rights, non-discrimination and the 

right to participation are fundamental pillars of child empowerment (Holzscheiter 2010, 99-137). 

Child empowerment policy thus aims to strengthen children’s opportunities to know, claim and 

exercise their rights, which involves strengthening minority protection, rule of law, civil society and 

media freedoms, i.e. the criteria of a liberal society.  

 

 

                                                
4 Human Development Index (HDI), Global Multidimensional Poverty Index (MPI), http://hdr.undp.org/en/data 
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Conceptualizing IO pressure tactics 
Three sets of IO pressure logics are relevant in this dissertation,5 each presenting ‘deliberate attempts’ 

to change behaviours in domestic systems (Magen and McFaul 2009, 11). Before going into each 

logic, it is important to note that IOs typically combine different pressure tactics (Risse 2009).  

The first pressure tactic, enforcement, assumes that states base their decisions to comply 

or not with a norm on rational weighing of the costs and benefits of the alternatives, or in other words, 

that they behave according to the ‘logic of consequences’ (Risse and Ropp 2013). IO tactics that seek 

to increase the benefits or reduce the costs of compliance by providing judicial enforcement or 

material incentives belong to the enforcement approach (Tallberg 2002). Material incentives include 

negative incentives such as threats of, or implementation of, diplomatic, political or economic 

sanctions as well as positive incentives in the form of trade and aid benefits. Within the category of 

positive incentives, one can distinguish between ex ante and ex post conditionality. Regarding the first, 

benefits are conferred on a targeted state prior to verification of the conditions required by the 

rewarding actor. This is the typical approach of development agencies, such as the EU. Ex post 

conditionality instead means that the rewarding actor confers benefits only once the targeted state 

complies (Magen and McFaul 2009). 

Normative pressure tactics are built on a social constructivist perspective of norm 

socialization as the basis of compliance (Magen and McFaul 2009). Norms are conceptualized as 

shared understandings that shape actor identities and interest (Risse, Ropp and Sikkink 1999). In the 

words of Johnston (2001, 488), ‘actors who enter into a social interaction rarely emerge the same’. 

Actors behave according to the ‘logic of appropriateness’, i.e. they care about what others in their 

community think of them and form their interests through socialization (Risse and Ropp 2013). IOs 

can facilitate this process through persuasion, credible argumentation and deliberation (Koh 1997; 

Magen and McFaul 2009; Risse, Ropp and Sikkink 1999) or through more confrontational strategies 

such as naming and shaming through reporting, démarches or public statements. These tactics serve to 

to persuade government elites to accept, or internalize, human rights norms (Risse, Ropp and Sikkink 

2013).  

A third pressure tactic, capacity-building, is offered by the managerial school which 

sees non-compliance as the result of administrative incapacity to enforce norms (Chayes and Chayes 

1995; Tallberg 2002). Assuming a domestic inclination to comply with international norms, IOs can 

contribute to norm compliance through knowledge sharing and financial and technical support (Magen 

and McFaul 2009). Drawing on literature on democracy assistance, the capacity-building logic 

involves what Scott and Steele (2011) call mechanisms of agent empowerment. The promotion of 

children’s rights entails supporting institutions, organizations, individual adults and children, with the 

purpose of strengthening children’s rights. The assistance is ideally tailored to individual states’ needs, 

                                                
5  The logic of control by de facto abolition, or suspension of state sovereignty (Magen and McFaul 2009), is not considered 
in this dissertation. 
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either supporting state structures such as legislatures and judiciaries, or non-state actors such as 

grassroots organizations, NGOs, political parties or the mass media with an aim to ‘build 

constituencies for reform’ (Finkel et al. 2007, 410).  

IO pressure for children’s rights is part of the political production of international law, 

and IOs can seek to strengthen state compliance across the spectrum from commitment to 

implementation. As advocates for children’s rights norms that are more or less precisely codified in 

international law, IOs may take on roles as interpreters or ‘norm entrepreneurs’ of global children’s 

rights norms (Finnemore and Sikkink 1998). IOs can pressure for specific institutions (independent 

children’s rights institutions), outputs (legal bans of a harmful practice), outcomes (gender equal 

school attendance) or impacts (improved living conditions for disadvantaged children). 

I will now move on to present the theoretical framework tailored to answer the specific 

research questions on IO norm adoption, IO pressure and state compliance.  

Explaining IO adoption of children’s rights norms 
Essay 1 draws on a rational institutionalist framework, characterized by distinct assumptions about 

actors, their behaviour and institutions. I predict that variations in how an IO adopts norms over time 

and across sectors are explained by a combination of three sets of factors. First, actor preferences 

affect the design and content of children’s rights mainstreaming in a certain sector. While I assume EU 

member states’ preferences to vary as regards the design and content of children’s rights 

mainstreaming as well as across different sectors, the EU institutions are expected to form preferences 

based on bureaucratic self-interest (see e.g. Majone, 2000). Children’s rights organizations, for their 

part, are expected to be supportive of strong children’s rights mainstreaming design with broad 

content. Second, varied external policy competences between the EU and member states are expected 

to affect children’s rights mainstreaming at the sector level. I anticipate member states to have more 

influence over children’s rights in CFSP than in development and trade policy. In development aid, the 

European Commission, hereafter the Commission, and the European External Action Service (EEAS) 

are expected to have more influence over children’s rights mainstreaming than they exercise in CFSP. 

With regard to trade policy, I expect the Commission to exert more influence over children’s rights 

mainstreaming than in any of the other sectors. Third, the existence of resource–exchange 

relationships between EU institutions and children’s rights organizations is expected to matter for 

children’s rights mainstreaming. According to the rationalist resource–exchange model, the EU grants 

interest groups access to the policy process in exchange for information that the interest groups have 

and that the EU institutions cannot efficiently or sufficiently collect themselves (Bouwen, 2002; 

Tallberg et al. 2018). Children’s rights organizations are assumed to be instrumental actors with the 

aim of influencing decision-makers (Tallberg et al. 2018).  
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Explaining IO pressure for children’s rights 
Lenz et al. (2015) divide international governmental organizations into task-specific and general-

purpose IOs. Task-specific IOs are driven by a perceived need to solve certain problems, whereas 

general-purpose IOs originate from a sense of community among their members (ibid.). Based on this 

distinction, I formulate expectations on IO pressure tactics for children’s rights towards autocratic 

regimes. Task-specific IOs generally deal with problems that have been specified in advance and are 

primarily concerned with their output legitimacy, i.e. how effective they are (Lenz et al. 2015). In 

terms of expectations, task-specific IOs may use different children’s rights pressure tactics depending 

on their specific mandate. I expect organizations whose primary resource is policy expertise to use 

capacity-building and normative pressure. Moreover, I assume that task-specific IOs select tactics 

based on a demand to achieve results and that they will therefore refrain from pressuring for reforms 

that are politically difficult to realize. Against the background that child empowerment rights are 

likely the least welcomed by autocratic regimes, task-specific IOs are hence expected to exert limited 

pressure for these rights in autocratic contexts. 

General-purpose IOs are driven by a sense of shared purpose among their territorially 

based membership, have broad policy scopes and bundle the provision of public goods for a given 

community. Policymaking includes redistributive issues, which places higher demands on the design 

of the procedural rules that affect IO decision-making, i.e. the input legitimacy (Lenz et al. 2015). 

Principles of relevance for input legitimacy include participation, procedural fairness, transparency 

and accountability (Tallberg and Uhlin 2011). General-purpose IOs are also characterized by flexible 

policymaking. I therefore expect their children’s rights pressure tactics to be influenced by interests in 

other policy areas, such as economic or security policy (Bermeo 2011). Furthermore, general-purpose 

IOs likely have limited children’s rights expertise and will hence be inclined to outsource children’s 

rights pressure to other actors. If a general-purpose IO has strategic reasons not to upset an autocratic 

regime, it will likely focus on less-sensitive norms and favour capacity-building tactics over normative 

pressure. 

Explaining children’s rights compliance 
The third research question on why states comply with children’s rights differs from the previous ones 

as it is not IO-specific. The broader scope of this question requires a theoretical approach that 

combines international and national explanations, which allows testing of the scope conditions for the 

generalizability of conventional human rights compliance theories based on the case of child 

protection. As discussed, children’s rights concern the state as duty-bearer, parents as both duty-

bearers and rights-holders and the child as a rights-holder. This implies that national and international 

pressure for children’s rights aims to alter or strengthen existing relationships between the child, 

parent and state. State and popular resistance to children’s rights is expected to vary across different 

child norms, and across social and political factors. The explanatory framework is tailored to explain a 
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specific case of a child protection rights: legal protection against corporal punishment of children. 

Corporal punishment is a widespread practice in all world regions, especially in the home, and 

therefore it is a less startling human rights violation than torture or child soldiers. Cases of corporal 

punishment are not reported in the media unless the injuries correspond to serious physical assault, 

and they are not grounds for international sanctions. As corporal punishment involves both state 

violence (within the judicial and school systems) and non-state violence (at home), the framework 

contains conventional explanations of human rights violations as well as factors that are believed to be 

important for this particular child protection norm. I will now proceed by presenting the international 

and national factors that I expect to have effects for corporal punishment law. 

International pressure 

International pressure logics of enforcement, normative pressure and capacity-building have been 

detailed above. In this section, I will explore each logic’s assumptions on how states are influenced to 

comply with children’s rights. According to the enforcement logic, coercive influence by external 

actors has the greatest potential to change the behaviour of non-complying states (Hafner-Burton and 

Tsutsui 2005). States will adhere to norms when it is in their rational self-interest to do so based on a 

reasoned weighing of the costs and benefits of different actions (Keohane 1984). Human rights treaties 

are a special kind of international agreement as they do not regulate inter-state relations, but rather 

how states treat their own citizens. While most human rights regimes lack hard enforcement 

mechanisms, and the use of direct sanctions for human rights treaty violations remains rare (Simmons 

2009), material incentives (such as trade and aid) and judicial enforcement (by international courts) 

have the most potential to raise the costs of state non-compliance with children’s rights.  

According to the normative pressure logic, states sustainably change their behaviour in 

accordance with international human rights when they have internalized these norms. Internalization 

and sustained compliance normally require a long-time perspective (Hafner-Burton 2005). Social 

pressure may, however, influence compliance also in the short term, without internalization of norms. 

A government concerned with its social standing in a particular community may adhere to social 

influence for instrumental reasons (Schimmelfennig 2003). The explicit singling out of states by 

public statements, démarches or the provision of information on abuses are different forms of social 

pressure, or shaming, which can change government behaviour (Kelley 2004). When the target state 

perceives the social costs of status quo non-compliant behaviour to be too high, it will comply without 

genuine norm acceptance. This version of the logic fuses the constructivist logic of appropriateness 

and the rationalist logic of consequences. It is distinguished from rationalist perspectives by a view 

that actors behave strategically for social rather than material reasons.  

Finally, the capacity-building logic assumes that state non-compliance is the result of 

weak human, institutional or financial capacity rather than norm resistance. Compliance can thus be 

achieved through capacity-building and strengthening of institutions, organizations and individuals 
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working for children’s rights compliance. Capacity-building may be provided through official 

development assistance (ODA) specifically designed to strengthen children’s rights compliance. 

Domestic explanations 

Domestic factors of relevance for children’s rights compliance cover two different logics: democratic 

logics and social logics.   

First, democratic logics have been conceptualized by Beth Simmons (2009) through 

three mechanisms: altering of national agendas, leveraging litigation and empowerment of political 

mobilization. First, international laws and norms can alter the national agenda in democratic states, as 

democratic governments have incentives to abide by the international treaties they have ratified to 

avoid being punished by citizens if they fail to live up to their commitments. Furthermore, 

independent courts are the guarantors of individual rights and the authoritative interpreters of the 

legality of government actions. They have the central function of enabling citizens to make legal 

complaints about government actions (Slaughter 1995; von Stein 2015). Simmons (2009) expects 

treaty ratification to leverage litigation under the conditions that treaties are enforceable in domestic 

courts, and that the litigation is meaningful. Under these conditions, a negative ruling against a state 

will likely make it harder for the government to sustain its behaviour. Further, litigation has a political 

quality, as it can stimulate rule revision and mobilization of rights movements (Simmons 2009). 

Finally, domestic actors such as civil society organizations (CSOs), sometimes supported by 

international advocacy networks, use international norms to put pressure on national decision makers 

(Checkel 2001). Civil society mobilization in relation to human rights law includes public ‘naming 

and shaming’ campaigns and participation in litigation and periodic reporting to the UN human rights 

treaty bodies (Simmons 2009; Risse, Ropp and Sikkink 1999). These types of mobilization have the 

potential to raise the costs of status quo and influence government behaviour change (Simmons 2009). 

Grugel and Peruzzotti (2007) support the idea that a strong civil society with the capacity to mobilize 

for reform is a critical mechanism for the implementation of children’s rights. 

Finally, literature on compliance with women’s rights to be protected from violence 

(and women’s rights compliance more generally) theorizes that women’s parliamentary participation 

creates opportunities to raise issues such as domestic violence and men’s violence against women 

(Murdie and Peksen 2015; Richards and Haglund 2015). Legal reforms on violence against women 

can also spill over to protection of children (Maternowska 2017). Moreover, as women across the 

world still carry the main responsibility for taking care of children, within the family as well as 

professionally, it is reasonable to expect female parliamentarians to be more inclined to propose child 

policy reforms than their male colleagues. 

Second, I draw on social logics identified in gender literature and children’s rights 

studies as supporting or resisting legal protection against violence. This literature provides two 

different types of societal resistance to banning corporal punishment. First, resistance may be based on 
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positive attitudes towards corporal punishment, which are linked to ideas and social norms about 

morality, religion, tradition, children’s roles and parenting (Durrant and Ensom 2017; Harris-Short 

2003). Such attitudes and norms can be spread within religious communities with the active support of 

leaders invoking religious texts (Durrant and Ensom 2017; Harris-Short 2003). Second, people may 

resist a ban of parental corporal punishment because they want to prevent state interference in the 

private sphere. This resistance is hence linked to a higher goal to safeguard the freedom of the 

individual, in this case the parent (Boli-Bennett and Meyer 1978). Legal systems based on British 

common law provide parents a legal right to ‘reasonable chastisement’ of their children.	 Banning 

corporal punishment in these systems means that this explicit right has to be removed, which is likely 

to meet popular opposition. 

Research design 
In this section, I present the general research design of this dissertation and discuss some 

methodological questions of relevance for the dissertation as a whole. I will focus particularly on the 

relationship between the different methods and levels of analysis, the case of the EU, and data 

gathering. Each essay details the specific methodological strategy applied to address the particular 

research question. 

