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How do states respond to these recommendations, some of

which may ask them to engage in significant domestic human

rights reform? In this article, we introduce the Women's Rights

Compliance Database (WRCD), which allows scholars to

answer this and a number of related questions. The WRCD

provides compliance data on 2,558 recommendations across

three institutions: CEDAW, the UPR, and the European Court

of Human Rights. This article introduces the conceptual and

empirical foundations of the WRCD and provides descriptive

statistics of the data. Then, we situate the WRCD within the

larger body of compliance data and illustrate how it not only

fills a critical gap in the human rights compliance data land-

scape but also facilitates a robust future research agenda.

La legalizacion de los derechos humanos internacionales ha
provocado una explosion en el nimero de recomendaciones
que los Estados reciben cada ano en lo que se refiere a sus
practicas nacionales en materia de derechos humanos. ;Cémo
responden los Estados a estas recomendaciones, algunas de
las cuales pueden pedirles que lleven a cabo importantes
reformas internas en materia de derechos humanos? En este
articulo, presentamos la Base de Datos sobre el Cumplimiento
de los Derechos de la Mujer (WRCD, por sus siglas en inglés),
que permite a los investigadores contestar no solo esta pre-
gunta, sino también una serie de preguntas relacionadas. La
WRCD proporciona datos sobre el cumplimiento de 2558 reco-
mendaciones en tres instituciones: La Convencion sobre la
Eliminacion de Todas las Formas de Discriminacion contra la
Mujer (CETFDCM), el Examen Periédico Universal (EPU) y el
Tribunal Europeo de Derechos Humanos (TEDH). Este articulo
presenta los fundamentos conceptuales y empiricos de la
WRCD vy ofrece estadisticas descriptivas de los datos. A contin-
uacion, posicionamos la WRCD dentro del conjunto mas
amplio de datos sobre el cumplimiento de los derechos
humanos e ilustramos cémo no solo cubre un vacio critico en
el panorama de los datos sobre el cumplimiento de los
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derechos humanos, sino que también facilita una sélida base
para la investigacion futura.

L'apparition d'une législation internationale en matiere de
droits humains a entrainé une explosion du nombre de
recommandations émises chaque année aux différents Etats
en ce qui concerne leurs pratiques nationales dans ce
domaine. Comment les Etats répondent-ils a ces recommanda-
tions, certaines les invitant a mettre en place d'importantes
réformes dans le domaine des droits humains ? Dans cet art-
icle, nous présentons la WRCD, la Women'’s Rights Compliance
Database (base de données sur la conformité en matiere de
droits des femmes), qui permet aux chercheurs de trouver la
réponse a cette question et a un certain nombre d'autres sur
le sujet. La WRCD propose des données de conformité rela-
tives a 2558 recommandations, englobant trois institutions : le
CEDAW (Comité pour I'élimination de la discrimination a
I'égard des femmes), 'EPU (Examen périodique universel) et la
Cour européenne des droits de 'homme. Cet article présente
les bases conceptuelles et empiriques de la WRCD et fournit
des statistiques descriptives pour les données utilisées. Nous
situons ensuite la WRCD au sein d'un corpus élargi de
données de conformité, et démontrons que non seulement
elle vient combler une lacune dans le paysage des données
relatives aux droits humains, mais également qu’elle favorise
I'élaboration d’un futur solide programme de recherche.

The proliferation of international human rights treaties and organizations
since the end of World War II has led to an explosion in the number of
human rights-related recommendations that states receive each year. These
recommendations, which are discrete obligations imposed by international
human rights organizations to improve human rights conditions in mem-
ber states, range from general statements on human rights practices to spe-
cific directives regarding domestic policies. We differentiate between
compliance with the recommendations and the attainment of broader nor-
mative human rights goals. We conceptualize compliance with these recom-
mendations as part of the progressive realization of human rights that takes
place long after the treaty ratification stage (Fariss 2014; Haglund and
Hillebrecht 2020).

While the existing literature has significantly advanced our collective
understanding of why states comply with international human rights law
and recommendations, two significant gaps remain. First, the existing lit-
erature identifies domestic institutions as the main drivers of compliance
(Cole 2013; Dai 2005, 2014; Goodman and Pegram 2011; Haglund 2020a,
2020b; Hill and Watson 2019; Hillebrecht 2014a, 2014b; Viljoen and Louw
2007). This emphasis on domestic institutions obscures variations in com-
pliance within states, and particularly within democracies.
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Second, the existing conceptualizations of compliance are agnostic about
how states process and comply with the recommendations they receive,
focusing instead on the compliance outcome (Donald, Long, and Speck
2020; Hawkins and Jacoby 2010; Murray and Long 2015; von Staden 2018).
By focusing on the ultimate outcome rather than the process of compli-
ance, the existing measures of compliance are unable to answer the ques-
tion of how states address the recommendations they receive. And they
receive a LOT of recommendations.

