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Network theory has recently gained importance as an interdisciplinary approach for understanding complex systems. With roots in the physical sciences and sociology, scholars have identified common features of networks in diverse physical and social settings (Barabasi 2003, Watts 1999, 2003). Despite considerable interest in political networks, especially transnational advocacy networks (TANs), political scientists have imported few insights from network theory into their studies.
 Nor have political scientists apparently exported their insights and knowledge of political processes to network theory.
 This essay aims to begin an exchange between network theorists and political scientists by addressing two related questions. How can network theory inform the study of international relations, particularly in the examination of TANs? Conversely, what problems arise in political phenomena that can enrich network theory? 


We make two general arguments focusing on the process of norm emergence in networks based on the history of the global human rights movement and the formation of Amnesty International (AI). First, political power can be an emergent property of networks, found most likely in scale-free structures. That is, central (or more connected) nodes can influence a network directly or indirectly and thereby shape the ends towards which the nodes collectively move. Power, in turn, is efficient and perhaps even necessary for overcoming conflicts of interest within networks. Incorporating distributional conflicts into network theory highlights a new and broader role for political power than now recognized. Our conception of networks considers the differences between nodes, taking into account specific characteristics that may privilege their likelihood of gaining links to other nodes and, therefore, increasing their power in the network. While TANs are sometimes celebrated as spontaneously-organized, horizontal, and egalitarian alternatives to states, power may be crucial in the early stages of advocacy network development, as we demonstrate in the case of AI.
Second, norms are also emergent properties of networks. In the earliest stages of change, many ideas compete for acceptance and many potential networks built on different ideas or combinations of ideas exist but are not yet activated. In the case of human rights norms we argue that the network which eventually emerges is not a function of the inherent “goodness” of one set of ideas over another, since the quality of any norm is difficult to judge prior to its manifestation in a network of shared adherents. Nor is it the result of fortuitous “percolating clusters” of early adopters in a developed network. Rather, at least in the case of human rights, the crystallization of the observed network from the range of possible alternatives preceded the widespread acceptance of the norm and occurred as a result of a central node that exercised agenda-setting power by controlling the flow of information in the network. Although we do not argue that the characteristics of the ideas competing for attention at the moment of creation were irrelevant, we nonetheless find that, in this instance at least, the network created the norm rather than vice versa. 


This article is not a test of propositions derived from network theory or added to that theory. Rather, this is more a framing essay or, perhaps, a hypothesis-generating study based on political scientists reading and drawing inspiration from network theory. Part I surveys, analyzes, and extends network theory from the point of view of political science. Part II examines the case of the global human rights network by analyzing AI’s role in creating the modern human rights regime based on Western, liberal conceptions of political freedom. 

I. Networks and Politics

Network theory has its origins in the random graph theory of Paul Erdos and the early experimental work in sociology of Stanley Milgram (Barabasi 2003, 13-30; Watts 2003, 37-47).
 With the rise of the Internet as a real world phenomenon and “chaos” or non-linear theories in the sciences, networks have gained new prominence. Unfortunately, network theory has largely ignored the politics of networks. 

Network Theory


In network theory, networks are typically treated as varying along three related dimensions: 1) the number of nodes; 2) the density of the network or the frequency of interactions between nodes; and 3) the structure of the network, defined as the pattern of connections between nodes. In turn, these dimensions, and especially structure, have been used to analyze and explain the efficiency and robustness of different networks. Efficiency is the ability to transmit information across the network “quickly,” with speed defined as the number of links between nodes through which a message must travel before reaching its target. Robustness, by contrast, is the ability of the network to function (i.e., transmit information) after the “failure” of a node or its removal from the network (Barabasi 2003, 111-122). Networks, then, are defined as a set of interconnections between nodes, differentiated by the quality and quantity of connections. 


Each network is likely to possess a unique pattern of connections that, as dynamic systems, constantly change and evolve. Nonetheless, three “generic” structures are commonly identified: distributed, small world, and scale-free.
  We focus on scale-free networks, which are characterized by a small number of nodes that are connected to a large number of other nodes that are not themselves highly connected. The connections in such networks follow a power-law distribution (Barabasi 2003).  Although we do not analyze degree distributions in this paper, we find the conditions necessary for the creation of a scale-free network in the case of AI. We therefore apply the insights of network theory, acknowledging that scale-free in this case may be more metaphorical than actual. Nonetheless, the insights that emerge from scale-free network dynamics are applicable in our analysis of political networks.


Scale-free networks are often characterized as “hub-and-spoke” systems; an archetypal example is the national airline system, which operates through hub cities (Barabasi 2003). Barabasi and Albert (1999) demonstrated that any network that 1) grows in the number of nodes and 2) follows the rule of “preferential attachment,” a tendency for new nodes to link to already well connected nodes (the “rich get richer” rule), will be scale-free. Scale-free networks are highly efficient and relatively robust, as the random failure of any node will have little effect on the system because it is far more likely to be poorly connected than well connected (Barabasi 2003, 113). Yet, scale-free networks are vulnerable to the failure of their “central” nodes or hubs, with potentially catastrophic results. We return to the importance of these central nodes below.

A Political Perspective

 
Although relevant to many important topics, network theory, as it has developed to date, does not address issues directly related to politics. Implicit in that theory are several assumptions that, perhaps unwittingly, rule out politics within networks. More positively, a political approach to networks is necessary when 1) nodes are cognizant actors able to formulate and make utility-improving choices; 2) alternative outcomes have distributional implications for nodes, favoring some over others; and 3) nodes vary in the power or influence they possess. When all three conditions hold, nodes will attempt to manipulate others in the network to produce desired outcomes, requiring a more political approach.

Choice
In network theory, nodes are often treated as passive transmitters rather than strategic actors.
 This is particularly true in models of disease transmission, where nodes infect one another without requiring any agency on their part.  In social networks, on the other hand, nodes as people or organizations choose to pursue more or less clearly-defined ends – one does not accidentally join networks, and one usually can leave networks voluntarily. This implies first that nodes must worry whether other nodes have incentives to perform in the way required for the network to succeed.
Nodes also choose whether to participate in networks at all. Networks are voluntary, with entry and exit determined by the nodes themselves rather than mandated by any “higher” authority. This implies, secondly, that nodes must reap a return from the network that is greater than or equal to what they can achieve in their next best alternative. Thus, networks must create benefits – network externalities – that cannot be created in an alternative. Put succinctly, the network must be greater than the sum of its parts. This benefit holds networks together, making the network more attractive than its alternatives. This very important point is seldom made explicit in network theory, and it plays a substantial role in our analysis. 

The voluntary nature of social networks, moreover, also implies limits to the ability of central nodes, discussed below, to abuse the power they may acquire. Central nodes can manipulate the network to their advantage, but only up to the point where the members become indifferent between continuing to participate in the network and exiting in favor of their next best alternative. The greater the range or the more attractive the alternatives to members of a particular network, the less the central node will be able to exploit others. 