General research design 
The large-n and small-n approaches in the four essays all apply comparative research strategies. 

Comparative designs serve to identify or explain similarities and differences across entities, 

dimensions and time, aiming to assess if a particular phenomenon is a local issue or a general trend. 

The comparative method is ‘one of the primary means for establishing social scientific 

generalizations’ (Ragin, Berg-Schlosser and de Meur 1996, 749). 

In order to answer to the three specific research questions, I use quantitative as well as 

qualitative research designs. Statistical methods allow me to systematically study a phenomenon in 

time and space, analyse many variables and isolate individual effects, generating information about the 

strength and substantial weight of relationships (Ragin 1987). Qualitative methods provide the 

possibility to study a phenomenon within its context, as ‘a whole’, and analyse the processes, or causal 

mechanisms, linking different variables (Ragin 1987). Key benefits of qualitative strategies include 

high levels of conceptual and empirical validity (George and Bennett 2005).  

Small-n research is suitable for cross-case inference, confirming causal effects (George 

and Bennett 2005; Gerring 2007). This strategy is applied to answer research question one on why IOs 

adopt children’s rights, comparing three policy sectors and drawing primarily on qualitative data. 

Qualitative interviewing is critical for understanding actor preferences, a key explanatory factor in this 

study. Large-n methods are suitable for descriptive aims (Essay 2), as well as for causal inferences of 
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social comparable phenomenon and probabilistic processes (research question three) (King, Keohane 

and Verba 1994; Gerring 2007). Research question two is answered in two essays, of which Essay 2 

provides the descriptive quantitative patterns of EU economic assistance and diplomatic activities for 

children’s rights, and Essay 3 presents a small-n explanation of variations in IO pressure tactics for 

children’s rights. Essays 2 and 3 hence form a two-phased design, in which quantitative findings 

(Essay 2) provide the starting point of a case study (Essay 3) (Padgett 1998). Finally, research 

question three applies quantitative methods to explain state compliance with children’s rights. 

Research questions two and three are connected in that IO pressure logics are among the explanations 

for state compliance. The qualitative evidence on IO coordination provided in Essay 3 is tested 

quantitatively in Essay 4, through interactions of different IO pressure variables, and applied in the 

interpretation of the effects of EU and UNICEF pressure. 

This dissertation provides evidence at different levels of policy analysis. Essay 1 looks 

at policy formulation across different EU external policy sectors. Essay 2 presents quantitative 

evidence on EU external economic and diplomatic strategies for children’s rights, while Essay 3 

explains how IO pressure tactics for children’s rights are executed in bilateral relations with Vietnam. 

Moreover, the results of Essay 4 provide an assessment of the outcomes of IO activities for children’s 

rights.  

The case of the EU 
This dissertation pays particular attention to one IO, the EU. What motivates the choice of this case 

and what can we learn more generally about IOs by studying EU external action for children’s rights? 

I have selected the EU for three reasons.  

First, the EU has a formal mandate and a long history of diffusing democracy and 

human rights in international relations, and has been portrayed as ‘normative power Europe’ (Manners 

2002). The adoption of children’s rights should therefore fit well with its mandate, history and 

membership. Many EU member states have come a long way in implementing international children’s 

rights conventions. No other world region has as many states with independent children’s rights 

institutions and child ombudsmen as Europe, and most EU countries have banned corporal punishment 

of children. Several states are also contributing to the strengthening of children’s rights norms at the 

global level, through norm advocacy and financial support to the UN and NGOs. The European 

Parliament regularly issues resolutions asking the Commission to do more for children and the 

fulfilment of the CRC (see e.g. European Parliament 2018). Furthermore, the largest international 

children’s rights organizations have all been established in European countries, and like UNICEF, 

these organizations today have offices in Brussels and are accredited to the European Parliament. 

Against this background, I argue that EU external policy is a critical case for children’s rights adoption 

(Gerring 2007). 
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Second, EU external policy encompasses a broad range of economic, political, 

diplomatic and security instruments. Selecting the EU as a case thus allows me to compare IO norm 

adoption and pressure across different external policy sectors—trade, aid and diplomacy—holding the 

IO constant. By studying the EU, it is possible to compare how children’s rights are integrated into 

different sectors, and across external strategies, and learn about factors favouring and disfavouring 

children’s rights in international politics. 

Third, there are policy reasons for selecting the EU as a case. The EU’s strengthened 

role as a global actor motivates the study of how this particular IO integrates children’s rights in its 

external relations. In the trade area, the EU is a particularly strong and unified actor with a long-

standing global economic influence (Dür and Elsig 2011). Today, the EU, the United States and China 

are the largest exporters and importers of goods and services (Eurostat 2018). Another area in which 

the EU has significant influence is enlargement policy, through which rules, practices and norms are 

transferred to candidate and aspiring candidate states, in what is called ‘Europeanization’ processes 

(Schimmelfennig and Sedelmeier 2004). Development cooperation and humanitarian aid are shared 

competences between the union and the member states, and the EU is today the fourth largest OECD 

donor in terms of volume (OECD 2019).6 Finally, the Lisbon Treaty reinforced the EU’s diplomatic 

actorness, through the transformation from Commission delegations into EU delegations, with 

embassy-like powers such as authorization to speak for the entire union, and a coordinating role of the 

work of the member states’ bilateral missions (Wessel and Van Vooren 2013).  

It should be noted that there is another regional organization of central importance for 

children’s rights in Europe. The supranational European Court of Human Rights (ECtHR), together 

with the other bodies of the Council of Europe (CoE), actively promotes legal standards on children’s 

rights among its 47 member states and receives civil society complaints targeting member states 

without complete bans on corporal punishment. Twenty-two EU member states have banned all 

corporal punishment of children, and Essay 4 suggests that the CoE and the ECtHR have mattered for 

this development. This dissertation, however, does not account for regional coordination in the field of 

children’s rights between ECtHR and EU institutions.  

Moving on to the second question of what we can learn from the case of the EU, and 

the extent to which the results can be generalized to other general-purpose IOs, the EU has a strong 

community basis and a comprehensive policy scope—both typical for general-purpose organizations. 

Its pooling of authority in majority decision-making is, however, quite unusual. (Lenz et al. 2015). 

This dissertation covers three different EU external policy areas: aid, trade and diplomacy, across 

which the EU has varying competences. In trade policy, the EU is a distinct actor, and the Council 

takes decisions on most trade issues with qualified majority rule. In development aid and common 

foreign and security policy (CFSP), however, the EU is just one level in a multi-level negotiation 

                                                
6 The EU and member states together constitute the world’s largest aid donor. 
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process in which member states control much of policymaking. Against this background, EU norm 

adoption and pressure for children’s rights can be compared with other general-purpose IOs. The 

argument that different regional and global IOs can be treated as a common testing ground finds 

support in empirical research on development aid (Neumayer 2003a, 2003b), climate governance (see 

e.g. Dellmuth et al. 2017), norm adoption (Tallberg et al. unpublished paper) and international 

bureaucracies’ influence (Eckhard and Ege 2016).  

This dissertation speaks to the wider literature on norm adoption and norm 

mainstreaming in IOs. The explanatory logics studied in Essay 1 (actor preferences, policy 

competences and resource exchanges) are general in nature and hence likely operate similarly in other 

IOs. While the explanatory factors are best suited for comparing differences within general-purpose or 

multi-issue IOs (Lenz et al. 2015), the assumptions may also be used on task-specific IOs to compare 

mainstreaming over time. As discussed above, the EU’s extensive external mandate and supranational 

institutions, highly democratic membership, well-developed civil society, and history of integrating 

human rights in external affairs, should make it a relatively hospitable environment for children’s 

rights adoption. Compared to other IOs, the EU is relatively open to civil society participation (unlike, 

for instance, the World Bank) and has strong implementation capacity (unlike, for example, the United 

Nations Development Programme (UNDP)) (Hafner-Burton and Pollack 2002). Based on 

mainstreaming theory provided by Hafner-Burton and Pollack (2002), EU development policy would 

be a ‘most-likely case’ for children’s rights mainstreaming. The case of the EU thus provides a test of 

the conditions for children’s rights adoption. 

As regards IO pressure, the EU has a comprehensive external policy scope and 

particularly powerful instruments relative to other regional organizations. The means used by the EU 

to put actual pressure for children’s rights on third states, and the extent to which these means are 

applied, are, however, dependent on its flexible and multi-level institutions, bundling of policies, and 

norm heterogeneity among member states (Lenz et al 2015). I thus anticipate the EU to be comparable 

to other cases of regional and global general-purpose organizations as concerns pressure tactics for 

children’s rights. 

Data and observations 
In this part, I will present the quantitative and qualitative data and material used in this dissertation. 

One of the purposes of this dissertation is to systematically analyse IO pressure for children’s rights. 

In order to achieve this, new data is required. The large-n studies (Essays 2 and 4) present two novel 

data sets on development aid, normative pressure and child protection law. Essays 2 and 4 present 

original panel data on IO normative pressure and EU children’s rights support to NGOs, collected 

from EU and UN official reports. The data on EU diplomatic action deserves a comment. It draws 

exclusively on information from public reporting on the EU’s official diplomatic work to promote 

democracy and human rights in bilateral relations, including information on public condemnations, 
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issues discussed in bilateral dialogues and ‘concerns’ pertaining to human rights. As diplomacy is a 

relatively informal and secretive policy area, I have triangulated the data from public reports with 

information on the number of bilateral relations in which the EU prioritizes children’s rights, and 

information derived from interviews with EEAS and European Commission staff. In addition, Essay 2 

includes original cross-sectional data, which covers details on EU development assistance allocations 

to children’s rights for the period 2013 to 2016, based on the screening of six thousand unique 

allocations in a European Commission database. In Essay 4, I present an original time-series cross-

sectional index on corporal punishment law, combining legal protection in the judicial system, school 

system and at home. The data is collected from law texts, UN reports and information from the NGO 

Global Initiative to End All Corporal Punishment of Children. Finally, the population of country cases 

varies slightly between the essays. In Essay 2, diplomatic pressure is analysed for the full population 

of 162 countries outside the EU, while the analysis on economic assistance excludes accession states. 

Essay 4 presents global models covering 190 countries while the models on international pressure 

include 149 cases of non-EU member states. 

Essays 1 and 3 draw primarily on qualitative data, combining interview and text 

material. I have conducted almost fifty semi-structured qualitative interviews with IO and state 

officials and civil society representatives over the time period 2010 to 2019. The majority of the 

interviews were conducted face-to-face in Brussels, Geneva, New York, Stockholm and Hanoi, and 

around ten meetings were held over the telephone or Skype. Both large and small EU member states 

are represented among interviewees. The interviews have focused on EU and UNICEF efforts for 

children’s rights but I have also asked about member states, other IOs and NGOs. Essay 3 looks at EU 

diplomatic relations with Vietnam, which are confidential. To gain information not available in 

official reports, I have therefore conducted relatively many interviews with representatives of EU 

institutions and member states. Whereas the ideal in research is to be as transparent as possible, 

several of the government and IO officials have requested that their information be treated 

anonymously. Interview data in this essay is hence anonymized. Moreover, it should be noted that 

since the interviews were conducted during the latter part of the period studied, and officials had 

served for varying lengths of time, the interviews are primarily representative of the period 2010 and 

onwards.  

The state of the art 
The questions addressed in this dissertation speak to four different research fields. IR literatures on 

IOs as promoters of human rights norms and state compliance with human rights are both part of the 

wider literature on norms in global governance, which has grown to become a very strong field of IR 

research. First, the literature on IO adoption of human rights addresses the question of why IOs adopt 

human rights norms in the first place. Second, scholarship on IO pressure for human rights studies 



 22 

when and why IOs apply different tactics to influence states’ human rights practices and what effects 

these have. Third, human rights compliance literature aims to explain why states comply or fail to 

comply with the international human rights norms they have committed to. This strand of research 

evaluates the explanatory power of different domestic and international factors, including the effects 

of IO pressure. Fourth, this dissertation is relevant to the multidisciplinary children’s rights literature 

on the origins and effects of international children’s rights norms. Each field of research is presented 

below. 

IO adoption of human rights norms 
The first literature of relevance to this dissertation addresses why IOs adopt norms such as human 

rights. This research draws heavily on constructivist scholarship on norms in global governance, 

emphasizing the role of ‘norm entrepreneurship’ (Finnemore and Sikkink 1998; Keck and Sikkink 

1998; Risse, Ropp and Sikkink 1999, 2013). Several studies demonstrate the importance of norm 

entrepreneurship by supranational institutions (see e.g. Barnett and Finnemore 2004; Barnett and 

Coleman 2005; Grigorescu 2015; Hawkins et al. 2006; Moravscik 1999; Weaver 2010) and in the EU 

context, the importance of European Commission entrepreneurship (Pollack 2003; Sandholtz and 

Zysman 1989). Others find that states function as norm entrepreneurs in international negotiations (see 

e.g. Kelley 2008; Waltz 2001). With regard to human rights, transnational advocacy networks have 

played a crucial role as norm entrepreneurs (Keck and Sikkink 1998; True and Mintrom 2001).  

Research on transnational advocacy networks overlaps with the global civil society 

literature. An early strand of this literature viewed non-governmental organizations (NGOs) as a ‘third 

force’ in global governance (Steffek 2013). Global civil society is understood as a ‘large and dispersed 

social structure’ beyond the national level (Steffek 2013, 997). With a bottom-up perspective on 

global governance, this research studies the emancipatory function of NGOs and social movements ‘as 

an expression of direct citizen action’ (ibid.). Scholars have focused on civil society actors and NGOs 

as key agents of normative change in international relations (Finnemore and Sikkink 1998; Joachim 

2003; Price 1998; Risse, Ropp and Sikkink 1999; Steffek 2013). Fuchs (2007) presents a historical 

overview of the rise of a global civil society for children’s rights and its involvement in the framing, 

diffusion and implementation of children’s rights. More recent scholarship increasingly portrays 

NGOs as partners of international organizations. This research widens the focus to encompass the 

interests and functions of the international institutions, asking how and why governmental actors 

provide opportunity structures to NGO participation (Steffek 2013; Tallberg et al. 2013). The 

relationship between IOs and NGOs is characterized by resource exchange rather than power struggle 

(Steffek 2013; Tallberg et al. 2015). Finally, political theorists debate the extent to which civil society 

participation can justify the authority of global governance institutions (see e.g. Bartelson 2006; Cox 

1999; Lipschutz 1992) and provide a remedy for lack of democratic legitimacy (see e.g. Held 1995; 

Risse 2006; Scholte 2011; Zürn 2000). 
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The norm entrepreneurship of international children’s rights organizations in the 

drafting of the CRC is an often-cited example of NGO influence over international institutions (Breen 

2003; Brysk 2013; Charnovitz 1996; Holzscheiter 2010; Lindkvist 2018; Price-Cohen 1990; Price-

Cohen et al. 1996; Schmitz and Sikkink 2002). NGOs have influenced the framing of children in 

international humanitarian interventions (Carpenter 2003, 2006, 2010) and female genital mutilation, 

(FGM) (Becker 2017; Brysk 2013). Becker (2017) demonstrates how the transnational children’s 

rights movement successfully campaigned for IO adoption of norms regarding child marriage, children 

and armed conflict, child labour, education and corporal punishment. Grugel and Iusmen (2013) and 

Iusmen (2012) have looked at how civil society has influenced the children’s rights agenda setting of 

the European Commission. Existing studies focus on NGO strategies rather than IO incentives to 

involve non-state actors, and thus far no one has compared children’s rights adoption across different 

external policy areas.  