Since its inception in 2006, the UN’s Universal Periodic Review (UPR)
process has generated 64,164 discrete recommendations concerning states’
human rights practices (UPR-info 2021a). The European Court of Human
Rights (ECtHR) has handed down 21,651 judgments since its establishment
in 1959. Meanwhile, the Committee on the Elimination of Discrimination
against Women (CEDAW) issued 1,946 recommendations on violence
against women and women’s economic rights between 2007 and 2016.
After international human rights institutions issue all of these recommen-
dations and rulings, what happens? Our dataset, The Women’s Rights
Compliance Database (WRCD) provides researchers with new data that can
help answer this and other key questions about compliance.

In what follows, we first outline the theoretical foundations of the
WRCD and discuss how these data reflect a novel conceptualization and
operationalization of compliance with international human rights institu-
tions’ rulings and recommendations. We then introduce the WRCD,
describe its scope, and the coding procedures we used to collect the data.
Next, we provide descriptive statistics of the data. The penultimate section
of the paper illustrates how the WRCD fills a critical gap in the human
rights compliance data landscape. We conclude by discussing the robust
research agenda these data can facilitate.

Reconceptualizing Compliance: Disrupting the Democracy Myth

Recent scholarship on compliance with international human rights institu-
tions’ recommendations broadly suggests that democracies are more likely
to comply with international human rights treaties, rulings, and recommen-
dations than their non-democratic counterparts (Hill and Watson 2019;
Huneeus 2011; Viljoen and Louw 2007; Gaer 2003). Democratic institutions
create compliance coalitions (Cardenas 2007; Hillebrecht 2012; von Staden
2018); activate domestic mobilization (Simmons 2009; Haglund and Welch
2021); generate action within legislatures (Stiansen 2019); or engage with
domestic judicial actors and processes (Huneeus 2011; Gali and Bruch
2011; Haglund 2020a). These recommendations also can empower execu-
tives to engage in human rights policy change (Haglund 2020b).
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The compliance literature’s focus on democratic institutions masks critic-
ally important variations in compliance within and across democracies (see,
for instance, the discussion in Wade 2015; and Hill and Watson 2019).
Take, for example, Denmark. As one of Europe’s most robust democracies,
Denmark’s compliance rate with the recommendations and rulings it
receives is higher than most other states." And yet, Danish compliance is
neither perfect nor uncomplicated. In 2009, for example, Denmark received
a recommendation from CEDAW to reduce gender inequality in pay by
employing gender-sensitive job evaluation systems (Committee on the
Elimination of Discrimination Against Women 2009). Denmark declined to
comply with the recommendation, contending that, “discrimination is a
minor problem” (Kingdom of Denmark 2013, 25).

Interviews with government and civil society stakeholders in Denmark
revealed that compliance with international recommendations such as this
2009 CEDAW recommendation get derailed because domestic actors must
decide which recommendations to prioritize, how to coordinate across
domestic agencies, and whether a particular recommendation is logistically
feasible and politically resonant (Interview #566 2019; Interview #158
2019). By better understanding how compliance unfolds, scholars and prac-
titioners alike are better positioned to understand variations in compliance
both across and within states, including robust democracies.”

Overview of the Women'’s Rights Compliance Database (WRCD)

The Women’s Rights Compliance Database offers nuanced information
about compliance with 2,559 rulings and recommendations across 47
European states and three institutions: CEDAW, the UPR, and the
European Court of Human Rights.” These data enable research on how
state compliance varies by state characteristics, including variations both
between and within regime types as well as with regard to characteristics of
the recommendations themselves.* The WRCD also facilitates research that
examines the differences, if any, in how states comply with the different
types of international obligations, such as binding rulings from the ECtHR
and recommendations from CEDAW and the UPR. The WRCD data begin

"Throughout this article, we refer to compliance as compliance with recommendations. We do not mean that
states have fully implemented the ideals of the institutions providing recommendations, but rather that states
have complied with particular recommendations made by these bodies. For example, if a state receives a
recommendation to reduce gender inequality by taking X action, we code the state’s compliance with X action.

2We suggest that the often used, semi-synonymous terms of implementation (of recommendations) and
execution (of judgments) also need to be understood as processes, not dichotomous outcomes.

3Supplementary Appendix Table AIV provides information about the total number of recommendations issued
each year by each body.

“For a more detailed discussion of the recommendation characteristics, see Haglund and Hillebrecht (2020).
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in 2007, when the UPR launched its first round of review. While the other
institutions predate the UPR, beginning the data collection in 2007 pro-
vides consistent coverage across the three human rights institutions. The
data terminate in 2016, as recommendations issued after 2016 have gener-
ally not yet generated the necessary state self-reports to consistently
code compliance.