Interests

Network theory assumes that all nodes possess identical or at least highly similar interests. The problem to be solved, in most cases, is transmitting information efficiently. Despite some references to mixed motives such as the “diners dilemma” (Watts 2003, 201-203), conflicting interests and nodes acting strategically in their own interests do not figure prominently in network theory.
 In political settings, actors always possess conflicting interests. Sometimes these interests are zero-sum, but more often there are mutual gains from cooperation but varying preferences over the exact outcome selected (see Krasner 1991). Importantly, stalemate over the division of the gains can thwart cooperation entirely (Fearon 1998). In any network in which the nodes have conflicting interests, the problem is not only one of transmitting information but of managing and overcoming these conflicting preferences. As a result, actors can be expected to try to manipulate the flow of information and even the structure of the network itself to their advantage. In the case of human rights networks, examined here, many alternative rights exist. Even as most member states have signed the United Nations human rights covenants – covering variously race, political and civil rights, economic, social, and cultural rights, and genocide – different countries and certainly different human rights advocates emphasize some rights over others (e.g. “Asian values”). 

Power and Influence


A final assumption implicit in network theory is that all nodes are equally powerful
 or influential.
 As we shall see below, this tacit restriction does not follow from the theory. Rather, the assumption is revealed only by the “silences” in the theory. Nonetheless, from a political perspective this is a grave oversight. Perhaps if all nodes are engaged in the same harmonious enterprise, differences in capabilities can be safely ignored. But if interests are not shared, and nodes struggle over competing interests, differences in capabilities become important. 

The same structural characteristics that make a network more or less robust also generate an endogenous potential for power.
 To put this point somewhat differently, power is an emergent property of networks themselves. Critical nodes that would significantly degrade the network if eliminated possess the potential to influence others. By threatening to exit, they can force other nodes to comply with their wishes up to the point where the latter are indifferent between remaining in the network and leaving themselves. The more essential a node is to the functions of a network, and the larger the benefits of the network to its members, the greater the potential power of that node. Alternatively, all nodes have power up to the marginal value they add to the network. In this way, varying patterns of connections in networks create different potentials for power and, in turn, empower different nodes. 

We conceptualize power here in two ways, following conceptions of the “faces” of power (Bachrach and Baratz 1962; Lukes 1977; James and Lake 1989).
 In the first face, power is directly coercive. Central nodes can threaten to sever network links to a particular node to alter its actions. AI’s leadership can sanction rogue members, for example, through suspension or expulsion. In the second face, power is used to structure an actor’s incentives by manipulating the terms of debate. Most important, central nodes can set conditions on participation in the network and exercise discretion in whether or not to pass messages throughout the network, in effect limiting the “acceptable” types of information. By defining what it means to be a node in a particular network or influencing the form and content of participation, central nodes are exercising power over members of that network and raising the likelihood that their preferences rather than the preferences of others will be translated into outcomes. As we explain below, this is how the London-based International Secretariat (IS) for AI exercises its agenda-setting power within the organization. This second face of power may be both far more relevant and less obvious in networks than the first, more directly coercive face.

Both distributed and small world networks possess little potential for power differentials, given the redundancy of connections and the equitable distribution of links in both types of structures. Highly connected nodes in scale-free networks, on the other hand, are likely to be the most powerful. Because of their critical role and the likely dissolution of the network should they be eliminated, central nodes can exploit the value created by the network to gain influence over other members. When distributional conflicts arise, these hubs are more likely to be able to impose their preferences on others. More directly, they will be able to move the network in directions they prefer and extract a relatively greater share of the network’s value. 


The differential power of nodes emerges from the pattern of interconnections within the network. Central nodes can also capitalize on that “structural” power by making the network more efficient and valuable to its members, further enhancing the power of the central node. The emergence of power within networks is a dynamic and self-reinforcing process. 

First, the central node can reduce the transactions costs of interacting within the network by setting standards of behavior and enforcing these standards. Similarly to international regimes, central nodes facilitate cooperation (Keohane 1984). Second, because central nodes determine the norms for the network, they can adjudicate disputes between members of the network by setting standards that not only promote network efficiency but also protect its power. Third, a central node can act on behalf of others to “grow” the network by recruiting new members. Given preferential attachment and the benefits it receives from a large number of links, the central node receives these private benefits (the rich get richer) while the network benefits from the additional nodes. In these ways, central nodes enhance the value of their networks and simultaneously increase their own power over other members by making the network more valuable to all. 

Power may be weakest and, paradoxically, most important in the earliest stages of network formation. In embryonic form, all networks are extremely fragile. With few members, the network produces few externalities that bind members into the group. The whole is not yet very much greater than its parts. Appropriate behaviors are not well defined and information on members is scarce. There are few ties of reciprocity and only weakly-developed reputations that might otherwise allow for self-enforcement mechanisms to prosper. With small benefits from cooperation in the network, and high levels of uncertainty, it seems unlikely that any social network could “take off” in the absence of some central node wielding a modicum of influence.

Once they succeed, however, networks that produce larger benefits for their members, more readily available information, or better developed standards of behavior may allow networks to grow further and prosper even in less centralized forms. Given the large individual and collective gains for all members, a “mature” network appears to function through self-enforcement. There is, we suspect, an important “life cycle” in networks, missed by those who study only well-developed or already successful networks. Self-enforcing networks based on reciprocity may well reflect earlier, more power-based structures and, in crisis, may manifest the power that remains latent in central nodes.

Pointing to the multiple faces and emergence of power in networks illustrates how the different preferences and capabilities of participants force analysts to reconsider the conventional wisdom on networks as relatively “flat” and “powerless” entities. Nonetheless, the voluntary nature of social networks constrains the exercise of power by the central nodes. To retain members – the basis of their power – central nodes must use their power to make the network sufficiently valuable to members so that they will join or not exit for their next best opportunity. Members may accept the power wielded by others over them voluntarily, and that power may leave them better off than they would be without the network, but this does not make the use of that power any less manipulative. 

A Political Model of Diffusion in Networks


Having outlined a more political approach to networks, we now apply this framework to the process of network and norm diffusion. Due to their connections, networks are often characterized by criticality, a condition in which small perturbations diffuse throughout the network in a “global cascade.” This has been a topic of considerable interest among network theorists and, of course, among political scientists working on norm diffusion (Sunstein 1996, Finnemore and Sikkink 1998, Keck and Sikkink 1998). 