Moreover, there is a small body of literature on norm mainstreaming in IOs. Studies on 

gender mainstreaming in European Commission Directorate-Generals, UNDP and the World Bank 

find that institutional incentives and strategic framing by social movements matter for norm adoption 

(Hafner-Burton and Pollack 2002; Hafner-Burton and Pollack 2009; Pollack and Hafner-Burton 

2000). With regard to EU foreign policy, scholars have explored EU mainstreaming of democracy, 

human rights and rule of law, which can be summarized as ‘good governance’ (Börzel and Risse 2004; 

Börzel 2009). While there is a rich body of literature on gender mainstreaming in EU external 

relations (see e.g. David and Guerrina 2013; Elgström 2000; Pollack and Hafner-Burton 2000; van der 

Molen and Novikova 2005; Woodward 2003), children’s rights mainstreaming has only received very 

limited attention (Iusmen and Stalford 2016), and no systematic comparison across different policy 

areas has yet been performed. 

IO pressure for human rights 
IR studies on IO influence on human rights has proliferated since Gourevitch in 1978 introduced the 

idea that the international system impacts on domestic politics, hence the ‘second image reverse’ 

(Gourevitch 1978). Martha Finnemore (1993) was one of the first to apply constructivist logics to 

explain how IOs socialize states. In 1998, Finnemore and Sikkink published their seminal work on 

how international norms influence political change, predicting state behaviours throughout a norm’s 

‘life cycle’. Since then, sub-literatures have emerged on the roles of international election monitoring 

institutions (Hyde 2007; Kelley 2011, 2012a, 2012b); the International Criminal Court (see e.g. 

Chapman and Chadoin 2013, Jo and Simmons 2016; Snyder and Vinjamuri 2003); and the European 

and Inter-American Courts of Human Rights (Helfer and Voeten 2014; Hillebrecht 2010). 

Development aid has received considerable scholarly attention. Some have been 

interested in explaining under what conditions donors are motivated by norms in development 

assistance (Del Biondo 2015a, 2015b), while others have focused on the effects of norm-based aid 
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(Bush 2011; Cornell 2013; Scott and Steele 2011). This research has primarily centred on explaining 

the use of sanctions in response to grave human rights violations or electoral fraud. With regard to the 

EU, scholars have found that colonial past (Aronow et al. 2012) as well as strategic interests (Del 

Biondo 2015b; Smith 2001) determine the extent to which the EU pressures for democratic reform and 

human rights in recipient states, while a few systematic studies show that both humanitarian and 

geostrategic concerns influence interventions (Hazelzet 2001; Kreutz 2015). With the exception of 

case studies on children’s rights in EU accession negotiations with Romania (Iusmen 2013, 2014) and 

EU external efforts against child labour (Grugel 2016), children’s rights have been largely overlooked 

in the IO literature. 

State compliance with human rights 
The IR and Comparative Politics literature on state compliance with human rights has grown 

considerably over the last two decades (for some prominent examples see e.g. Risse, Ropp and 

Sikkink 1999; Checkel 2001; Raustiala and Slaughter 2002; Hafner-Burton and Tsutsui 2005; 

Simmons 2009). This literature has brought particular attention to personal integrity rights, especially 

state violations of the physical integrity rights of political dissidents. Empirical research provides 

support to both international and domestic explanations for state human rights compliance. While the 

evidence on the human rights effects of international aid is mixed (see e.g. Bermeo 2011; Dietrich and 

Wright 2015; Dunning 2004; Pevehouse 2002a, 2002b; Scott and Steele 2011; Wright 2009), the 

influence of transnational civil society advocacy on states’ human rights behaviour has been 

confirmed in several studies (Hafner-Burton and Tsutsui 2005; Krain 2012; Murdie and Davis 2012). 

More recent research distinguishes between different types of civil society organizations and 

advocacy, and finds that governments react differently to women’s rights claims, depending on the 

types of rights and the potency of the advocacy campaign (Murdie and Peksen 2015). With regard to 

children’s rights, evidence linking international trade and child labour is mixed (Cullen 1999; 

Simmons 2009; von Stein 2015). Simmons (2009) finds that general development aid has no positive 

impact on child labour, while vaccination assistance has positive effects for child vaccination levels. 

Harris-Short (2003) looks at how states respond to CRC Committee criticism and finds that cultural 

difference is a common excuse for lack of compliance. 

Moving on to domestic explanations, quantitative findings suggest positive 

relationships between democracy and child labour protections (Simmons 2009; Gauri 2011; von Stein 

2015). Violence by non-state actors has been introduced recently in the human rights compliance 

literature by feminist scholarship (Htun and Weldon 2012). This literature critically reviews the 

conventional distinctions between the ‘public’ and the ‘private’ spheres and sheds light on domestic 

violence, sexual harassment and rape, and state responsibility to protect citizens from violence 

committed by other citizens (Lacey 2004). Empirical studies show that religious institutions and 
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women’s participation in formal political institutions matter for legislation on violence against women 

(Richards and Haglund 2015).  

The empirically rich human rights compliance literature still lacks a systematic 

assessment of international and domestic explanations for the protection of children’s physical 

integrity rights. 

Children’s rights governance literature 
The adoption of the CRC generated an increased academic interest in the rights of children and led to 

the emergence of distinct research fields (childhood studies, children’s rights studies and critical 

children’s rights studies) and international scientific journals dealing solely with children’s rights. This 

literature is multidisciplinary in its widest sense, spanning fields like law, political theory, theology, 

sociology, social anthropology, history and psychology, and has advanced our understanding of 

international children’s rights norms in legal, social and discursive terms (for some prominent 

examples see e.g. Bhabha 2009, 2014; Freeman 1996, 1997, 2007; Freeman et al.1992; Holzscheiter 

2010). Children’s rights have also been problematized based on concepts such as autonomy, 

individualization and juridification (for a good summary of this scholarship, see Reynaert, Bouveme-

De Bie and Vandevelde 2012). Some scholars have explored the potential of children’s rights to 

expand citizenship (Hollingsworth 2013; Nolan 2010) and democracy (Assim 2019; Koenig-

Archibugi 2016; Wall 2012). A sub-strand of scholars has been focusing on the transnational diffusion 

of children’s rights norms. Critical children’s rights scholars question global children’s rights 

governance, or ‘the global children’s rights industry’ (Reynaert, Bouverne-de-Brie and Vandevelde 

2009), and the diffusion of Western conceptions of childhood (see e.g. Liebel 2012; Pupavac 2001; 

Reynolds, Nieuwenhuys and Hanson 2006; Hanson and Nieuwenhuys 2013; Veerman and Levine 

2000). Despite the theoretical diversity of this research field, IR perspectives are very unusual 

(Holzscheiter 2010).  

Empirical studies highlight the role of NGOs in drafting, promoting and monitoring the 

CRC (Breen 2003; Fuchs 2007; Price-Cohen 1990; Price-Cohen et al. 1996; Türkelli and Vandenhole 

2012) and, to a lesser degree, state preferences in the CRC negotiations (Price-Cohen 1990). With 

regard to the diffusion and implementation of the CRC, case studies have been the standard, typically 

examining children’s rights ‘on the ground’, as experienced by children and their communities. 

Critical children’s rights studies demonstrate the discrepancies between international children’s rights 

norms and the lives and aspirations of children (Hanson and Vandaele 2003; Liebel 2012; 

Nieuwenhuys 1998; Reynolds, Nieuwenhuys and Hanson 2006). Another strand of case studies 

focuses on state institutionalization of children’s rights, highlighting norm negotiations between state, 

legal and civil society actors in mature democracies (see e.g. Tang 2003), or as part of democratization 

processes (Grugel and Peruzzoti 2010, 2012). There are, however, very few studies that look at regime 

effects on children’s rights compliance in non-democratic systems (Maclure 2017), and no empirical 
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investigations specifically addressing IO pressure vis-à-vis autocratic regimes. Among the few 

quantitative children’s rights studies, Polonko and Lombardo (2015) investigate the influence of 

domestic children’s rights organizations on corporal punishment law and find a positive relationship. 

Others have looked at the effects of corporal punishment law on the practice of corporal punishment 

(see e.g. Zolotor and Puzia 2010). However, none of these studies analyse international pressure or 

regime type. 

In sum, the children’s rights literature remains undertheorized with regard to theories 

on international institutions and global governance (Holzscheiter et al. 2019). Moreover, empirical 

research has not answered central questions about how regime type affects compliance with children’s 

rights, or the conditions for international pressure on children’s rights in autocracies. 

The evolution of a children’s rights regime complex 
In this section, I will provide a background to the development of global children’s rights governance, 

which can be defined as a regime complex characterized by partially overlapping and intersecting 

institutions, multiple agreements and authorities (Raustiala and Victor 2004: Alter and Meunier 2009). 

This background will start with the historic evolution of legal children’s rights norms and a 

presentation of the CRC. Thereafter, I will introduce the current children’s rights regime complex.  
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Figure 1. The evolution of international children’s rights law 

 
Through much of history, children have been the subjects of parents’ complete authority. Only in the 

early 20th century would states begin to regulate the protection and welfare of children, thus limiting 

parents’ control over their children. International human rights law recognizes children at an early 

stage of its development, as seen in Figure 1 above. The Covenant of the League of Nations (1919) 

codifies state obligations concerning child labour and child trafficking.7 The same year, the 

International Labour Office (ILO) is founded and it immediately adopts legal instruments regulating 

conditions of night labour for children and minimum age for industrial work. In 1924, the League of 

Nations adopts the Declaration of the Rights of the Child, the first-ever human rights declaration 

adopted by an international governmental organization. The Declaration was drafted by a British 

children’s rights activist, Eglantyne Jebb, the founder of Save the Children Fund, which would later 

develop into one of the world’s largest development NGOs. The Universal Declaration of Human 

Rights (1948) recognizes that mothers and children are entitled to care and assistance (UN General 

Assembly 1948). The 1959 United Nations General Assembly (UNGA) Declaration of the Rights of 

the Child extends and specifies the rights of its predecessor from 1924 (UN General Assembly 1959). 

Negotiations for a binding convention on the rights of the child commence following a Polish 

initiative in 1979, which is announced by the UN as the International Year of the Child. It will take ten 

years before a convention is finally adopted by the UNGA in 1989 but this convention is adopted 

                                                
7 The Covenant of the League of Nations Art. 23. 
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without any modification by the Human Rights Committee (the Third Committee) of the UNGA, 

which is exceptional (Holzscheiter 2010). 

The Convention on the Rights of the Child 
While the CRC is not the only international treaty covering children’s rights, it is by far the most 

comprehensive and the most widely ratified children’s rights instrument. The child, defined by the 

CRC as a person below the age of eighteen (Article 1) is entitled to a broad range of rights: survival 

and development rights (twenty-one articles), protection rights (sixteen articles), and civil and 

participation rights (seven articles). In addition, the CRC Committee recognizes that four articles, so-

called ‘guiding principles’, direct all implementation of the Convention. These are: non-discrimination 

(Article 2); the best interests of the child (Article 3); the right to life, survival and development 

(Article 6); and participation (Article 12).  

The precision of the codified CRC rights varies greatly. Vaguely formulated 

entitlements are largely the result of norm disagreement among states during the negotiations of the 

Convention (Holzscheiter 2010). The CRC calls for an abolishment of ‘traditional practices prejudicial 

to the health of children’ (CRC Art. 32) without specifying any such practices, which reflects 

insolvable state disputes over child marriage and FGM. The lack of explicit reference to corporal 

punishment is another example of norm contestation between states. The CRC Committee has 

subsequently clarified most CRC articles in so-called general comments. General comments specify 

that eighteen should be the minimum age for marriage8 as well as for the purchase and consumption of 

alcohol and tobacco,9 and define all corporal punishment of children as violence.10 In 2002, two 

optional protocols to the Convention were adopted: on the protection of children from slavery, 

prostitution and pornography;11 and on recruitment and use in hostilities in armed conflict.12 Optional 

protocols mark the salience of certain norms and specify state obligations to respect, protect and fulfil 

them. The 2013 Optional Protocol to the Convention on the Rights of the Child on a Communications 

Procedure established an international complaints mechanism for children’s rights violations. similar 

to that of other UN human rights treaties. Finally, the right to an identity, nationality, name and family 

relations are obligatory for state parties, whereas freedom of expression, thought, conscience and 

religion and the right to peaceful assembly are subjected to the same restrictions as specified in the 

International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (UNGA 1966). 

                                                
8 Joint general recommendation (2014) No. 31 of the Committee on the Elimination of Discrimination against 
Women/general comment No. 18 of the Committee on the Rights of the Child on harmful practices. 
9 General Comment No. 4 (2003) Adolescent health and development in the context of the Convention on the Rights of the 
Child. 
10 General Comment No. 8 (2006) The right of the child to protection from corporal punishment and other cruel 
or degrading forms of punishment. 
11 Optional Protocol to the Convention on the Rights of the Child on the sale of children, child prostitution and child 
pornography (2002). It had been ratified by 175 states (as per October 2018). 
12 Optional Protocol to the Convention on the Rights of the Child on the involvement of children in armed conflict (2002). As 
per October 2018 it had 168 state parties. 
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I will now move on to present the central actors, agreements and mechanisms in the 

children’s rights regime complex at global, regional and national levels, as illustrated in Figure 2. I 

will focus especially on how the children’s rights regime integrates with the regimes concerning 

human rights, development, security and child labour, as these parts of the complex are most relevant 

for this dissertation. While authority has become more diffused among states, IOs and non-state actors, 

states have largely kept the decision-making authority in the children’s rights regime complex (Grugel 

and Piper 2007).  