Women’s Rights in Europe

The WRCD provides data on compliance with recommendations related to
two women’s rights issues: violence against women and women’s economic
rights. Violence against women and women’s economic rights violations are
pervasive, affecting women across the globe (World Health Organization
[WHO] 2017; UN Women 2018). These are normatively important rights
issues and are widespread across time and space, representing near universal
challenges for states and institutions. By narrowing our issue scope, these
data allow scholars to study the influence of a variety of factors on compli-
ance with recommendations while holding the issue area constant.

The data’s geographic focus on Europe, which we understand to include
all 47 Council of Europe (COE) member states, gives researchers purchase
into understanding a wide range of compliance processes and outcomes.
The COE reaches from Andorra to Azerbaijan, and thus includes a range
of regime types, from robust democracies to (quasi)-authoritarian states;
religious traditions; and other socio-economic factors. Even within Europe’s
strongest democracies, important variations exist: variations in the electoral
and parliamentary processes; in states’ membership in and relationship
with the EU, UN, and the ECtHR; and in the strength of a domestic wom-
en’s movement, among other variables.

Europe also provides a rich empirical and theoretical testing ground
because of the density of the human rights architecture and the volume of
recommendations that states receive each year. All 47 Council of Europe
member states accept the jurisdiction of the ECtHR and participate in the
CEDAW and UPR review processes. Because of the variation in regime types,
human rights mobilization strategies, and international institutional design
present within the COE, this dataset can motivate and answer questions about
the design of international recommendations and domestic human rights
mobilization that are broadly generalizable to other regions and institutions.

Compliance Source Materials

To code the compliance data, we relied on the recommendations in the
Women’s Rights Recommendations Digital Database (WR2D2) (Haglund
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and Hillebrecht 2020). We evaluated compliance with each recommenda-
tion per review cycle. For example, we coded compliance with the recom-
mendations offered in the concluding observations of a 2010 CEDAW
report at the time of that state’s next evaluation in 2014. Recommendations
are available through 2016; compliance data for these recommendations are
available through late 2019, when coding was completed. See the
Supplementary Appendix for more information (section II).

Approximately every four years the Committee on the Elimination of
Discrimination against Women reviews states parties’ adherence to the
Convention on the Elimination of Discrimination against Women (UN
Women 2021). CEDAW relies on states’ self-reports to generate recom-
mendations for how states can improve their women’s rights protections.
State self-reports in the following cycle engage the Committee’s recommen-
dations by conveying related developments, such as the passage of laws
criminalizing certain types of violence against women, the strengthening of
protection orders, or the initiation of awareness raising campaigns to elim-
inate gender stereotypes. To assess state compliance with CEDAW recom-
mendations, we coded these state self-reports and any associated
addendums. Such reports are released at varying points in time following
the Committee’s recommendations and are located in the UN Treaty Body
Database (Office of the United Nations Higher Commissioner for Human
Rights [OHCHR] 2021) along with reports containing recommendations
from the CEDAW Committee, referred to as “concluding observations.”

The UN’s Universal Periodic Review mechanism is a peer review process
in which states evaluate one another’s human rights practices in order to
provide recommendations to improve these practices (United Nations
Human Rights Council [UNHRC] 2020a). In contrast to CEDAW, the
UPR adopts a broad scope, with states generating recommendations for
other states on issues as wide-ranging as the abolition of torture and equal
pay for women. Each state is evaluated every five years based on states’
self-reports (UPR-info 2021b). These self-reports are then evaluated by
other states that ultimately provide recommendations to the state under
review. The subsequent state self-report reflects any progress made in
implementing the recommendations. These reports, which we used to code
state compliance with UPR recommendations, are available on the Human
Rights Council’s website (UNHRC 2020b).

The ECtHR hears cases from individual petitioners alleging some sort of
human rights violation by a member state. If the ECtHR finds a violation,
the offending state receives recommendations to remedy the violation and
prevent similar violations in the future. Following an adverse judgment at
the ECtHR, a case is transferred to the Department for the Execution of
Judgments, which works with the Council of Europe’s Committee of
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Ministers (COM) to generate recommendations for redress. The COM
monitors implementation of, and compliance with, these recommendations
by meeting periodically to examine states’ progress in the execution of par-
ticular judgments. During these meetings, the COM examines state reports
detailing actions taken to comply with judgments and highlights areas in
which further action is required. We used compiled summaries of these
meetings regarding thirteen relevant leading cases to code compliance with
the ECtHR. These summaries are located on the Council of Europe website
(Department for the Execution of Judgments of the ECtHR and COE
2020). In contrast to CEDAW and UPR, this information consists of meet-
ing notes recorded by the COM rather than state self-reports. These meet-
ing notes, however, are largely based on self-reported information that
states supply through action reports.