In a non-political approach to networks, Watts (2003, 162-194 and 220-252) poses a model of social diffusion based on percolation theory. Assuming that nodes are influenced by and conform to the beliefs of those to whom they are linked, Watts shows that innovations that arise in vulnerable (receptive) clusters of “early adopters” can gain a foothold and then possibly diffuse throughout the network. These “percolating vulnerable clusters” must be a) tightly connected among their member nodes, so that the initial innovation is reinforced by “internal” peer acceptance, b) loosely connected to the remainder of the network, such that early adoption is not counteracted by “external” peer disapproval, and c) yet still be sufficiently well-connected to the network that the innovation can eventually spread beyond the initial cluster. The conditions required for diffusion are a form of Goldilocks’ problem: there can be neither too many nor too few links from the vulnerable cluster to the rest of the network. For this reason, diffusion may be perfectly explicable ex post, but it is near impossible to anticipate ex ante (Watts 2003, 243-244, 250). 


A key problem with this approach, however, is that it assumes a pre-existing network. Nodes are already interacting, and what is explained is how innovations take root and spread throughout the network. This may be appropriate in some cases, but it cannot explain diffusion when a prior network does not exist. In the case of human rights that we consider, a global network was not already present; it had to be created. A small group of activists existed, but the rest of the network had to be constructed node-by-node. Nodes had to be recruited to the human rights movement and, as we shall see, to a particular conception of human rights. Importantly, the norms could not spread of their own accord, as envisioned in Watts’ model, because the network itself did not yet exist. Models of network diffusion are less relevant here than models of network creation, which appear to be far less developed.


A second problem is that the model ignores the implications of power differentials between nodes. The content of the innovation and how it is evaluated by nodes does not matter in the process of diffusion. All that is necessary for the innovation to diffuse is that nodes want to “be like” those nodes to whom they are connected and that an innovation arises fortuitously in a cluster that is neither too well nor too poorly connected to the larger network. Watts’ model may well be sufficient for explaining fads and other social innovations that do not impose differential costs on nodes, and to which he limits his analysis. But it appears ill-suited to explain how innovations that have substantial differential effects – like human rights – can take hold and diffuse broadly. 


Our discussion above suggests a second, more political model of both network creation and diffusion. Unlike previous efforts, such as Finnemore and Sikkink’s (1998) idea of norm life cycles and norm entrepreneurs, we emphasize the effect of network structure on the creation and spread of norms, rather than the characteristics of the norm itself. We focus on the widespread activation of a particular set of beliefs with differential costs and benefits from within a larger universe of existing beliefs that, in turn, creates a network where none previously existed. The physical analogy is nucleation, the random formation of “seeds” that attract additional molecules and eventually form crystals from supersaturated liquids. In essence, diffusion is the crystallization of a particular network from the range of many possible networks, and is a function of the structure rather than the content of the network.  
The process of “political crystallization” unfolds in three major steps. At the beginning, before the network arises, there is a heterogeneous population with varying preferences over outcomes, in our case below different preferences over alternative sets of human rights. Within this primordial soup of varying preferences, there is no “natural” focal institution. Indeed, given that a norm becomes a norm only when it has a sufficiently large number of adherents, it is hard to say that one set of preferences is somewhat “better” or more “preferable” than others. At this stage, ideas compete against one another, but none triumphs. 

In the second period, a small cluster or “seed” arises. In our example, a small number of individuals who adhere to and give priority to a particular conception of human rights come into contact with one another. As in Watts’ model, these contacts can occur randomly, as a by-product of other interactions, or consciously in response to events in the world. This is a critical turning point for the eventual network. If the mass of newly connected nodes is too small, the potential cluster dissolves back into the larger “liquid” of society. If the cluster is large enough, it coheres and begins to work together to create value in a network. The collective voice of the members is louder in external circles than their individual voices. The information they share enhances their effectiveness. By creating value, the nascent network creates incentives for its members to stay in contact and work together.

In the third period, the network begins to attract new adherents. As the network gains value, others who prefer closely related sets of norms “convert” or, at least, espouse support for the cluster’s norms in order to gain access to the network and its benefits. In this way, the original seed becomes a central node and, in turn, begins to exercise power indirectly over other nodes by defining who participates in the network according to which normative beliefs. As the network grows and its value expands with each subsequent iteration, it draws in the next most closely related set of adherents. Like seeds, then, clusters that become large enough attract yet more members (molecules) and thus create an ordered, rigid structure (crystal) from a disordered society (liquid); in this third period, the system undergoes a phase transition from one state to another. From the initial cluster, a larger network forms, centered on the beliefs of that cluster. The larger the value created by the network, the greater the pull of participation and the power exercised by the center. In this way, the initial success of the seed builds upon itself: the greater the value created by the network, the more additional nodes are willing to compromise on their preferences in order to reap the benefits of membership in the network. And the greater the value created by the network, the greater the power of the central node to direct the network as a whole towards its preferred ends. 


As above, power is both necessary to and an emergent property of this process of diffusion. If the center exploits others and seizes a disproportionate share of the benefits created by the network, other nodes will exit. Exploitative centers create less value for others in the network, making further growth of the network unlikely. If the center restrains its demands and provides information and dispute resolution procedures, it not only gains power but builds a larger and more valuable network that, ultimately, diffuses its preferences more broadly. Success breeds further success.

In this model of network formation, it is not that innovations diffuse outward from the percolating cluster to an existing network, but rather that a network literally grows from the cluster or “seed.” Similarly, it is not that one set of ideas is more “normative” than others, but a particular set of ideas gets taken up by a seed and then attracts additional adherents because of the value the network itself creates. By attracting new members who benefit from their participation, one particular network is created from the larger universe of possible networks. In our case, one particular set of ideas about what constitutes human rights gets embodied in a network and, in the end, privileged over other possible sets of ideas that all had roughly equal standing at time zero. Substantively, the “seed” sets the agenda for the network. In the next section, we explore the seed of the human rights network, AI, and how this NGO’s particular conception of human rights came to dominate, and indeed become, the norm of the human rights network.


Over time, the power of the central node may appear to recede. Once the innovation has diffused broadly, and a network is created around selected principles, the network appears to become self-sustaining. As the network matures, the original innovation is “normalized” such that nodes within the network can barely imagine that it could have been otherwise. Nonetheless, even though it is seldom made manifest, the power of the central node still resides in the background and, indeed, grows ever stronger with the success of the network. 

Summary

With an eye toward the case of the international human rights network discussed below, we can summarize our attempt to inject politics into network theory in four broad conjectures. First, in political networks, the problem to be solved is not only facilitating cooperation between nodes but also resolving distributional struggles that arise from differences between nodes. Second, in scale-free networks, central nodes acquire power that privileges certain interests at the expense of others. Third, this agenda-setting power is particularly crucial – and, in fact, most clearly evident – at the network formation stage and may become less overt subsequently as it attains the status of a norm within a stable network. Fourth, both power and norms are emergent properties of networks. They are not given by external forces, but arise from the self-interest and practice of the members of the networks themselves. We now apply these insights to the case of AI and the international human rights network.