 

Figure 2. The children’s rights regime complex13 

 

The global level 
The UN is the central institution in the children’s rights regime, as seen in Figure 2 above. Within the 

Office of the High Commissioner for Human Rights (OHCHR), the Committee on the Rights of the 

                                                
13 The figure illustrates how different regimes are integrated in the children’s rights regime complex. It does not account for 
overlaps between all the different regimes. 
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Child (CRC Committee) interprets and monitors compliance with the Convention on the Rights of the 

Child (CRC) and its optional protocols. States that have ratified the CRC or its optional protocols are 

obliged to periodically provide progress reports to the CRC Committee, which scrutinizes the 

information and publishes its critique and recommendations in so-called concluding observations. 

Another key children’s rights institution is UNICEF, a body under the UNGA that is present in 190 

countries (UNICEF 2019). UNICEF has a legal obligation to support the work of the CRC Committee 

in the promotion and protection of children’s rights, through the provision of ‘technical advice or 

assistance’ (CRC Art. 45). Its mandate covers policy guidance, capacity-building and global and local 

advocacy campaigns to promote the implementation of the Convention. UNICEF’s over 150 country 

offices carry out the organization’s mandate through programmes developed with the host 

government. General strategies as well as country budgets and plans are formally decided by the 

UNICEF executive board, and financing consists of voluntary contributions, of which around two-

thirds are made by governments (UNICEF 2019). As UNICEF plays an equally central role in the 

children’s rights regime as in the development regime, I have included it in both, as seen in Figure 2. 

The global human rights regime provides complementary protection and monitoring of 

children’s rights. State parties to the conventions monitored by the ten human rights treaty bodies, 

including the Human Rights Committee (CCPR), Committee on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights 

(CESCR), and Committee against Torture (CAT), are also scrutinized with regard to children’s rights. 

Moreover, the Human Rights Council (HRC) is an inter-governmental body made up of 47 states 

mandated to promote and protect human rights. It issues resolutions and holds emergency sessions on 

different human rights themes and country situations. The HRC’s Universal Periodic Review (UPR) is 

a state-led process through which human rights are monitored in all 193 UN member states on a 

regular basis. Moreover, the HRC authorizes commissions of inquiry and fact-finding missions.  

The development regime has increasingly integrated children’s rights norms since 

UNICEF adopted a human rights–based approach (HRBA) to development in 1998. References to 

development rights such as the child’s right to education and health, feature prominently in 

development policy frameworks. Child protection rights have also gained salience in development 

frameworks. The UN Agenda 2030 for Sustainable Development (UN General Assembly 2015) places 

strong emphasis on children, and violence against children, as compared to the earlier Millennium 

Declaration (UN General Assembly 2000). Whereas the specific child indicators in the Millennium 

Development Goals (MDGs), 2000–2015, largely concerned child health and education, the 

Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), 2015–2030, cover a wide array of child violence and 

exploitation themes. Moreover, almost all SDGs include targets that refer explicitly to children, and 

these goals have a more marked child focus and firmer link to children’s rights agendas and 

approaches than the MDGs (Arts 2019). 

Within the security regime, children affected by armed conflict emerged as an issue in 

1999, when the UN Security Council adopted its first resolution on child soldiers. In the late 1990s, 
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the United Nations Security Council, assisted by the Special Representative of the UN Secretary-

General for Children and Armed Conflict (SRSG-CAAC) began monitoring state compliance with 

norms regarding children affected by armed conflict. Soon after, the CRC Optional Protocol on the 

involvement of children in armed conflict (2002) was adopted. In 2005, the Security Council 

established a monitoring mechanism on grave violations committed against children in armed conflict, 

and a 2012 resolution declared the readiness of the Security Council to impose sanctions on armed 

groups persistently violating the human rights of children, but the Council has subsequently made 

limited use of this possibility. The International Criminal Court (ICC) is a court of last resort for the 

prosecution of particularly serious crimes, including genocide, war crimes, and crimes against 

humanity. Its Office of the Prosecutor pays special attention to cases concerning the recruitment and 

use of child soldiers. The first person to be indicted, Thomas Lubanga Dyilo, was accused in 2012 of 

war crimes of recruiting and using children for participation in hostilities (Bådagård and Klamberg 

2017). 

There is also a distinct child labour regime, which partly overlaps the children’s rights 

regime. This regime is governed by the ILO, a specialized agency under the Economic and Social 

Council. The ILO approaches children’s rights through a dual approach issuing labour standards and 

leading programmes to prevent and tackle child labour globally. The Minimum Age Convention 

(No. 138) was adopted already in 1973 and the Worst Forms of Child Labour Convention (No. 182) in 

1999. Both conventions have become so-called fundamental (or ‘core’) ILO conventions.14 

The International Programme on the Elimination of Child Labour (IPEC) has run since 1992. As the 

largest single operational programme of the ILO, the goal of IPEC is the prevention and elimination of 

all forms of child labour, particularly focusing on the worst forms of child labour, as set out in 

Convention No. 182. While ILO conventions harmonize with the CRC provisions on ‘hazardous’ or 

‘harmful’ work, there are also important differences. The ILO’s goal of eliminating all child labour is 

not supported in the CRC, and has been questioned by advocates and academics from a children’s 

rights perspective (Hahn and Holzscheiter 2013; Fontana and Grugel 2015). 

The regime complex of children’s rights also overlaps the health, humanitarian and 

refugee regimes. As these regimes lie outside the scope of this dissertation, I will here only introduce 

them very briefly. The integration of global health and children’s rights started early. This is partly 

due to UNICEF's prominent role as health service provider and partner in global health partnerships 

such as Gavi Alliance, and partly due to the CRC Committee’s engagement in promoting state 

compliance with global health standards such as the World Health Organization’s (WHO) Framework 

Convention on Tobacco Control, and the WHO Code of Marketing of Breast-milk Substitutes. 

Historically, humanitarian responses have been separate from development and children’s rights 
                                                
14 The other ILO fundamental Conventions are: the Forced Labour Convention, 1930 (No. 29), the Abolition of Forced 
Labour Convention, 1957 (No. 105), the Freedom of Association and Protection of the Right to Organise Convention, 1948 
(No. 87), the Right to Organise and Collective Bargaining Convention, 1949 (No. 98), the Equal Remuneration Convention, 
1951 (No. 100), and the Discrimination (Employment and Occupation) Convention, 1958 (No. 111).  
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regimes, but the last decade has seen more integration of these regimes. Recent illustrations of this fact 

are the strengthened gender equality component of the UN Office for the Coordination of 

Humanitarian Affairs (OCHA) and the pledge of the EU Civil Protection and Humanitarian Aid 

Operations (ECHO) to devote ten per cent of its humanitarian aid to education in emergencies. With 

regard to refugees, the CRC applies to ‘each child within [the] jurisdiction’ of state parties, and 

includes specific provisions on the rights of refugee children and asylum-seeking children and the 

state obligation to reduce child statelessness. The Convention can therefore be used as a basis for 

protecting children that for various reasons are functionally stateless (Bhabha 2009). The 2018 UNGA 

Global Compact on Refugees refers to the CRC principle of the child’s best interests, and emphasizes 

the human rights of girls. 

Finally, civil society organizations have been highly involved in the framing, drafting 

and monitoring of international children’s rights law and policy (Breen 2003; Brysk 2013; Price-

Cohen 1990; Lindkvist 2018). The CRC is the first international treaty codifying a role for NGOs to 

provide expert advice on the implementation of the Convention, granting children’s rights 

organizations a formal role in global governance (Willetts 2000). Moreover, children’s rights INGOs 

are among the largest providers of development aid and humanitarian assistance. The 2011 budgets of 

World Vision and Save the Children both exceeded the total ODA of countries such as Finland, 

Ireland and Austria (UNDP 2013). The situation for child-led organizations is, however, markedly 

different. Case evidence suggests that child-led organizations predominantly operate at the local or 

regional level and rarely participate in global governance (Hahn and Holzscheiter 2013; Invernizzi and 

Milne 2002; Liebel 2003; Nolan 2010). The transnational child-led climate movement Fridays for 

Future is hence an essentially new phenomenon. Research finds that child participation in the SDG 

consultations had limited impact on decision-making (Kooij Martinez 2016).  

The regional level 
In addition to the global institutions, children’s rights governance has also developed at regional 

levels; in Africa, America and Europe. Regional institutions have the dual function of strengthening 

global children’s rights governance with additional mechanisms to oversee and advance state 

compliance with children’s rights, and supplementing it with separate regional children’s rights 

instruments.  

The most far-reaching regional children’s rights mechanism is that of the 47-member 

Council of Europe (CoE) governed by the European Convention for the Protection of Human Rights 

and Fundamental Freedoms, subjected to judicial enforcement by the European Court of Human 

Rights (ECtHR) and the European Social Charter. Since 1998, individuals have been allowed direct 

access to the court. Individual children in states adhering to the jurisdiction of the ECtHR may submit 

complaints regarding their civil rights. Moreover, the Council’s Commissioner for Human Rights has 

an extensive mandate to investigate and report on human rights themes and country situations, and the 
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European Committee for the Prevention of Torture has the right to visit all places of detention in any 

member state. The CoE has adopted several children’s rights instruments, and has been launching 

children’s rights strategies since 2006. 

The children’s rights dimension of EU governance has increased in recent decades. The 

Court of Justice has advanced fundamental rights in EU law, especially the principle of non-

discrimination. In 2005, the EU adopted children’s rights as a crosscutting theme in external policy, 

with an aim to mainstream children’s rights in all external sectors. The Lisbon Treaty (2009) further 

strengthened the legal status of the rights of the child in EU internal and external policy. Compared to 

other regional organizations, the EU has very comprehensive multilateral and bilateral instruments at 

its disposal to promote children’s rights. With regard to the former, EU support for multilateral 

organizations specialized in children’s rights, such as UNICEF, has increased over time, and in 2004, 

the EU concluded a strategic partnership with the ILO to, among other things, run global campaigns 

for the ratification and implementation of the ILO conventions on child labour. Since the turn of the 

millennium, the EU, together with Latin American countries, has been presenting annual UNGA 

resolutions on the rights of the child.  

The Organization of American States (OAS) is another regional institution with 

elaborate children’s rights governance. 25 of the 35 members have to date ratified the American 

Convention on Human Rights, which includes provisions on child protection and child empowerment 

rights. The Inter-American Commission on Human Rights is an independent organ of OAS, which 

manages individual petitions, monitors states’ situations and publicizes thematic areas. Since 1999, it 

has had a rapporteur on the rights of the child, with the responsibility to examine petitions concerning 

children, make country visits, issue studies and promote children’s rights in the region. The Inter-

American Court of Human Rights is entitled to consider cases submitted to it by the Inter-American 

Commission or by state parties that have accepted the jurisdiction of the court, but not by individuals. 

In 1990, the African Union (AU) adopted the world’s first regionally binding 

instrument for children’s rights, the African Charter on the Rights and Welfare of the Child, which 

entered into force ten years later. The aim of the charter was to account for African socio-cultural and 

economic realities perceived as missing in the CRC, but the two treaties have the same over-arching 

principles and make many similar provisions. Since 2001, the African Committee of Experts on the 

Rights and Welfare of the Child promotes and monitors implementation of the Charter. The 

Committee makes recommendations to governments and considers individual complaints. It cannot 

file cases to the African Court on Human and Peoples’ Rights, but it can request advisory opinions 

from the Court on legal issues relating to human rights instruments.  

The national level 
The Convention on the Rights for the Child (CRC) has been ratified by all states except the United 

States. Ratification of the three optional protocols to the Convention is varied, as seen in Table 1. The 
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third optional protocol, from 2013, providing children the possibility to file complaints against their 

state, has the least ratifications. Moreover, many states have issued reservations against CRC articles, 

and reservations concern relatively many clauses compared to other human rights treaties, which 

signals a high level of disagreement over norms (Simmons 2009). The CRC article with the highest 

number of reservations is Article 14 on the right to freedom of thought, conscience and religion. 

 

Table 1. State ratification of the CRC treaties 

Treaty No. of ratifying/non-
ratifying states, Oct 2019 

Convention on the Rights of the Child 
(1989) 196/1 

CRC Optional Protocol on the sale of 
children, child prostitution and child 
pornography (2002) 

176/21 

CRC Optional Protocol on the involvement 
of children in armed conflict (2002) 168/29 

CRC Optional Protocol on a 
communications procedure (2013) 45/152 

 

State duties under the CRC are summarized in Article 4, which provides that states should ‘undertake 

all appropriate legislative, administrative, and other measures for the implementation of the rights 

recognized in the present Convention’. The Convention, however, specifies that with regard to 

economic, social and cultural rights, states should undertake measures to the maximum extent of their 

resources. ‘Inherent in [the] idea of ‘progressive realization,’[..] is the principle that countries with 

greater economic resources—and thus an increased capacity to devote more resources to food, 

education, health, and water and sanitation—have a correspondingly greater duty to ensure equitable 

and widespread enjoyment of [economic and social rights] guarantees’ (Fukuda-Parr, Lawson- Remer 

and Randolph 2009, 199). Grugel and Piper (2007, 113) note that this principle implies that poor 

children in developing states have fewer de facto entitlements than poor children in developed states.  

To counteract inequality between countries, the CRC acknowledges the role of 

international cooperation for implementation of children’s rights in states that lack necessary resources 

(CRC Article 4). Whether donor countries have a legal obligation to fulfil this role is a matter of 

debate, but the CRC Committee regularly makes recommendations to developed countries to increase 

their budgets for development cooperation (Vandenhole 2009).  

The CRC Committee moreover emphasizes the central role for independent human 

rights institutions for children in national implementation of the CRC. In 2013, there were more than 

200 such institutions in more than seventy states, the majority of which were created following state 

ratification of the CRC (Sedletzki 2013).  
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Summary of the essays 
This dissertation contains four individual essays that address the above research questions. All the 

essays have been written for placement in peer-reviewed scientific journals.  

Essay 1: Explaining children’s rights mainstreaming in EU External Policy 
In the first essay, I provide a within-case comparison of children’s rights mainstreaming in three 

different external sectors: development aid, common foreign and security policy (CFSP) and external 

trade policy. I follow sector policy formulation from 2005, when children’s rights were introduced as a 

crosscutting issue in the EU common development policy, to 2014, providing an analysis of the design 

and content of children’s rights policy across the three sectors. Data have been collected from over 

twenty face-to-face and telephone interviews with officials from the Commission and European 

External Action Service (EEAS), permanent representatives of the European Council Working Group 

on Human Rights (COHOM), and staff at the United Nations Children’s Fund (UNICEF) and 

international children’s rights organizations, as well as from policy documents. 