II. Networks and Human Rights

The 30 articles of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights (UDHR) enumerate a long list of rights, including the right to life and liberty (Art. 3), to an adequate standard of living (Art. 25), and to education (Art. 26). At the time the Declaration was written, all rights were strictly ideals toward which countries promised to strive in their own way and at their own time. Yet, as we shall see, by the beginning of the 1980s, an international human rights regime had emerged that focused almost entirely on civil and political rights, especially those associated with the treatment of political dissidents. Countries were willing to sanction one another for detaining or mistreating political prisoners, but not for the full range of human rights embodied in the UDHR. 

The story of the human rights regime is long and complicated and we do not attempt to treat all of its facets here, but we do highlight a previously neglected dimension brought into relief by network theory and the case of AI’s emergence in the 1960s. Where others have emphasized how networks diffuse norms, we attempt to demonstrate how AI’s network helped define human rights norms in the mid-20th century. We make two claims in this section, one about the establishment and functioning of the AI network in the 1960s, and one about how the structure of AI campaigns affected its advocacy. 

First, our case study shows that networks, even if they become egalitarian and flat, do not necessarily arise from such origins. AI’s early success comes from its organizational structure and the center’s ability to leverage a volunteer-based network. AI has struggled as an organizational paradox – hierarchical and heavily bureaucratic, but at the same time aspiring towards democratic ideals and volunteerism (Winston 2001). Whatever its organizational pathologies (see Hart 2001), AI pioneered its own method in grassroots human rights advocacy that not only separated it from predecessors like the International Committee of the Red Cross, but also contributed to the human rights TAN. We argue that this combination of hierarchical structure and grassroots mobilization actually helped propel the organization towards prominence. Although we lack data on the precise connections between nodes, AI appears to have approximated a scale-free network in its early days, with the IS in London acting as the central hub. This staff-based office continues to possess broad authority to set the agenda for the network as a whole. At the same time, the voluntary nature of the network and growing strength (particularly financial) of national sections has strengthened the hands of the lower-level nodes, leading to a loosening of London’s hold on the organization. In this chapter, we focus on AI’s letter-writing campaign which relies on a network structure to be effective. 

Second, AI was the seed around which the postwar human rights network crystallized. At the time AI formed, a network of human rights activists did not exist in the sense that we understand TANs now. AI galvanized activists in Europe and beyond, attracting those who had previously believed in human rights but had no venue or terminology with which to express their beliefs. It has not addressed or promoted all of the rights enumerated in the UDHR, narrowing the number of rights investigated in favor of covering more countries (Welch 2001), but its campaigns, particularly in the 1970s against countries in Latin America, had the effect of privileging a particular set of human rights which persisted largely unchallenged until the end of the Cold War. In the end, the regime adopted those rights propounded by AI and not other rights that had equal standing in the UDHR.
 Network theory helps us to understand this particular conception of norms as an emergent property of social interaction. 

Thus, our approach differs from previous efforts in political science by focusing on the politics of human rights, rather than politics and human rights. Using network theory, we show the implications of network structure (i.e. quantity and quality of connections) on the emergence of human rights norms; given a different initial seed, other norms might have emerged as “human rights.”

Amnesty International – A Primer 


When British lawyer Peter Benenson penned the now-famous 1961 London Observer editorial that highlighted the stories of eight “forgotten prisoners,” human rights had received broad acclaim but little real support in international politics. Benenson’s essay had the effect of mobilizing hundreds, rather than tens, of non-specialized, “regular” people in a grassroots movement. Following the publication of “The Forgotten Prisoners,” public support began pouring in: letters, donations, and information about other individuals who formed what eventually became known as “prisoners of conscience” (POCs). Benenson and two colleagues then began what was to become AI, the first grassroots, non-professional human rights organization. Holding to a narrow focus on POCs, they emphasized the reasons for which the dissidents had been incarcerated and the conditions inside the prisons. Prisoner adoption groups were set up to follow the cases of these prisoners through letters written to prisoners and offending government officials. In December 1961, the first country section outside of the UK was established in West Germany. The next year, other national sections began in Australia, Belgium, France, Greece, Ireland, the Netherlands, Norway, Sweden, Switzerland, and the United States, and Amnesty added “International” to its name. Two years after Benenson’s piece, the Amnesty network had grown from small groups that mainly exploited extant community organizations to the foundation of the international network that is the NGO today. Since its founding, AI notably won the Nobel Peace Prize in 1977 for its coverage of Argentina’s “dirty war.” It was also instrumental in the attainment of the UN Convention Against Torture, which was drafted in December 1984 and went into effect June 1987 (Clark 2001). These accomplishments, subsequent international human rights efforts, and its network structure have resulted in AI’s prominent position among other human rights NGOs.

Today, Amnesty’s mission is “to undertake research and action focused on preventing and ending grave abuses of the rights to physical and mental integrity, freedom of conscience and expression, and freedom from discrimination, within the context of its work to promote all human rights.”
 As stated in its statute, AI (1) addresses all political actors, state and non-state; (2) provides information on human rights abuses quickly, publicly and accurately; and (3) provides education on human rights. It not only continues the tradition of adopting prisoners, but has expanded it activities beyond letters to more generalized regional and issue-centric campaigns, as well as cultivating influence at the UN and international organization level. It campaigns internationally against human rights abuses, facilitates networks of professionals and activists, fundraises, provides input to policymakers (especially the UN), and organizes letter-writing campaigns for those it feels are wrongfully imprisoned. As a self-proclaimed “international movement,”
 AI engages in multiple functions – lobbying, direct advocacy, and research in the field.
Power and Structure


Currently, the IS in London has more than 410 staff members and a coalition of 120 volunteers from 50 countries.
  The IS, itself a hierarchical organization, is the central node in the AI network. It has agenda-setting power as a result of both the structure of AI and its adherence to a self-imposed mandate that limits the scope of cases that fall within its reach. Nonetheless, the power of the center is constrained by the voluntary quality of the network and the dependence of the center on cooperation and financial support from the lower-level nodes. Moreover, AI demonstrates network qualities because nodal relations are reciprocal and participating as part of AI produces greater benefits than any one node working alone. In fact, given the letter-writing advocacy of Urgent Action campaigns, we argue that AI’s networked structure is what generates the NGO’s efficacy.

The tension within the NGO between its hierarchical center and extended grassroots network structure is precisely what makes it a good case to look at from a network perspective. On the one hand, it has 1.8 million activists claiming membership. On the other hand, it has historically been fiercely protective of what it produces, especially the research generated out of the London office, its reputation of impartiality and professionalism, and its self-imposed limits on what it can do, reflected in its mandate (Korey 1968, 21). The balance between these two priorities results in a network of professionalized country sections and volunteer groups that are composed of local and campus units. Individual members who pay their dues are also part of the Amnesty universe. The structure AI has adopted makes sense for its goal of achieving both unified purpose and diverse representation.

At the international level, daily operations are overseen by the IS in London, led by the Secretary General. Every two years or so the International Council, composed of elected representatives from AI’s sections, meets and discusses changes to the Statute, as well as any other concerns the collected members might have (Winston 2001). The International Council also elects the nine-member International Executive Committee, which oversees the organization’s priorities and policies according to what is decided at these meetings. The International Executive Committee appoints the Secretary General.

A primary task of the IS in London is to research individual cases of prisoner abuse. To ensure the integrity of its research, as well as its accuracy and impartiality, nearly all research is conducted in-house at the IS and the information is disseminated to national offices and then on to the membership in a top-down fashion. The large number of potential cases for AI to investigate and declare POCs gives London considerable influence and the ability to set the agenda for the organization. Members, national offices, and others may bring cases to the attention of the London office, but only the central node can declare a country in violation of the rights of particular prisoners. This is the filter through which all accusations of human rights abuses must pass. 

Despite this centralized structure, the national sections have considerable flexibility in implementing the priorities and distributing responsibility for the campaigns to support individual POCs. Country sections mirror the institutions at the international level, with an Executive Director who is appointed by the membership-elected Board of Directors. S/he is in charge of the administrative staff in the country section. The staff helps coordinate the membership’s activities. Sections also conduct Annual General Meetings, at which members come together to learn more about what is going on in their sections. Although AI has been seen as centralized because of the importance of the IS and the London staff in the day-to-day, country sections maintain a great deal of leeway in executing the mandate.

AI is also “networked” through the center’s dependence on finances provided by the national sections. Every year, national sections send funds to the IS as part of their voluntary contribution for being part of the network. Many of the concessions the IS has made in terms of allowing national sections to pursue their own advocacy campaigns have been a result of large sections like the AIUSA leveraging their economic contributions; after all, AIUSA contributes more than other national sections to the IS coffers and has demanded a measure of choice in conducting its affairs.

Seeds of Change – The Early Years of the Human Rights Network


If there is anything that Amnesty can rightfully claim credit for in the human rights network, it is the concept of the POC as a definition of human rights. Within AI, POC is a concept that many have remained loyal to, seeing POC cases as the lifeblood of the NGO. As a consequence, this focus pushed AI towards an emphasis on civil and political rights, reflecting a liberal democratic position.
 More importantly, the concept has had an impact outside of the NGO. AI’s focus on individual claims to universal political and civil rights, we argue, was important in setting the human rights agenda and constituting the human rights network as it has developed over time. AI’s focus on the unjustly imprisoned and its successful advocacy opened up a channel for other like-minded NGOs and activists to follow, giving activists a shared language (Kaufman 1991) and a common injustice against which to agitate.
AI does not cover the gamut of rights enumerated in the UDHR; rather, it selected several rights from the beginning to focus on in its campaigns. As the organization grew, more issues were added to the original concerns about imprisonment based on one’s beliefs. However, this core notion of the POC is indicative both of Amnesty’s approach to human rights and how the organization narrowed the scope of what qualified as “human rights.” It is critical to think about the narrowness of AI’s initial mandate as political, practical, and strategic with implications for internal organizational dynamics and the human rights TAN. 

Setting the Principles

“Prisoner of conscience” is defined as, “any person who is physically restrained (by imprisonment or otherwise) from expressing (in any form of words or symbols) any opinion which he honestly holds and which does not advocate or condone personal violence” (Benenson 1961, as quoted in Clark 2001: 12). The violence clause came under scrutiny in the case of Nelson Mandela. Adopted as a POC in 1962 because of his history of organizing African strikes in protest of apartheid, Mandela was convicted on the charge of sabotage in 1964. The definition of POC has been debated and revised repeatedly in AI’s history, as groups have been included or excluded under the label, but the Mandela case was the first major dilemma members faced, with both his prominence as the anti-apartheid
 leader and his advocacy of violent techniques. In the end, the NGO chose to take away Mandela’s designation as a POC, but still advocated his release from life imprisonment.

The Mandela debate shows several things about the NGO. For one, AI resisted his imprisonment on the basis of its terms, without coming out against apartheid. Amnesty as an organization has sought to defend the rights of all political prisoners regardless of their beliefs. Secondly, the Mandela debate shows the importance of definitions for AI in determining whether an individual falls under the “AI rubric.” AI dropped Mandela’s POC status because of his involvement in violence despite wide international sympathy for his cause.

At times, AI’s limited mandate and impartiality have been controversial. Because it viewed apartheid as ideological and therefore beyond its mandate, AI tried to maintain an impartial political stance on state policy, while advocating a change in practice on the individual level. It also refused to advocate economic sanctions against South Africa. These two policy positions led to AI “falling off the boat” on the worldwide movement against South Africa’s racial practices. But in not taking a stance on apartheid, Amnesty maintained its position against passing judgments on ideology, choosing impartiality. This is an example of how “Amnesty activists would not ‘use’ human rights as a tool for advancing other agendas” (Hart 2001, 139).

POCs have endured through the 40-odd years that the NGO has been in existence. An important part of the seed set at AI’s origins, POCs have become embedded in the discourse of those working on human rights (Kaufman 1991) and have provided AI’s international audiences with enduring symbols of individuals imprisoned for their beliefs (Winston 2001). Because of the success of POCs as a concept, those organizations that followed Amnesty in international human rights advocacy have had to reckon with the prominence and effect of focusing on individuals in specific cases of political abuse. One way in which the idea of POCs propagated was through the success of AI’s Urgent Action campaigns (UAs) in the 1970s, which employed the structure of AI on a large-scale basis.

Urgent Action and the Network Nature of AI

Though London sets the agenda for the organization, the implementation of decisions from the center by the national offices and membership is quite flexible. This is seen most clearly in AI’s UA campaigns, which extended the original group-based writing campaigns for which AI is famous. UAs are not only one of the easier and more common ways for people to get involved with Amnesty projects, but they are also the primary way by which AI publicizes individual cases of abuse. 


UA campaigns began in 1973 and were initially part of Amnesty’s Campaign Against Torture.  They have gradually come to include all POCs. Urgent Action is what it sounds like: a quick and large campaign designed to last only four to six weeks, mounted on behalf of a prisoner. The UA campaigns employ the tactic of immediate inundation: letters, faxes, emails, and telegrams are sent to relevant personnel in countries where a prisoner’s rights are violated. In part, this flood of communications is a written warning that human rights abuses will not go unnoticed, but the letter campaigns also demonstrate that these prisoners are not forgotten internationally, even in their imprisonment. This was true in the first UA case, whose captors found the support he received significant enough let him go.
 