Drawing on rationalist assumptions, this essay explains how the preferences of EU 

institutions, member states, and interest groups—combined with institutional factors— have affected 

children’s rights mainstreaming. In development policy, the Commission and the EEAS, in 

collaboration with children’s rights organizations, have suggested far-reaching mainstreaming designs. 

Member states have not, however, made children’s rights mainstreaming mandatory in bilateral 

relations with third states. With regard to CFSP, member states have made the issue of children and 

armed conflict mandatory but failed to meet the demands from the Commission, EEAS and children’s 

rights organizations on general children’s rights mainstreaming. As neither the Commission 

Directorate-General for Trade nor the majority of member states wish to further restrict trade with 

respect to children’s rights, the trade sector is an especially inhospitable environment for children’s 

rights mainstreaming. Finally, although the Lisbon Treaty strengthened the legal foundation for 

children’s rights mainstreaming in EU policymaking, mainstreaming has weakened over time in the 

studied external sectors. 

Essay 2: The European Union’s external strategies for the rights of the child  
The second essay presents novel data on EU diplomatic pressure and development assistance of 

relevance to children’s rights. Data on normative pressure has been collected from the EU Annual 

Reports on Human Rights and Democracy in the World. These reports present the EU’s official 

diplomatic work to promote democracy and human rights, including the human rights priorities in the 

EU’s bilateral relations, and provide information on public condemnations, issues discussed with 

bilateral partners and ‘concerns’ pertaining to human rights. In addition, I provide panel data on the 

EU thematic development cooperation instrument the European Instrument for Democracy and 
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Human Rights (EIDHR) projects from 2000 to 2014. Finally, I have collected cross-sectional data on 

the themes and targets of EU child-related development assistance for the period 2013 to 2016.  

Descriptive analysis of the data provides four critical findings. First, EU diplomatic 

pressure and thematic aid for children’s rights have increased over time. Second, I find that the EU 

children’s rights strategies are dominated by child development and child protection policy aims, 

mimicking the UN policy agendas. Third, the EU is more inclined to exert diplomatic pressure 

towards low-income countries than high-income countries. A large portion of the child protection aid 

is granted to countries neighbouring the EU and child empowerment aid primarily targets countries 

affected by conflict. Fourth, as a major sponsor of large INGOs, the EU contributes to the continued 

authority of this group of actors in the children’s rights regime complex. 

Essay 3: Explaining variations in pressure for children’s rights—a comparative case 
study of UNICEF and the EU in Vietnam 
The third essay provides a comparative case assessment of IO pressure tactics vis-à-vis an autocratic 

regime. I compare pressure by UNICEF and the EU towards the autocratic state of Vietnam. 

Combining institutional theory with norm-diffusion perspectives, this essay seeks to explain variations 

in pressure tactics. A qualitative case study design serves this purpose well (George and Bennett 

2005). I draw primarily on policy documents and interviews carried out over a period of six years with 

IO and state officials, INGOs and Vietnamese institutions.  

The central findings of this essay are that IO type explains the combination of tactics 

used to pressure for children’s rights, and that target state regime has a conditioning effect on IO 

tactics. With regard to IO type, task-specific UNICEF combines persuasion and capacity-building, 

which is explained by its results-oriented agenda to solve certain children’s rights problems, primarily 

inequality and violence. General-purpose EU instead uses children’s rights strategically as means to 

legitimize economic cooperation with Vietnam, but has exerted very limited normative pressure for 

children’s rights on the Vietnamese regime. With regard to target state regime, this essay finds that 

despite their varying goals and tactics, both IOs have primarily pressured for children’s rights that are 

not sensitive for the regime. While this is expected for results-oriented UNICEF, the EU has had 

strategic reasons to treat children’s rights as an area of common ground rather than norm negotiation.  

Essay 4: Protection of the child’s right to physical integrity—Explaining variations in 
laws on corporal punishment 
The fourth and final essay presents an original data set that covers domestic law against corporal 

punishment of children in 187 countries, over the time period 2000–2016. Descriptive analysis reveals 

that that legal protection has increased over time, and that legal protection is more common in public 

settings than in private settings. I draw on a comprehensive theoretical framework and test how 

different domestic and international factors affect domestic legislation regarding corporal punishment 
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of children. The explanatory models include novel data on UN targeted criticism and EU external 

action. I use a random effects (RE) model on an index variable, corpindex. Changes in the explanatory 

variables are expected to take some time to result in changes in a country’s corporal punishment law. I 

therefore present models with a one-year lag on the independent variables, but I have tested lags up to 

five years. In order to account for heteroscedasticity and serial correlation, I use robust standards 

errors clustered by country in all models. A first set of models examines how different domestic and 

international law logics relate to corporal punishment law as measured by corpindex. The time series 

is 2000 to 2016 and the cross-sections vary between 155 and 187. A second set of models analyses 

international judicial enforcement, targeted UN criticism, EU diplomatic activity and different types of 

development assistance. The time series for these models is 2001–2016, covering 121 to 149 non-EU 

states. 

The general conclusion from this essay is that both domestic and international factors 

matter for corporal punishment law. Strong evidence is found for membership in regional human 

rights courts, and weaker evidence for development aid and EU diplomacy. Against expectations, I 

find no relationship between liberal democracy and corporal punishment law. The evidence hence 

suggests that the right of the child to physical integrity is different than adults’ physical integrity 

rights, also with regard to state violence. Instead, children’s and women’s rights to be protected from 

violence share several determinants, such as level of women’s political participation and religious 

context.  

Conclusions 
Since the Convention on the Rights of the Child (CRC) was adopted in 1989, a children’s rights 

regime complex has emerged with institutions at national, regional and global level. Despite increased 

efforts for children’s rights, there are still major differences between children’s living conditions, 

within and across countries. IR literature on IOs and human rights has largely neglected the issue of 

children’s rights. Questions concerning why and how IOs integrate children’s rights, as well as what 

explains state compliance with children’s rights, have hence largely remained unanswered. 

This dissertation studies how IOs work to promote children’s rights globally. It also 

explains differences between state compliance with the child’s right to protection from violence. In 

four individual essays, I address gaps in the bodies of literature on IO norm adoption, IO pressure for 

human rights, state compliance with human rights and children’s rights governance. Each essay 

presents a theoretical framework, unique data, and quantitative or qualitative tests or descriptions. 

Specific results are presented in each essay. Below, I present the key findings of the dissertation, 

discuss their implications and make proposals for further research. 

 



 38 

Key findings and implications 
Essays 1–3 together provide a picture of the EU’s external policy on children’s rights, from policy 

formulation at sector level to integration of children’s rights into bilateral strategies. These essays 

jointly provide three important findings. First, the only children’s rights issue that has been formulated 

as a mandatory concern (as seen in Essay 1), children and armed conflict, is also the only child issue 

that is consistently integrated into strategies towards the relevant countries (as demonstrated in Essay 

2). Second, the EU children’s rights agenda is strongly influenced by developments in different global 

regimes. As seen in Essay 1, the EU’s focus on violence against children is a direct response to the UN 

report on violence against children launched in 2006. Moreover, as the global development regime 

expands to include the eradication of child marriage and FGM, these child protection rights are 

included in EU external strategies, as evidenced in Essay 2. Third, the three essays together show that 

a relationship of resource exchange (Steffek 2013; Tallberg et al. 2015) between the EU institutions 

and children’s rights INGOs has developed, whereby children’s rights NGOs with a presence in 

Brussels provide policy expertise (as seen in Essay 1) in exchange for economic assistance for 

programmes they run in developing countries (as shown in Essays 2 and 3).  

I will now move on to present the more specific findings and implications of this 

dissertation of relevance for IO norm adoption, IO pressure for human rights, state human rights 

compliance, and children’s rights governance. 

IO norm adoption 

With regard to the first research question on why IOs adopt children’s rights, rational functionalism 

provides powerful explanations to the differing integration of children’s rights in different EU external 

policy areas. While children’s rights have been granted increased priority in EU development aid and 

diplomatic relations during the time period 2006 to 2016, children’s rights have not been fully 

mainstreamed, and the trade area remains an inhospitable environment to children’s rights. The case of 

the EU thus shows that favourable conditions such as a relatively comprehensive children’s rights 

mandate, a vibrant children’s rights movement and member states engaged in international children’s 

rights advocacy are not sufficient for children’s rights mainstreaming. Instead, actor preferences, 

policy competences and resource exchanges together explain the variations in mainstreaming outputs. 

While these factors are best suited for testing mainstreaming within general-purpose or multi-issue IOs 

(Lenz et al. 2015), the framework can also serve to compare mainstreaming in task-specific IOs over 

time. Gender mainstreaming studies on UNDP, the World Bank and the ILO find similar problems 

with ambiguous mandates, lack of staff training and weak monitoring and evaluation (Hafner-Burton 

and Pollack 2002; Moser et al. 1998; Razavi and Miller 1995). 

The alternative explanation offered by social constructivism would have accounted for 

the social structure of EU external policy (Checkel 1998). The fact that the EU (together with the 

group of Latin American and Caribbean states) promotes children’s rights at the UN general assembly, 
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signals a certain norm unity among member states. The findings of this dissertation, however, question 

the relevance of EU structures for mutual constitution of children’s rights norms. As seen throughout 

this dissertation, EU children’s rights initiatives are highly aligned with the policies and norms of UN 

bodies such as the Security Council, the UN Secretary-General and the ILO. Moreover, the results 

suggest that EU member states with an interest in children’s rights are more likely to use the UN than 

the EU as an arena for advocacy. For example, children’s rights were not EU priorities in the SDG 

negotiations, but instead a few EU member states were part of forming a ‘Friends of Children and the 

SDGs’ group. Essay 1 has shown that civil society plays an important role in the policy formulation 

phase of EU children’s rights policymaking. A step further would be to analyse children’s rights 

entrepreneurship in the formulation and implementation of the MDGs and SDGs.  

The findings on EU children’s rights mainstreaming have important policy 

implications. The case of the EU puts into question the usefulness of the mainstreaming approach for 

broad normative agendas such as children’s rights. Children’s rights have been increasingly integrated 

into EU external strategies since the early 2000s. Due to the vague and non-mandatory sector policy 

mandates, however, it is difficult to judge whether the EU is doing enough or the right things to 

promote children’s rights. In the EU’s New Consensus on Development from 2017, children’s rights 

are no longer on the list of cross-cutting issues, which suggests that the mainstreaming design has lost 

relevance over time. Mainstreaming is a very challenging strategy for an IO to pursue, as it demands 

extensive resources and continuous efforts by all policy units. Yet alternative policy approaches, such 

as targeted activities carried out by a well-resourced dedicated unit, or a narrower mainstreaming 

focus such as children and armed conflict, are unsatisfying for most children’s rights advocates as 

these designs fail to account for the breadth of the CRC and the nature of a human rights–based 

approach. Yet another alternative would be to ask that IOs respect children’s rights, i.e. that they apply 

a ‘do no harm’ approach. IOs can achieve this by integrating child impact assessments, or by 

considering the child’s best interests in the development of new policies (Payne 2019).  

IO pressure for human rights 

Theoretically, this dissertation has implications for the scope conditions of the Power of Human Rights 

‘spiral model’ (Risse, Ropp and Sikkink 1999, 2013). I make the assumption that in the context of 

autocratic regimes, IOs have reasons to adapt their children’s rights pressure tactics to the targeted 

government and do so by selecting less-sensitive norms and more-cooperative tactics. This is expected 

for task-specific IOs that are concerned with their output legitimacy. In addition, I argue that there is a 

general risk of tokenism in the promotion of children’s rights, as there are very few channels for 

children to participate directly in children’s rights governance domestically, regionally or globally. 

Children’s rights initiatives are thus very seldom independently evaluated by the persons whose rights 

are at stake. Children in autocratic regimes are especially vulnerable to the influence of state and non-

state actors, as they lack the right to information, opinion and association. The case of children’s rights 
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hence challenges the scope conditions of the ‘spiral model’, which expects that transnational advocacy 

actors seek to socialize autocratic governments to comply with human rights (Risse et al. 1999). The 

argument that IOs adapt their pressure tactics to autocratic regimes should be tested systematically on 

a large number of IO–state relations. 

Empirically, the essays have four main implications for literature on IO pressure. First, 

Essay 3 identifies a new way in which the distinction between task-specific and general-purpose IOs 

affects how IOs operate, in addition to what has previously been demonstrated about IO legitimation 

strategies (Rocabert et al. 2018) and IO shaming (Squatrito, Lundgren and Sommerer 2019). Second, 

case study findings on EU development aid to Vietnam support Bermeo’s (2018) theory on targeted, 

self-interested, development. Existing research has compared EU sanctions towards different countries 

(see e.g. del Biondo 2015). A next step within this research field would be to analyse how regime and 

economic factors affect EU pressure, beyond sanctions, for different human rights norms. Third, case 

findings on UNICEF and the CRC Committee question the empirical plausibility of assessing the 

individual effects of different IOs and different pressure tactics, and call for more research on IOs’ 

joint pressures. Fourth, the finding that the EU is more likely to support large INGOs originating from 

Europe than domestic NGOs suggests that it contributes to the sustained authority of some of the 

largest non-state actors in the children’s rights regime complex. Case study evidence on Vietnam 

shows that the EU collaborates with children’s rights INGOs as these are perceived as less threatening 

to the Vietnamese regime than human rights organizations. Combined, these findings call for further 

study of how children’s rights INGOs operate in different country contexts, and with what effects (as 

will be further discussed in the next section). 

The policy implications of these results are twofold. First, this dissertation finds that 

IOs may have strategic reasons to address children’s rights in autocracies because these norms are 

perceived as neutral or non-politicized. This, however, implies that more contentious CRC norms, 

such as the child’s right to participation, are being neglected. IOs that seek to put actual pressure on 

autocracies for child empowerment rights should encourage independent children’s rights monitoring 

bodies, stress children’s rights to information, expression and association, and support individual 

children’s rights defenders. Second, the findings show that children’s rights INGOs have largely failed 

to advocate for children’s rights in Vietnam, despite the fact that the Vietnamese regime has 

demonstrated its commitment to international children’s rights norms and would likely be vulnerable 

to criticism. Children’s rights INGOs have great reason to reflect on their possibilities to act as 

children’s rights advocates in authoritarian contexts, especially as autocracy is on the rise globally. 