The process of UA case compilation is intricate, and yet done quickly – speed is one of the key ingredients in eliciting government response. Country experts at the international headquarters in London gather information firsthand, and verify the details with local networks and domestic NGOs. Even though they can be tipped off by other NGOs and individuals regarding potential POCs, cases are selected by the researchers at AI’s headquarters. Amnesty’s efforts in recent years have expanded its relationships with domestic NGOs. Instead of relying heavily on its own resources, AI has formed tight relationships with trusted domestic sources. After the researchers in London confirm the information on a prisoner and set the urgency level and the primary objective of the case, a bulletin is distributed to country-level chapters. Worldwide, there are close to 50,000 members in the UA network.

For example, bulletins from the IS in London are dispersed to AIUSA UA, located in Washington D.C. These bulletins, which contain information on the individual being imprisoned, including the reason for imprisonment, are then distributed to the rest of the national network of 12,000 individuals, groups, and chapters of AI. These chapters in turn distribute UA bulletins to their respective networks of letter-writers. The number of people contacted to write letters per UA depends on 1) the volunteer’s level of commitment and 2) the strategy that the national UA office decides to adopt in terms of volume of letters.


While there are no formal rules preventing local groups from contacting officials at the international level, the likelihood of them doing so is lower than contacting the nearest staff in their respective country sections. The lower levels of the organization are less well-connected than those higher up. Additionally, although there are methods to facilitate membership input, leaders within the sections tend to make the key decisions. Information is distributed more or less downward, with a high concentration of it in the hands of the staff in London. This is especially evident in the case of UA. Individuals are selected by researchers based at headquarters after careful consideration of the facts and appropriateness of the case for AI, and the information is filtered down to the country-level UA office, where the national director decides how and when to distribute the work for each campaign. Members receive information and shoot letters off as quickly as possible according to the guidelines provided on that particular case.


However, UA is not a story about a simple hierarchical relationship. Unlike a system of coercion where A uses threats and punishments to B to produce an outcome desirable for A, the relationship between members and staff, national and international, is voluntary and mutually beneficial. Members who participate in UA gain from contributing their part to the global human rights movement. Letter-writers rely on the reports that researchers provide, accept AI’s information as factually correct, and spend time and money sending correspondence via fax, mail, and email. This reduces their costs of “participation” in the movement. In turn, the pressure that any individual can bring to bear on a foreign government is multiplied many times by being part of a network of activists. Because they are likely to be more effective in improving human rights practices – even if this is not easily measured or acknowledged – individuals prefer to work within AI rather than outside it. This is the benefit of being part of the network that is Amnesty. There is no sanctioning or monitoring process that ensures people write the letters they promise to write, but letters continue to be written on behalf of prisoners and individuals. By one estimation, 3000 letters go out per UA, with 300-400 in the United States alone.
 

Without these thousands of volunteers, in turn, UA would be less effective, and a large part of AI’s public image and effectiveness would be lost. AI has incentives to listen to its membership and must find ways to entice new and current members into its grassroots projects. Because it does not limit itself to writing reports and lobbying international organizations and leaders, AI must contend with the benefits and drawbacks of having members all over the world who want different things from their affiliation with Amnesty. In this way, the center is constrained from exploiting its power and must work with rather than simply command the other members of its network. 

Nonetheless, the center possesses an important measure of power. In accepting guidance from London on who should be targeted in the letter campaigns, members de facto implement the priorities of the center. By following the directives from the center, they put into practice the particular conception of human rights favored by London. But conversely, the center has continued to have a large and growing audience to which it issues priorities. Volunteers contribute the bulk of the labor in UA campaigns, and carry out the work on their own time. The nodes in the network reinforce the power of the center.

The Politics of Principles: Why Some Rights and Not Others

Given the case of the UA network and POCs, we argue that networks matter for propagating ideas about human rights, and by extension, norms. The countervailing argument by Keck and Sikkink (1998, 26-27) points to several characteristics of issues that lend themselves to TANs. First, the issue should point to a clear choice between right and wrong, which “arouse strong feelings, allow[ing] networks to recruit … and infuse meaning into these volunteer activities.” Moreover, issues that involve bodily harm and legal equality of opportunity seem to be best suited for effective TAN activity. Finally, issues should provide a causal story – stopping one activity should lead to righting a wrong. As a prominent NGO, we might expect Amnesty to have followed this formula, and to have pushed issues for these reasons. However, given its conservative history, we argue that in fact issues are chosen not for their prima facie fit along these lines. Rather, issues are chosen because they fit the conception of human rights that Amnesty laid out early on in its existence. In this way, issues do not make the network; the network makes the issues. Though this is consistent with Watts’ assertion that the successful diffusion depends less on the characteristics of the issue itself than on the structure of the network (2003, 244), our political approach emphasizes how the focus on prisoners initially crystallized in a network and how it spread into the human rights network in general. 

Like other organizations with limited resources, the leadership of AI has to carefully wade through a plethora of information to find the cases and issues that it wants to pursue based on organizational priorities. Indeed, in comparison to an organization like Human Rights Watch (HRW), Amnesty’s scope is smaller in terms of reporting on types of human rights violations, but its coverage in terms of countries is larger (Welch 2001).
 This decision-making process is easily lost when we think of human rights NGOs and other actors in this area as “principled” actors, rather than instrumental actors with a principled purpose.


This, however, it not a story merely about administrating a non-profit organization. What we claim here is that “principle” is in large part determined by the central nodes in the network, which then disseminate norms of behavior through their decrees and actions. We take Amnesty’s historical reluctance to deviate from the POC and civil and political rights rubric as setting a seed in the human rights network and practice. This practice did not receive significant challenges from other human rights organizations until at least the end of the Cold War.


Principles are not givens – they are defined and refined by the actors who practice and preach the principles. In other words, to conceptualize human rights NGOs as “principled” misses the basis by which we evaluate them to be such. AI and other organizations are principled not only because they promote human rights, but also because they say so. As the forerunner to grassroots, international activism against human rights abuses, AI set the agenda for subsequent practitioners of human rights. As evidence of this precedent, its biggest competitor, HRW, began as an NGO dedicated to protecting the civil and political rights enumerated in the Helsinki Accords, which ensured protection from arbitrary arrest for political dissension. 


AI’s early success cannot be simplified to the sensationalism of suffering or legality in terms of equal opportunity. Amnesty focused the human rights agenda on political prisoners, which did not always involve gory stories of physical abuse or make equality claims. Rather, they made claims against states for imprisoning individuals based on beliefs, rather than tangible crimes. As it tackled a greater number of issues, Amnesty tried to limit its mandate to issues consistent with its civil and political rights commitment. And for many years, the human rights TAN stuck to this narrow conception of human rights.

Although Amnesty is understood as being impartial towards any particular government, it has been accused of being partial towards Western conceptions of rights (Mutua 2001). There is an obvious truth to this criticism. Of the 30 articles of the UDHR, AI originally focused on the promotion of only those dealing with politically-motivated prosecutions and the treatment of prisoners – neglecting a broad range of other principles articulated in the Declaration. While it has attempted in many ways to maintain its neutral approach, at the end of the day AI is pushing a largely liberal-democratic notion of human rights (civil and political). This may be its largest and most enduring impact on the international human rights regime. Out of all the rights that the movement could have attempted to promote, AI as the seed of the human rights movement attracted adherents and fellow activists to rally under the banner of prisoners’ rights rather than other rights. In this way, AI as the first and most prominent NGO in the human rights TAN crystallized the movement in a way that reflected its own priorities.

Amnesty’s influence on the conception of human rights, and of the human rights network it spawned more generally, can be seen most clearly perhaps in the pattern of economic sanctions imposed on countries due to their human rights violations. Sanctions indicate what practices are deemed sufficiently reprehensible by others to warrant carrying out punishments that are costly not only for the target but for the “enforcer” as well. Table 1 summarizes by decade all sanctions episodes between 1900 and 1990, and the percentage of all sanctions that were enacted for human rights violations. The first human rights sanctions began only in the 1960s, and then expanded dramatically in the 1970s and 1980s to over one-third of all sanctions episodes. This coincides with the period when, we argue, AI and the human rights network more first succeeded in establishing a norm of international human rights practices. 

More specifically, Table 2 summarizes all human rights sanctions episodes by the specific rights being violated. The final columns summarize our coding of the cases into those that were enacted over the treatment of POCs, the core of AI’s activities, for civil and political rights violations more generally, and for economic, social, and cultural rights violations (codings are not exclusive, such that any sanctions episode may include multiple categories of rights violations). Consistent with Amnesty’s narrow focus on prisoner’s rights and related practices, Table 2 indicates that early sanctions episodes focused on the treatment of political dissidents. The noteworthy exceptions are the decades long fight against Apartheid, economic expropriations or Cold War issues (e.g., Kampuchea). Not until the later 1970s did broader civil and political rights become the targets of sanctions and not until the later 1980s do we find the first case that included economic, social, and civil right violations. Amnesty and its initial emphasis on political prisoners served not only as the seed of the transnational human rights network, but also helped define those practices for which states first sanctioned gross violators.

Tables 1 and 2 about here



Conclusion



The case of AI has important implications for network theory. Precisely because different rights exist and individuals, societies, and states have different preferences over these rights, networks – especially advocacy networks – are inherently political entities requiring a political explanation. Unlike theories which focus on the quality of ideas and the effect of external norm entrepreneurs in creating and spreading norms, our conception of how norms are created and spread relies upon an analysis of network structure, which determines the direction of information flows within the network. TANs, which have largely been described as principled, rather than political actors, can evince wide disparities of power between nodes. These power differentials in turn affect the output – the norms – of the network. The power of the norms advocated by the network depends on how successful the network is at gaining adherents. AI succeeded in setting the norms of human rights as a consequence of two factors: the capability of the central node, the IS, to control the content of the AI human rights agenda and its ability to attract new adherents.  


Norms are emergent properties of networks.  The structure of advocacy networks affects their ability to create and disseminate norms.  Looser networks lack a strong central node, which in turn hobbles the network’s ability to coordinate action and control normative content. The relative importance of all nodes in the network means that a uniform set of norms will be harder to create, and in some cases, this lack of coordination and hierarchy may be a deliberate strategy.  AI’s scale-free network, by contrast, firmly ensconces the IS as the central node of the network, giving it control over membership and normative agenda.  The IS can therefore both encourage a certain type of member to join the network and maintain control over which cases become “Amnesty cases,” a key factor in maintaining a coherent and, indeed, restricted conception of human rights.  

Furthermore, the case of AI illustrates how power is an emergent property of networks. As an early mover with a particular conception of human rights, AI set an agenda that attracted shared adherents. As their collective efforts reinforced one another, the initial agenda attracted more adherents into a “movement.” As the concept of a “seed” suggests, success brought more success. But as the organization expanded, not only did it propagate a particular conception of human rights, the power of the central node increased. As AI succeeded, the value of belonging to that organization also increased, reinforcing the agenda-setting power of the IS in London.  The network created its own inertial effect in terms of attracting new nodes, which in turn increased the central node’s power within the AI network, but also more broadly in international politics as it emerged as a political force in the 1970s with its outspokenness in Latin America.  As the political value of AI grew with its reputation, joining its network became more valuable and desirable.  This, in turn, gave the IS more influence over many more human rights activists, and increased its power as the normative agenda setter of international human rights.


A particular set of norms focused on prisoners’ rights emerged as a result of AI’s efforts. Although other human rights existed not just in the UDHR but in subsequent, more binding conventions, a certain subset of them continued to receive attention from NGOs and states –  rights upon which AI had concentrated its efforts (and had been successful in pursuing). Network theory’s focus on structure advances our understanding of how non-state actors can affect international politics through the creation of norms. Rather than focusing on the quality of the norm pursued, network theory helps us evaluate the reason why some norms float and others sink by examining the flow of information and power within TANs themselves.

Table 1. Economic Sanctions Episodes by Decade, 1900-1990

	Decade
	Human Rights-based Sanctions
	Total Sanctions 
	Human Rights Sanctions as a Percentage of Total Sanctions

	1910-1919
	0
	3
	0%

	1920-1929
	0
	2
	0%

	1930-1939
	0
	5
	0%

	1940-1949
	0
	9
	0%

	1950-1959
	0
	13
	0%

	1960-1969
	1
	22
	4.5%

	1970-1979
	14
	37
	37.8%

	1980-1989
	9
	25
	36%


Source: Hufbauer, Schott, and Elliott (1990) and Drury (1998). For those cases we code as “human rights” sanctions see Table 2. 