State compliance with children’s rights 

This dissertation tests the scope conditions of some conventional theories of human rights compliance, 

and provides evidence that democracy is not a condition for legal protection against corporal 

punishment of children. Neither free and fair elections, judicial independence nor civil society strength 



 41 

are related to corporal punishment law. While the number of states that have banned all corporal 

punishment of children has increased over the last decade, several democracies allow corporal 

punishment at home (such as Canada, Great Britain and Switzerland) and in schools (for instance 

Australia, Chile and Panama). One group of democratic states even allow some corporal punishment 

of children within the justice system (Japan, Mauritius and Namibia). The lion’s share of the IR 

literature on human rights has been concerned with explaining state violence against political 

dissidents, i.e. actors that challenge the authority and legitimacy of those in power. Children do not 

belong to this group of actors as they lack the right to vote, de jure as well as de facto, participate only 

marginally in national and transnational civil society mobilization and rarely have independent access 

to courts. It is perhaps not so strange that democracy cannot explain compliance with rights pertaining 

to a group that lacks independent ability to hold policymakers accountable. The findings, however, run 

against von Stein’s (2015) study on child labour, which finds robust support for relationships between 

democratic measures and child labour prevalence. I do not assess the prevalence of corporal 

punishment of children, and while we may suspect that democracies are better at enforcing laws than 

non-democracies, there is currently not sufficient prevalence data to assess this relation. Another 

difference between our respective studies concerns the nature of the children’s rights norms, which 

may in turn condition the effects of democracy for compliance with child protection. While child 

labour has its own regime governed by ILO conventions, corporal punishment is not explicitly 

mentioned in the CRC and the norm that it should be banned is still contested. From a norm cycle 

perspective (Finnemore and Sikkink 1998), child labour has reached the third and final stage of 

internalization, whereas the norm that all corporal punishment of children should be banned only 

recently reached regional tipping points, i.e. a critical mass of relevant state actors has adopted the 

norm, in Europe and South America.  

The composition of the parliament and social influences such as religion are found to be 

more useful explanations for compliance with child protection rights than democracy. Studies on 

compliance with women’s rights are inconclusive with regard to the influence of democracy (Htun and 

Weldon 2012; Richards and Haglund 2015; Simmons 2009). Like Richards and Haglund (2015) find 

that countries with high female parliamentary representation have stronger legislations on gender-

based violence, I demonstrate that women in parliament is positively associated with legal protection 

of children. Whether these findings mean that female politicians care more about child protection than 

their male counterparts, or that the legislative areas of violence against women and children are 

connected, or simply that more gender-equal societies are more hospitable to child protection is not 

possible to ascertain. Some states, such as Macedonia and Ukraine, have banned all corporal 

punishment of children as part of legal reforms on domestic violence. Other states with strong laws on 

violence against women, such as Australia, Poland, the United Kingdom and the United States, 

however, do not protect children from all forms of corporal punishment. Future research should look 

into the mechanisms linking female members of parliaments, domestic violence law and children’s 
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rights legislation as well as how norms regarding gender roles and gender-based violence affect norms 

on violence against children (Shiva Kumar, Mehta and Nandakumar 2017). 

Previous research has shown that human rights organizations influence human rights 

compliance (Hafner- Burton and Tsutsui 2005; Krain 2012; Murdie and Davis 2012; Murdie and 

Peksen 2015; Simmons 2009) and that women’s organizations affect compliance with women’s rights 

positively (Htun and Weldon 2012; Simmons 2009). Similarly, Polonko and Lombardo (2015) find 

that children’s rights organizations matter for corporal punishment law. The panel models in Essay 4 

lack variables on NGO mobilization, as there was no room for such extensive data collection in this 

dissertation. Panel data on domestic and international children’s rights organizations would enable 

analysis of the influence of civil society mobilization for domestic children’s rights compliance. Such 

data could greatly advance our knowledge on the ‘power of children’s rights’.  

Moving on to discuss IO influence over children’s rights compliance, this dissertation 

finds that enforcement logics provide the strongest international explanations for protection against 

corporal punishment. Regional human rights courts influence state behaviour, beyond court rulings, 

adding support to the literature on the power of regional human rights courts (Hillbrecht 2010; Helfer 

and Voeten 2014). Moreover, material incentives, delivered as development aid, matter for children’s 

rights compliance while evidence on normative pressure and capacity-building is more mixed. An 

association between EU diplomatic pressure and legal compliance with children’s rights may partly be 

the result of selection effects, in that the EU addresses children’s rights in states already committed to 

comply with the CRC, for example in South America. Finally, UNICEF seems to matter for child 

protection, while the CRC Committee and the UPR do not. Case evidence on collaboration between 

UNICEF and the CRC Committee encourages more research on the joint effects of different IOs’ 

pressure.  

The findings of Essay 4 have policy implications regarding advocacy for banning 

corporal punishment. Becker (2017) describes the global NGO mobilization against corporal 

punishment as an example of an effective campaign for children’s rights. This campaign is largely 

managed by the small UK-based organization Global Initiative to End All Corporal Punishment of 

Children, which conducts advocacy through multilateral and regional monitoring and enforcement 

bodies, such as the CRC Committee, UPR and ECtHR. This dissertation shows that the regional, 

rather than the global, monitoring and enforcement institutions have mattered for legal protection 

against corporal punishment, which suggests that this is the most effective level for advocacy. If the 

aim of the campaign is to create a critical mass of countries banning corporal punishment to inspire 

further norm diffusion, it should target countries with high female parliamentary representation, 

which, according to this dissertation, are more likely to install a ban. 
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Children’s rights governance 

This dissertation has theoretical and empirical implications for the literature on children’s rights 

governance. Theoretically, findings show that IO theory and human rights diffusion theory can help 

explain IO pressure tactics for children’s rights and generate more nuanced assessments of how and 

why IOs apply pressure tactics towards states. Empirically, the results of this dissertation call for 

shifting the empirical focus from legal actors and law to policymakers and policy. No text has received 

as much attention in the children’s rights literature as the CRC. Lawyers and law scholars have 

interpreted and theorized the Convention from many different angles and scholars in the social 

sciences and the humanities have studied its roots and emergence, and problematized the Convention’s 

unique status in the children’s rights regime. The findings of this dissertation show that UN 

development agendas, in particular the MDGs and SDGs, influence the children’s rights regime, 

through their impact on aid allocations and diplomatic action. This dissertation hence suggests more 

research on the integration of the children’s rights regime and development regime at global, regional 

and national levels. An emerging strand of IR literature deals with the power of data and global 

performance indicators such as the MDGs and the SDGs in international relations (Fukuda-Parr 2016; 

Fukuda- Parr, Yamin and Greenstein 2013; Hede Skagerlind 2019; Kelley and Simmons 2015; Merry, 

2011, 2016; Merry and Wood 2015). Global data collection on child health, child education and child 

poverty has improved massively since the adoption of the CRC. In line with the notion that ‘what gets 

measured gets done’, one should hence analyse the extent to which data and indicator availability 

affects IO pressure for children’s rights. Finally, the findings have important empirical implications 

for the literature on corporal punishment legislation, specifically, and legal protection against violence 

against children more generally. Quantitative analysis supports previous case study findings that 

British common law systems are unfavourable towards banning corporal punishment law. Evidence on 

a negative link between Islam and corporal punishment law, and a positive relationship between 

women’s political participation and corporal punishment legislation, call for further exploration. 

Studies on corporal punishment law have primarily focused on Western countries, and case studies on 

other contexts are therefore greatly needed. 

At the thirtieth anniversary of the CRC, children’s rights have been adopted by multiple 

global and regional institutions, and it is hence appropriate to describe global children’s rights 

governance as a regime complex. The integration of the children’s rights regime and the development 

regime has important implications for children’s rights practitioners. It is to be considered a success 

that children’s rights are included in global development policy frameworks, such as the SDGs, as 

these have global impacts on aid allocations, policies and practice. This dissertation, however, also 

demonstrates that development frameworks have affected the children’s rights regime, for instance by 

influencing which norms IOs address in their bilateral dialogues. There is hence still great need for 
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advocacy on children’s rights norms that to a limited degree have been adopted in global development 

agendas, in particular children’s empowerment rights. 

Bibliography 
Alter, K. J. and Meunier, S. (2009) The politics of international regime complexity. Perspectives on 

Politics 7(1): 13-24. 

Ariès, P. (1962) Centuries of Childhood. London: Jonathan Cape Ltd. 

Aronow, P., Sovey, C. A. and Marinov, N. (2012) The effects of aid on rights and governance: 

evidence from a natural experiment. Available at SSRN: 

http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=2199131 

Arts, K. (2019) Children’s Rights and the Sustainable Development Goals. In U. Kilkelly and T. 

Liefaard (eds). International Human Rights of Children. International Human Rights. 

Singapore: Springer. 

Assim, U. M. (2019) Civil Rights and Freedoms of the Child. In Kilkelly U., Liefaard T. (eds). 

International Human Rights of Children. International Human Rights. Singapore: Springer. 

Barnett, M. and Coleman, L. (2005) Designing Police: Interpol and the Study of Change in 

International Organizations. International Studies Quarterly 49(4): 593-620. 

Barnett, M. and Finnemore, M. (2004) Rules for the World: International Organizations in Global 

Politics. Ithaca: Cornell University Press. 

Bartelson, J. (2006) Making Sense of Global Civil Society, European Journal of International 

Relations, 12(3): 371-95. 

Becker, J. (2017) Campaigning for Children: Strategies for Advancing Children’s Rights. Stanford, 

CA: Stanford University Press. 

Bermeo, S. B. (2011) Foreign Aid and Regime Change: A Role for Donor Intent. World Development 

39(11): 2021-2031. 

Bermeo, S. B. (2018) Targeted Development: Industrialized Country Strategy in a Globalizing World. 

New York: Oxford University Press. 

Bhabha, J. (2009) Arendt’s Children: Do Today’s Migrant Children Have a Right to Have Rights?. 

Human Rights Quarterly 31(2): 410-451. 

Bhabha, J. (2014) Child Migration and Human Rights in a Global Age. Princeton, NJ: Princeton 

University Press. 

Boli-Bennett, J. and Meyer, J. W. (1978) The Ideology of Childhood and the State: Rules 

Distinguishing Children in National Constitutions, 1870-1970. American Sociological Review 

43(6): 797-812. 

Bouwen, P. (2002) Corporate lobbying in the European Union: The logic of access. Journal of 

European Public Policy 9(3): 365-390. 



 45 

Breen, C. (2003) The Role of NGOs in the Formulation of and Compliance with the Optional Protocol 

to the Convention on the Rights of the Child on Involvement of Children in Armed Conflict. 

Human Rights Quarterly 25(2): 453-481. 

Brysk, A. (2013) ‘Changing hearts and minds’. In T. Risse, S. Ropp, and K. Sikkink (eds). The 

Persistent Power of Human Rights: From Commitment to Compliance. Cambridge Studies in 

International Relations, 259-274. 

Bush, S. (2011) International Politics and the Spread of Quotas for Women in 

Legislatures. International Organization 65(1): 103-137.  

Bådagård, L. and Klamberg, M. (2017) The Gatekeeper of the ICC—Prosecutorial Strategies for 

Selecting Situations and Cases at the International Criminal Court. Georgetown Journal of 

International Law 48(5): 639-733. 

Börzel, T. A. (2009) Transformative Power Europe? The EU Promotion of Good Governance in Areas 

of Limited Statehood. Paper prepared for the ERD workshop, Florence.  

Börzel, T. A. and Risse, T. (2004) One Size Fits All! EU Policies for the Promo on of Human Rights, 

Democracy, and the Rule of Law, in: paper presented for the Workshop on Democracy Promo 

organized by the Center for Development, Democracy, and the Rule of Law, Stanford 

University.  

Carpenter, C. R. (2003) Women and Children First: Gender, Norms, and Humanitarian Evacuation in 

the Balkans 1991-1995. International Organization 57(4): 661-694. 

Carpenter, C. R. (2006) Innocent Women and Children: Gender, Norms and the Protection of 

Civilians. Farnham: Ashgate Publishing, Ltd. 

Carpenter, C. R. (2010) Forgetting Children Born of War: Setting the Human Rights Agenda in 

Bosnia and Beyond. New York: Columbia University Press. 

Chapman, T. and Chaudoin, S. (2013) Ratification patterns and the limits of the International Criminal 

Court. International Studies Quarterly 57(2): 400-409.  

Charnovitz, S. (1997) Two centuries of participation: NGOs and international governance. Michigan 

Journal of International Law 18(2): 183-286. 

Chayes, A. and Chayes, A. H. (1993) On Compliance. International Organization 47(2): 175-205.  

Chayes, A. and Chayes, A. H. (1995) The New Sovereignty: Compliance with International 

Regulatory Agreements. Cambridge: Harvard University Press.  

Checkel, J. T. (1998) The Constructive Turn in International Relations Theory. World Politics 50(2): 

324-348.  

Checkel, J. T. (2001) Why Comply? Social Learning and European Identity Change. International 

Organization 55(3): 553-588.  

Cornell, A. (2013) Does regime type matter for the impact of democracy aid on democracy? 

Democratization 20(4): 642-667. 



 46 

Cox, R. W. (1999) Civil Society at the Turn of the Millennium: Prospects for an Alternative World 

Order. Review of International Studies 25(1): 3-28. 

Cullen, H. (1999) The limits of international trade mechanisms in enforcing human rights: the case of 

child labour. International Journal of Children’s Rights 7(1): 1-29. 

Dancy, G. and Fariss, C. J. (2017) Rescuing human rights law from legalism and its critics. Human 

Rights Quarterly 39:1-36. 

David, M. and Guerrina, R. (2013) Gender and European External Relations: Dominant Discourses 

and Unintended Consequences of Gender Mainstreaming. Women’s Studies International 

Forum 9: 53-62. 

Del Biondo, K. (2015a) Donor Interest or Developmental Performance? Explaining Sanctions in EU 

Democracy Promotion in Sub-Saharan Africa. World Development 75(11): 74-84.  

Del Biondo, K. (2015b) Norms or Interests? Explaining Instrumental Variation in EU Democracy 

Promotion in Africa. Journal of Common Market Studies 53(2): 237-254.  

D’Hollander, D., Marx, A. and Wouters, J. (2014) Integrating human rights into development 

cooperation—a comparative assessment of strategies and practices of donors. Leuven: Leuven 

Centre for Global Governance Studies. Paper no.15. 

Dietrich, S. and Wright, J. (2015) Foreign Aid Allocation Tactics and Democratic Change in Africa. 

The Journal of Politics 77(1): 216-234. 

Dixon, R. and Nussbaum, M. C. (2012) Children’s Rights and a Capabilities Approach. Cornell Law 

Review 97(3): 549-93.  

Dunning, T. (2004) Conditioning the Effects of Aid: Cold War Politics, Donor Credibility, and 

Democracy in Africa. International Organization 58: 409-423. 

Durrant, J. E. and Smith, A. B. (2011) Global pathways to abolishing physical punishment: Realizing 

children’s rights. New York, NY: Routledge. 

Durrant, J. E. and Ensom, R. (2017) Twenty-five years of physical punishment research: what have we 

learned? Journal of the Korean Academy of Child and Adolescent Psychiatry 28(1): 20-24. 

Elgström, O. (2000) Norm negotiations. The construction of new norms regarding gender and 

development in EU foreign aid policy. Journal of European Public Policy 7(3): 457-476. 

European Parliament (2018) Resolution of 4 July 2018 Towards an EU external strategy against early 

and forced marriages— next steps (2017/2275(INI). 

European Council, European Parliament, European Commission (2017) The New Consensus on 

Development—Our World, Our Dignity, Our Future. 

Fariss, C. (2014) Respect for human rights has improved over time: modeling the changing standard of 

accountability. The American Political Science Review 108(2): 297-318. 

Finkel, S., Perez-Linan, A. and Seligson, M. A. (2007) The Effects of U.S. Foreign Assistance on 

Democracy-Building, 1990-2003. World Politics 59: 404-439. 



 47 

Finnemore, M. (1993) International Organizations as Teachers of Norms: The United Nations 

Educational, Scientific, and Cultural Organization and Science Policy. International 

Organization 47: 565-597. 

Finnemore, M. and Sikkink, K. (1998) International Norm Dynamics and Political Change. 

International Organization 52(4): 887-917. 

Finnemore, M. and Toope, S. J. (2001) Alternatives to ‘Legalization’: Richer Views of Law and 

Politics. International Organization 743(55). 

Fontana, L. and Grugel, J. (2015) To Eradicate or to Legalize? Child Labor Debates and ILO 

Convention 182 in Bolivia. Global Governance 21(1), 61-78. 

Freeman, M. (1996) Children’s Rights: A Comparative Perspective. Hants: Dartmouth Publishing 

Comp. 

Freeman, M. (1997) The Moral Status of Children. Cambridge: Kluwer Law International. 

Freeman, M. (2007) Why It Remains Important to Take Children’s Rights Seriously. International 

Journal of Children’s Rights 5(1): 5-23. 

Freeman, M. and Veerman, P. (eds). (1992) The Ideologies of Children’s Rights. Dordrecht: Martinus 

Nijhof. 

Fuchs, E. (2007) Children’s Rights and Global Civil Society. Comparative Education 43(3): 393-412. 

Fukuda-Parr, S. (2016) From the Millennium Development Goals to the Sustainable Development 

Goals: Shifts in purpose, concept, and politics of global goal setting for development. Gender 

and Development 24(1): 43-52.  

Fukuda-Parr, S., Lawson-Remer, T. and Randolph, S. (2009) An Index of Economic and Social Rights 

Fulfillment: Concept and Methodology. Journal of Human Rights 8(3): 195-221. 

Fukuda-Parr, S., Yamin, A. E. and Greenstein, J. (2014) The power of numbers: a critical review of 

millennium development goal targets for human development and human rights. Journal of 

Human Development and Capabilities 15(2-3): 105-117.  

Gauri, V. (2011) The cost of complying with human rights treaties: The convention on the rights of the 

child and basic immunization. The Review of International Organizations 6(1): 33-56. 

George, A. L. and Bennett, A. (2005) Case Studies and Theory Development in the Social Sciences. 

Cambridge MIT Press. 

Gerring, J. (2007) Case Study Research: Principles and Practices. New York: Cambridge University 

Press. 

Grigorescu, A. (2015) Democratic Intergovernmental Organizations? Normative Pressures and 

Decision-Making Rules. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Grugel, J. (2016) ‘Speaking Out’ About Child Labor: Diplomatic Entrenchment in an Uncertain 

Regime. In: Barbé E., Costa O., Kissack R. (eds). EU Policy Responses to a Shifting 

Multilateral System. The European Union in International Affairs. London: Palgrave 

Macmillan, 179-200. 



 48 

Grugel, J. and Iusmen, I. (2013) Guardian angel? The European Commission and the promotion of 

children’s rights. Journal of European Public Policy 20(1): 77-94. 

Grugel, J. and Peruzzotti, E. (2012) The Domestic Politics of International Human Rights Law: 

Implementing the Convention on the Rights of the Child in Ecuador, Chile and Argentina. 

Human Rights Quarterly 34(1): 178-198. 

Grugel, J. and Peruzzotti, E. (2010) Grounding Global Norms in Domestic Politics: Advocacy 

Coalitions and the Convention on the Rights of the Child in Argentina. Journal of Latin 

American Studies 42(1): 29-57. 

Grugel, J. and Piper, N. (2007) Critical perspectives on global governance: Rights and regulation in 

governing regimes. London: Routledge. 

Gourevitch, P. (1978) The second image reversed: The international sources of domestic 

politics. International Organization 32(4): 881-912. 

Hahn, K. and Holzscheiter, A. (2013) The Ambivalence of Advocacy: Representation and 

Contestation in Global NGO Advocacy for Child Workers and Sex Workers. Global Society 

27(4): 497-520. 

Hafner-Burton, E. (2005) Trading human rights: how preferential trade agreements influence 

government repression. International Organization 59: 593-629. 

Hafner-Burton, E. and Pollack, M. (2009) Mainstreaming gender in the European Union: Getting the 

incentives right. Comparative European Politics 7(1): 114-138. 

Hafner-Burton, E. and Tsutsui, K. (2005) Human Rights in a Globalizing World: The Paradox of 

Empty Promises. American Journal of Sociology 110(5): 1373-1411. 

Hafner-Burton, E. M. and Pollack, M. A. (2002) Mainstreaming gender in global governance. 

European Journal of International Relations 8(3): 339-373. 

Hall, P. A. and Taylor, R. C. R. (1996) Political science and the three new institutionalisms. Political 

Studies 44(5): 936-957. 

Hanson, K. and Nieuwenhuys, O. (eds). (2013) Reconceptualizing Children’s Rights in International 

Development: Living Rights, Social Justice, Translations. Cambridge: Cambridge University 

Press.  

Hanson, K. and Vandaele, A. (2003) Working Children and International Labour Law: A Critical 

Analysis. The International Journal of Children’s Rights 11(1): 73-146. 

Harris-Short, S. (2003) International Human Rights Law: Imperialist, Inept and Ineffective? Cultural 

Relativism and the UN Convention on the Rights of the Child. Human Rights Quarterly 25(1): 

130-181. 

Hawkins, D. (2002) International Human Rights and Authoritarian Rule in Chile. Lincoln: University 

of Nebraska Press. 



 49 

Hawkins, D. G. and Jacoby, W. (2006) How Agents Matter. In Hawkins, Darren G., Lake, David A., 

Nielson, Daniel L. and Tierney, Michael J. (eds). Delegation and Agency in International 

Organizations. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 199-228. 

Hazelzet, H. (2001) Carrots or Sticks? EU and US Reactions to Human Rights Violations (1989-

2000). PhD dissertation, European University Institute, Florence, Italy. 

Helfer, L. and Voeten, E. (2014) International Courts as Agents of Legal Change: Evidence from 

LGBT Rights in Europe. International Organization 68(1): 77-110. 

Hede Skagerlind, H. (2019). Governing Development: The Millennium Development Goals and 

Gender Policy Change in Sub-Saharan Africa. PhD dissertation. Department of Political 

Science, Stockholm University, Stockholm. 

Held, D. (1995) Democracy and Global Order. New York: Cambridge University Press. 

Hillebrecht, C. (2010) The European Court of Human Rights, domestic politics and the ties that bind: 

explaining compliance with international human rights tribunals. Presented at Annual Meeting 

of International Studies Association, New Orleans, LA. 

Hinton, R. (2008) Children’s participation and good governance: Limitations of the theoretical 

literature. The International Journal of Children’s Rights 16(3): 285-300. 

Hollingsworth, K. (2013) Theorising children’s rights in youth justice: The significance of autonomy 

and foundational rights. Modern Law Review 76(6): 1046-1069. 

Holzscheiter, A. (2010) Children’s Rights in International Politics—the transformative power of 

discourse. London: Palgrave Macmillan. 

Holzscheiter, A., Josefsson, J., and Sandin, B. (2019) Children’s rights governance: An 

introduction. Childhood 26(3): 271-288. 

Htun, M. and Weldon, S. L. (2012) The Civic Origins of Progressive Policy Change: Combating 

Violence against Women in Global Perspective, 1975-2005. American Political Science Review 

106(3): 548-569. 

Hyde, S. (2007) The Observer Effect in International Politics: Evidence from a Natural 

Experiment. World Politics 60(1): 37-63. 

ILO (2005) A global alliance against forced labour—Global Report under the Follow-up to the ILO 

Declaration on Fundamental Principles and Rights at Work 2005. Geneva: ILO Publications. 

Invernizzi, A. and Milne, B. (2002) Are Children Entitled to Contribute to International Policy 

Making? A Critical View of Children’s Participation in the International Campaign for the 

Elimination of Child Labour. International Journal of Children’s Rights 10: 403-431.  

Iusmen, I. (2012) Civil Society Participation and EU Children’s Rights Policy. Journal of Civil Society 

8(2):137-154. 

Iusmen, I. (2013) Policy entrepreneurship and Eastern enlargement: The case of EU children’s rights 

policy. Comparative European Politics 11(4): 511-529. 



 50 

Iusmen, I. (2014) Children’s rights, Eastern enlargement and the EU human rights regime. 

Manchester: Manchester University Press. 

Iusmen, I. and Stalford, H. (eds). (2016) The EU as a Children’s Rights Actor: Law, Policy and 

Structural Dimensions. Opladen: Barbara Budrich Publishers.  

Jo, H. and Simmons, B. (2016) Can the International Criminal Court Deter Atrocity? International 

Organization 70(3): 443-475.  

Joachim, J. (2003) Framing Issues and Seizing Opportunities: The UN, NGOs, and Women’s Rights. 

International Studies Quarterly 47:247-274. 

Johnston, A. I. (2001) Treating international institutions as social environments. International Studies 

Quarterly 45(4): 487-515. 

Keck, M. E. and Sikkink, K. (1999) Transnational advocacy networks in international and regional 

politics. Paris: UNESCO. 

Kelley, J. G. (2004) International Actors on the Domestic Scene: Membership Conditionality and 

Socialization by International Institutions. International Organization 58: 425-457. 

Kelley, J. G. (2008) Assessing the Complex Evolution of Norms: The Rise of International Election 

Monitoring. International Organization 62(2): 221-255. 

Kelley, J. G. (2011) Do international election monitors increase or decrease opposition boycotts? 

Comparative Political Studies 44(11): 1527-1556. 

Kelley, J. G. (2012a) International influences on elections in new multiparty states. Annual Review of 

Political Science 15: 203-220. 

Kelley, J. G. (2012b) Monitoring Democracy: When International Election Observation Works, and 

Why it Often Fails. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press. 

Kelley, J. G. and Simmons, B. A. (2015) Politics by Number: Indicators as Social Pressure in 

International Relations. American Journal of Political Science 59(1): 55-70.  

King, G., Keohane, R. O. and Verba, S. (1994) Designing Social Inquiry: Scientific Inference in 

Qualitative Research. Princeton: Princeton University Press. 

Keohane, R. O. (1984) After Hegemony: Cooperation and Discord in the World Political Economy. 

Princeton University Press: Princeton. 

Koenig-Archibugi, M. (2016) How to diagnose democratic deficits in global politics: the use of the 

‘all affected principle’. International Theory 9(2): 171-202. 

Koh, H. (1997) Why Do Nations Obey International Law? Yale Law Journal 106(8):2599-2659. 

Kooij Martinez, A. (2016) The post-2015 development agenda: effective, structured and sustainable 

participation of children in decision-making, implementation and follow-up. In T. Liefaard and 

J. Sloth-Nielsen (eds). The United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child: taking stock 

after 25 years and looking ahead. Leiden: Brill Nijhoff, 753-766. 

Krain, M. (2012) J’accuse! Does Naming and Shaming Perpetrators Reduce the Severity of Genocides 

or Politicides? International Studies Quarterly 56(3): 574-589. 



 51 

Kreutz, J. (2015) Human Rights, Geostrategy, and EU Foreign Policy, 1989-2008. International 

Organization 69(1): 195-217.  

Lacey, N. (2004) Feminist Legal Theory and the Rights of Women. In K. Knop (ed.). Gender and 

Human Rights. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Lenz, T., Bezuijen, J., Hooghe, L. and Marks, G. (2015) Patterns of international organization: task-

specific vs. general-purpose. Politische Vierteljahresschrift, Sonderheft 49:131-156. 

Liebel, M. (2012) Children’s Rights from Below. New York: Palgrave Macmillan. 

Liebel, M. (2003) Working Children as Social Subjects: The Contribution of Working Children’s 

Organizations to Social Transformations. Childhood 10(3): 265-285. 

Lindkvist, L. (2018) Rights for the World’s Children: Rädda Barnen and the Making of the UN 

Convention on the Rights of the Child. Nordic Journal of Human Rights 36(3): 287-303. 

Lipschutz, R. D. (1992) Reconstructing World Politics: the Emergence of Global Civil Society. 

Millennium 21(3): 389-420. 

March, J. G. and Olsen, J. P. (2006) Elaborating the ‘New Institutionalism’. In R. A. W. Rhodes, S. 

Binder and B. Rockman (eds). The Oxford Handbook of Political Institutions. Oxford: Oxford 

University Press, 3-20. 

Magen, A. and McFaul, M. A. (2009) Introduction: American and European strategies to promote 

democracy-shared values, common challenges, divergent tools? In A. Magen, T. Risse and 

M.A. McFaul (eds). Promoting Democracy and the Rule of Law. UK: Palgrave Macmillan, 1-

33. 

Majone, G. (2000) The credibility crisis of community regulations. Journal of Common Market 

Studies 38(2): 273-302. 

Maternowska, C. (2017) The Politics of the Age-gender Divide in Responding to Sexual, Physical and 

Emotional Violence. Background paper. Ending Violence in Childhood Global Report 2017. 

Know Violence in Childhood. New Delhi, India. 