Table 2. Human Rights Sanctions, 1900-1990: Treatment of POCs, General Civil and Political Rights (CPR), and Economic, Social, and Cultural Rights (ESCR)

	Case No.
	Countries
	Year begin
	Hufbauer, Schott and Elliott Issue Summary
	Human Rights Issue
	POCs
	CPR
	ESCR

	62-2
	UN v. S. Africa *
	1962
	Apartheid
	apartheid
	
	X
	

	72-1
	UK & US v. Uganda
	1972
	Idi Amin
	property seizure, disappearances
	X
	X
	

	73-2
	US v. S. Korea
	1973
	Human rights
	political prisoners
	X
	
	

	73-3
	US v. Chile
	1973
	Human rights
	torture, illegal detention
	X
	
	

	75-5
	US v. Kampuchea *
	1975
	Aftermath of Vietnam War
	forcible evacuation, refugees
	
	X
	

	76-1
	US v. Uruguay
	1976
	Human rights
	torture, political prisoners
	X
	
	

	76-3
	US v. Ethiopia
	1976
	Expropriation; human rights
	property seizure, killings
	
	X
	

	77-1
	US v. Paraguay
	1977
	Human rights
	political prisoners, torture
	X
	
	

	77-2
	US v. Guatemala
	1977
	Human rights
	political killings
	X
	
	

	77-3
	US v. Argentina
	1977
	Human rights
	political prisoners, torture, disappearances
	X
	
	

	77-5
	US v. Nicaragua *
	1977
	Somoza
	dissident suppression
	X
	
	

	77-6
	US v. El Salvador
	1977
	Human rights
	torture, disappearances, political persecution
	X
	
	

	77-7
	US v. Brazil
	1977
	Human rights
	human rights
	
	X
	

	78-5
	US v. USSR *
	1978
	Dissident trials
	political prisoners
	X
	
	

	79-4
	US v. Bolivia
	1979
	Democracy; human rights; drug traffic
	coup, press censorship, human rights
	
	X
	

	81-2
	US v. Poland *
	1981
	(no case study)
	Free dissidents/Solidarity
	X
	X
	

	82-2
	Netherlands & US v. Suriname
	1982
	Human rights/Cuban-Libyan influence
	political killings, human rights
	X
	X
	

	83-3
	US v. Zimbabwe **
	1983
	Foreign policy; Matabeleland 
	dissident suppression
	X
	
	

	83-4
	US & OECS v. Grenada
	1983
	Restore democracy; human rights
	suppression of elections
	
	X
	

	87-2
	US v. Haiti
	1987
	Elections; human rights; drug smuggling
	dissident suppression, human rights
	X
	X
	

	88-1
	Japan, West Germany, & US v. Burma
	1988
	Human rights; elections
	dissident suppression, political prisoners
	X
	
	

	88-2
	US & UK v. Somalia
	1988
	Human rights; civil war
	human rights
	
	X
	

	89-2
	US v. China *
	1989
	(no case study)
	Tiananmen Square Massacre
	X
	X
	

	89-3
	US v. Sudan
	1989
	Human rights; civil war
	dissident suppression, political rights, food distribution
	X
	X
	X


Source: See Table 1.

* Not coded as "human rights" in Hufbauer, Schott, and Elliott (1990) or Drury (1998). 
** Coded as human rights by Drury (1998) but not Hufbauer, Schott and Elliott (1990).
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� The prize winning study of Keck and Sikkink (1998) was, admittedly, published before the recent explosion in network theory. Nonetheless, they do not directly cite the earlier work by sociologists like Stanley Milgram (1967) and Mark Granovetter (1973).  This is not a criticism of these political scientists; our point is simply that the literatures have developed independently and with little apparent interaction. An exception is Hafner-Burton and Montgomery (2006).


� Network theory has developed in apparent ignorance of the work on networks in political science as well (an exception is Watts 2003, 253-289). 


� There is an abundant literature concerning networks in sociology (Powell 1990; Podolny and Page 1998). These analyses tend to focus on what differentiates networks from hierarchies and markets, in effect, creating networks as a category. 


� See Barabasi (2003, 41-78) and Watts (2003, 43-100)


� Emirbayer and Goodwin (1994) criticize sociological network analysis for neglecting the role of agency. Their concern, however, is the role of culture rather than power. Not surprisingly, economists are the exception to this rule. See Jackson (2005).


�  See Watts’ (2003, 254-260) discussion of Toyota’s supply system for an example.


� Hafner-Burton and Montgomery (2006) refer to power as “prestige,” but otherwise overlap with our discussion. 


� A notable exception is Padgett and Ansell (1993), which demonstrates the Medici rise to power through their positions in and leveraging of the social and economic networks in Renaissance Florence.


� Nodes within a network can differ in power for many reasons, including some unrelated to their position in the network. Here, we focus on endogenous sources of power within networks.


� The third face of power is typically described as influencing the preferences of others so that they “want what you want them to want” (Lukes 1977). This parallels our notion of norms emergence developed in the section on diffusion below. 


� Although it might be argued that civil and political rights were more normatively important than other kinds of rights because of the nature of the non-derogable rights outlined in the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (1966), we point to the aspirational UDHR as evidence that normatively different kinds of rights had equal standing, even if legally some were given more importance than others. Laws are not necessarily norms, and the converse is also true.


� Taken from “AI – Statute of AI” http://web.amnesty.org/pages/aboutai-statute-eng , accessed February 6, 2005. The Statute may be amended by supermajority at the biennial meetings of the International Council.


� AI refers to itself as such in its Statute, which can be found at: � HYPERLINK "http://web.amnesty.org/web/web.nsf/print/aboutai-statute-eng" ��http://web.amnesty.org/web/web.nsf/print/aboutai-statute-eng�, accessed February 6, 2005.


� Taken from “Amnesty International – Facts and Figures” � HYPERLINK "http://web.amnesty.org/web/web.nsf/print/aboutai-facts-eng" ��http://web.amnesty.org/web/web.nsf/print/aboutai-facts-eng�, accessed February 6, 2005.


� Correspondence with AIUSA Director, Individual Giving Louis Lo Ré, February 15, 2005.


� The early history of AI is compiled from a number of sources: Amnesty’s own websites (� HYPERLINK "http://www.amnesty.org" ��www.amnesty.org� and � HYPERLINK "http://www.amnestyusa.org" ��www.amnestyusa.org�), Larsen 1978; Power 1981; Korey 1998; Clark 2001; Welch 2001; Winston 2001.


� See Howard and Donnelly (1986) and Sikkink (1998) for relationship between human rights and liberal states.


� However, as Winston (2001) notes, Amnesty never took an official stance on apartheid, citing it as an “ideological” – and therefore non-Amnesty – issue (see p. 33).


� Anecdote from AI publication “The 30th Anniversary of the Urgent Action Network.” 


� Telephone interview with AIUSA UA director Scott Harrison, January 31, 2004.


� See also � HYPERLINK "http://www.hrw.org/about/whoweare.html" ��http://www.hrw.org/about/whoweare.html� and � HYPERLINK "http://web.amnesty.org/pages/aboutai-index-eng" ��http://web.amnesty.org/pages/aboutai-index-eng�, accessed February 17, 2005.


� For a fuller discussion of “principled” actors, see Keck and Sikkink (1998); Clark (2001).


� It is also difficult to cull out a causal mechanism in the issue: Amnesty’s letter-writers protested the ill-treatment and unjust imprisonment of individuals, and demanded that states adhere to the UDHR. Letter-writers wrote not because they were promised a causal outcome, but because of a wrong being committed, and the desire to at least protest its continuance. 
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