Merry, S. E. (2011) Measuring the World: Indicators, Human Rights, and Global Governance. Current 

Anthropology 54(3):83-95. 

Merry, S. E. (2016) The Seductions of Quantification: Measuring Human Rights, Violence Against 

Women, and Human Trafficking. Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 

Merry, S. E. and Wood, S. (2015) Quantification and the Paradox of Measurement: Translating 

Children’s Rights in Tanzania. Current Anthropology 56(2). 

Moravcsik, A. (1999) A New Statecraft? Supranational Entrepreneurs and International Cooperation. 

International Organization 53(2): 267-306. 

Moser, C., Tornqvist, A. and Bronkhorst, B. (1998) Mainstreaming Gender and Development in The 

World Bank: Progress and Recommendations. Washington, DC: World Bank. 

de Mesquita, B. and Downs, G. W. (2005) Development and Democracy. Foreign Affairs 84(5): 77-

86.  



 52 

Murdie, A. M. and Davis, D. R. (2012) Shaming and Blaming: Using Events Data to Assess the 

Impact of Human Rights INGOs. International Studies Quarterly 56(1): 1-16. 

Murdie, A. and Peksen, D. (2015) Women’s Rights INGO Shaming and the Government Respect for 

Women’s Rights. Review of International Organizations 10 (1): 1-22.  

Neumayer, E. (2005) Do international human rights treaties improve respect for human rights? 

Journal of Conflict Resolution 49(6): 925-953. 

Nieuwenhuys, O. (1998) Global Childhood and the Politics of Contempt. Alternatives 23(3): 267-289. 

Nolan, A. (2010) The child as ‘democratic citizen’: challenging the ‘participation gap’. Public Law 4: 

767-782. 

OECD (2019) Development Co-operation Profiles—European Union Institutions.  

Payne, L. (2019) Children’s Rights Impact Assessment as a policy improvement tool. The 

International Journal of Human Rights 23(3):408-424. 

Peters, B. G. (2011) Rational Choice Institutionalism. In B. G. Peters (ed.). Institutional Theory in 

Political Science: The New Institutionalism. London: Continuum, 47-69. 

Pevehouse, J. C. (2002a) Democracy from the Outside-In? International Organizations and 

Democratization. International Organization 56(3): 515-549. 

Pevehouse, J. C. (2002b) With a Little Help from My Friends: Regional Organizations and the 

Consolidation of Democracy. American Journal of Political Science 46(3): 611-626. 

Pollack, M. (2003) The Engines of European Integration: Delegation, Agency, and Agenda Setting in 

the EU. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Pollack, M. A. and Hafner-Burton, E. (2000) Mainstreaming gender in the European Union. Journal of 

European Public Policy 7(3): 432-456. 

Polonko, K. and Lombardo, L. X. (2015) Non-Governmental Organisations and the UN Convention 

on the Rights of the Child. The International Journal of Children’s Rights 23(1): 133-153. 

Price, R. (1998) Reversing the Gun Sights: Transnational Civil Society Targets Land Mines. 

International Organization 52(3): 613-644. 

Price Cohen, C. (1990) The Role of Nongovernmental Organizations in the Drafting of the 

Convention on the Rights of the Child. Human Rights Quarterly 12(1): 137-147. 

Price Cohen, C., Hart, S. N. and Kosloske, S. M. (1996) Monitoring the United Nations Convention on 

the Rights of the Child: The Challenge of Information Management. Human Rights Quarterly 

18(2): 439-471. 

Pupavac, V. (2001) Misanthropy without borders: The international children’s rights regime. Disasters 

25(2): 95-112. 

Quennerstedt, A. (2010) Children, but not really humans? Critical reflections on the hampering effect 

of the ‘3p’s’. International Journal of Children’s Rights 18(4): 619-635. 

Ragin, C. (1987) The Comparative Method: Moving Beyond Qualitative and Quantitative Strategies. 

Berkeley: University of California Press.  



 53 

Ragin, C., Berg-Schlosser, D. and de Meur, G. (1996) Political methodology: qualitative methods. In 

(ed.) Goodin, R. E. and Klingemann H-D. A New Handbook of Political Science. New York: 

Oxford University Press Inc. 

Raustiala, K. and Slaughter, A-M. (2002) International Law, International Relations and 

Compliance. In W. Carlnaes, T. Risse and B. Simmons (eds). The Handbook of International 

Relations. London: Sage Publications, Ltd. 

Raustiala K. and Victor, D. (2004) The regime complex for plant genetic resources. International 

Organization 58:277-309. 

Razavi, S. and Miller, C. (1995) Gender Mainstreaming: A Study of Efforts by the UNDP, the World 

Bank and the ILO to Institutionalize Gender Issues. Occasional Paper 4. United Nations 

Research Institute for Social Development. 

Reynaert, D., Bouveme-De Bie, M. and Vandevelde, S. (2012) Between ‘believers’ and ‘opponents’: 

Critical discussions on children’s rights. International Journal of Children’s Rights 20(1): 1-16. 

Reynaert, D., Bouverne-de-Brie, M. and Vandevelde S. (2009) A Review of Children’s Rights 

Literature since the Adoption of the United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child. 

Childhood 1(4): 518-534. 

Reynolds, P., Nieuwenhuys, O. and Hanson, K. (2006) Refractions of Children’s Rights in 

Development Practice: A view from anthropology—Introduction. Childhood 13(3): 291-302. 

Richards, D. L. and Haglund, J. (2015) Violence Against Women and the Law. Boulder, CO: Paradigm 

Publishers.  

Risse, T. (2006) Transnational Governance and Legitimacy. In A. Benz and Y. Papadopoulos (eds). 

Governance and Democracy—Comparing National, European and Transnational Experiences. 

London: Routledge, 314-350. 

Risse, T., Ropp, S.C. and Sikkink, K. (eds). (1999) The Power of Human Rights—International Norms 

and Domestic Change. New York: Cambridge University Press. 

Risse, T. and Ropp, S. C. (2013) Introduction and Overview. In T. Risse, S.C. Ropp and K. Sikkink 

(eds). The Persistent Power of Human Rights: from Commitment to Compliance, New York: 

Cambridge University Press, 3-25. 

Risse, T., Ropp, S. C. and Sikkink, K. (eds). (2013) The Persistent Power of Human Rights: from 

Commitment to Compliance. New York: Cambridge University Press. 

Rocabert, J., Schimmelfennig, F., Crasnic, L. and Winzen, T. (2018) The rise of international 

parliamentary institutions: Purpose and legitimation. The Review of International Organization 

14(4): 607-631. 

Ruggie, J. G. (1982) International Regimes, Transactions, and Change: Embedded Liberalism in the 

Postwar Economic Order. International Organization 36:379. 

Sandholtz, W. and Zysman, J. (1989) 1992: Recasting the European Bargain. World Politics 42(1): 95-

128. 



 54 

Saunders, B., Leviner, P. and Naylor, B. (eds). (2018) Corporal Punishment of Children—

Comparative Legal and Social Developments towards Prohibition and Beyond. Leiden: Brill, 

Nijhoff. 

Schimmelfennig, F. (2003) A Community Environment: The Decision to Enlarge the European Union 

to the East. Comparative Political Studies 36: 156. 

Schimmelfennig, F. and Sedelmeier, U. (2004) Governance by conditionality: EU rule transfer to the 

candidate countries of Central and Eastern Europe. Journal of European Public Policy 11(4):61-

679. 

Schmitz, H. P. and Sikkink, K. (2002) International Human Rights. In W. Carlsnaes, T. Risse-Kappen 

and B. A. Simmons. Handbook of International Relations. London: Sage Publications, 517-537, 

Scholte, J. A. (ed.). (2011) Building Global Democracy? Civil Society and Accountable Global 

Governance. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.  

Scott, J. M. and Steele, C. A. (2011) ‘Sponsoring Democracy: The United States and Democracy Aid 

to the Developing World, 1988-2001’, International Studies Quarterly 55: 47-69. 

Sedletzki, V. (2013) Championing Children’s Rights: A global study of independent human rights 

institutions for children, Innocenti Publications. 

Shiva Kumar, A. K., Mehta, S. K. and Nandakumar, A. K. (2017) Violence in Childhood (VIC) Index: 

Methodology and Measurement. Background paper. Ending Violence in Childhood Global 

Report 2017. New Delhi: Know Violence in Childhood. 

Simmons, B. (2009) Mobilizing for Human Rights: International Law in Domestic Politics. 

Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press. 

Slaughter, A-M. (1995) International Law in a World of Liberal States. European Journal of 

International Law 6:1-39. 

Smith, K. E. (2001) The EU, Human Rights and Relations with Third Countries: ‘Foreign Policy’ with 

an Ethical Dimension? In K. E. Smith and M. Light (eds). Ethics and Foreign Policy. 

Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Snyder, J. and Vinjamuri, L. (2003) Trials and Errors: Principle and Pragmatism in Strategies of 

International Justice. International Security 28(3): 5-44. 

Squatrito, T., Lundgren, M. and Sommerer, T. (2019) Shaming by International Organizations: 

Mapping Condemnatory Speech Acts across 27 IOs, 1980-2015. Cooperation and Conflict 

54(3) 356-377. 

Steffek, J. (2013) Explaining cooperation between IGOs and NGOs—push factors, pull factors, and 

the policy cycle. Review of International Studies 39: 993-1013. 

von Stein, J. (2015) Making Promises, Keeping Promises: Democracy, Ratification and Compliance in 

International Human Rights Law. British Journal of Political Science 46(3): 655-679. 

Stern, R. (2006) The child’s right to participation—Reality or rhetoric? Dissertation. Uppsala: 

Uppsala University, Department of Law.  



 55 

Tallberg, J. (2002) Paths to compliance: Enforcement, management, and the European Union. 

International Organization 56(3): 609-643.  

Tallberg, J., Sommerer, T., Squatrito, T. and Jönsson, C. (2013) The Opening Up of International 

Organizations: Transnational Access in Global Governance. Cambridge: Cambridge University 

Press. 

Tallberg, J., Sommerer, T., Squatrito, T. and Lundgren, M. (2016) The performance of international 

organizations: a policy output approach. Journal of European Public Policy 23(7): 1077-1096. 

Tallberg, J., Sommerer, T., Lundgren, M. and Squatrito, T. (unpublished paper) Norm Adoption by 

International Organizations, 1980-2015. Paper for the 11th Annual Conference on The Political 

Economy of International Organizations, Madison. 

Tallberg, J., Dellmuth, L., Agné, H. and Duit, A. (2018) NGO Influence in International 

Organizations: Information, Access and Exchange. British Journal of Political Science 48(1): 

213-238.  

Tang, K. L. (2003) Implementing the United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child: The 

Canadian Experience. International Social Work 46(3): 277-288. 

Thomas, G. M. and Meyer,  J. W. (1984) The expansion of the state. Annual Review of Sociology 10. 

True, J. and Mintrom, M. (2001) Transnational Networks and Policy Diffusion: The Case of Gender 

Mainstreaming. International Studies Quarterly 45(1): 27-57. 

Türkelli, G. E. and Vandenhole, W. (2012) The Convention on the Rights of the Child: Repertoires of 

NGO Participation. Human Rights Law Review 12(1): 33-64. 

UNDP (2013) Working with civil society in foreign aid. China: UNDP. 

UN General Assembly (1948) Resolution 217A (III), UN Doc. A/RES/217, 10 December 1948. 

UN General Assembly (1959) Resolution 1386 (XIV), UN Doc. A/4354, 20 November 1959. 

UN General Assembly (1966) Resolution 2200A (XXI), UN Doc. A/RES/2200 A(XXI), 16 December 

1966. 

UN General Assembly (1989) Resolution 44/25, Convention on the Rights of the Child, UN Doc. 

A/RES/44/25, 20 November 1989. 

UN General Assembly (2000) Resolution 55/2, UN Doc. A/RES/55/2, 8 September 2000. 

UN General Assembly (2015) Resolution 70/1, UN Doc. A/RES/70/1, 25 September 2015. 

UNICEF (2015) Annual Report 2015 UNICEF. New York: UNICEF. 

UNICEF (2014) Hidden in Plain Sight: A statistical analysis of violence against children. New York: 

UNICEF. 

UN News (2018) Child marriage numbers drop, but still ‘a long way to go’ to end practice—UNICEF. 

6 March 2018. 

Wall, J. (2012) Can democracy represent children? Toward a politics of difference. Childhood 19(1): 

86-100. 



 56 

Vandenhole, W. (2009) Economic, social and cultural rights in the CRC: Is there a legal obligation to 

cooperate internationally for development? The International Journal of Children’s Rights 17: 

23-63. 

van der Molen, I. and Novikova, I. (2005) Mainstreaming gender in the EU-accession process: the 

case of the Baltic Republics. Journal of European Social Policy 15(2): 139-156. 

Waltz, S. (2001) Universalizing Human Rights: The Role of Small States in the Construction of the 

Universal Declaration of Human Rights. Human Rights Quarterly 23(1): 44-72. 

Weaver, C. (2010) The Strategic Social Construction of the World Bank’s Gender and Development 

Policy Norm. In A. Vetterlein and S. Park (eds). Owning Development: Creating Policy Norms 

in the IMF and the World Bank. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 70-90. 

Weingast, B. (1996) Rational Choice Perspectives on Institutions. In R. E. Goodin and H-D. 

Klingemann (eds). A New Handbook of Political Science Oxford: Oxford University Press, 167-

190. 

Veerman, P. and Levine, H. (2000) Implementing Children’s Rights on a Local Level: Narrowing the 

Gap between Geneva and the Grassroots. The International Journal of Children’s Rights 8(4): 

373-384. 

Wessel, R. A. and Van Vooren, B. (2013) The EEAS’s diplomatic dreams and the reality of European 

and international law. Journal of European Public Policy 20(9): 1350-1367. 

Willetts, P. (2000) From ‘Consultative Arrangements’ to ‘Partnership’: The Changing Status of NGOs 

in Diplomacy at the UN. Global Governance 6: 191-212. 

Woodward, A. (2003) European Gender Mainstreaming: Promises and Pitfalls of Transformative 

Policy. Review of Policy Research 20(1): 65-88. 

Wright, J. (2009) How foreign aid can foster democratization in authoritarian regimes. American 

Journal of Political Science 53(3): 552-571.  

Zolotor, A. J. and Puzia, M. E. (2010) Bans against corporal punishment: a systematic review of the 

laws, changes in attitudes and behaviours. Child Abuse Review 19(4): 229-47. 

Zürn, M. (2000) Democratic Governance beyond the Nation-State: The EU and Other International 

Institutions. European Journal of International Relations 6(2): 183-221. 