Self-reporting is the primary driver of human rights information at the
three institutions covered by the WRCD. Although states have substantial
control over the self-reporting process (e.g. what information to report and
when to release a report), recent research shows that self-reporting can pro-
vide important information for domestic constituencies to create better
pressure for compliance (Creamer and Simmons 2019). Variation in the
self-reporting monitoring process across all three institutions allows schol-
ars to use the WRCD to answer questions about the influence of institu-
tional design and reporting procedures on compliance.

Operationalizing and Coding the Compliance Process

To capture the process of compliance, we code compliance with recommen-
dations based on six categories: inaction, consideration, delegation, execu-
tion, compliance, and no mention. A more detailed discussion of our
conceptualization, operationalization, and coding of these variables is avail-
able in the Supplementary Appendix (Table AI).

Briefly, a complete lack of progress on a recommendation, including out-
right rejection, is reflected by the inaction category. The first stage of the
compliance process is consideration, when a state reports that it will take a
recommendation into account. The next stage, delegation, refers to the
point in the compliance process at which a state has directed sub-state
actors to take action on the recommendation. The third stage is execution,
which refers to situations in which the state is carrying out the steps neces-
sary to comply, but action is not yet complete. The highest stage of the
process is compliance, which indicates that a state has fully met the require-
ments of a particular recommendation.’

SWe also include categories of partial codes under certain circumstances. Details are available in section IV of
the Supplementary Appendix.
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Table 1. Number of recommendations coded by international institution.

Number of recommendations

International institution with Compliance Data Total number of recommendations

European Court of Human Rights 106 158

Committee on Elimination of 1,409 2,243
Discrimination Against Women

Universal Periodic Review 1,043 1,530

The WRCD is designed to provide end-users with optimal flexibility.
Table AIl (Supplementary Appendix) provides a snapshot of the data to
facilitate understanding of the dataset’s structure, and a few additional data
coding rules warrant discussion here. For example, the categories delegation
and consideration can overlap with both execution and compliance, as well as
with one another. See Figure A4 in the Supplementary Appendix for details.
Each compliance category receives a binary code (0 or 1), allowing users to
aggregate these codes as desired. For example, users only interested in full
compliance can study this outcome, while users interested in recommenda-
tions that result in delegation and subsequent compliance can aggregate the
data to create a delegation/compliance variable coded a 1 when both are pre-
sent.® Also, note that inaction differs from no mention in that inaction signi-
fies that the recommendation is addressed, albeit unsatisfactorily, in either
the self-report (CEDAW, UPR) or by the COM (ECtHR). If the self-report
or COM report does not mention the recommendation, no mention is
recorded. Finally, missing data and the no mention categories are distinct. If
there was not a state report available to assess compliance, then the data
were treated as missing rather than as no mention. Table 1 details the num-
ber of recommendations, disaggregated by international institution, for which
compliance data is coded.” In total, 2,559 recommendations were coded.

Compliance coding was completed with the assistance of six undergraduate
coders from two universities, who were selected based on their academic
achievement and interest in human rights. Each coder underwent an extensive
training process in which they coded practice recommendations, received
feedback on coding decisions and conducted coding certification checks.® All
coding was checked for accuracy by a project manager before it was finalized.

®Users can also include the partial compliance and partial delegation categories if desired (coded 333 in the
data). See section IV of the Supplementary Appendix.

For a discussion of why compliance data are not available for all recommendations in the WR2D2, see the
Supplementary Appendix (section Il).

8The certification checks and additional information about intercoder reliability, are available in the
Supplementary Appendix (section VIII).
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Figure 1. Compliance by international institution.

Temporal and Spatial Trends in the WRCD

The data that comprises the WRCD reveal numerous trends about compli-
ance with women’s rights recommendations across institutions, over time
and across states. Figure 1 displays the number of recommendations falling
in each category of compliance (coded a 1 in the WRCD) from 2007 to
2016 for CEDAW (upper left panel), the UPR (upper right panel), the
ECtHR (lower left panel), and for all three international institutions (lower
right panel). With respect to all international institutions, the largest num-
ber of recommendations from 2007 to 2016 fall in the compliance category
(1,005), while the second largest number of recommendations fall in the
inaction category (788). This bifurcated pattern in the data suggests that
states do not treat all recommendations equally, and that full compliance
and complete inaction are quite common.

Figure 2 displays temporal trends in our dataset, showing the number of
recommendations each year from 2007-2016 coded as compliance, execu-
tion, delegation, consideration, and inaction (a 1 in the WRCD) for
CEDAW (upper-left panel), the UPR (upper-right panel), the ECtHR
(lower-left panel), and for all three international institutions (lower-right
panel). Notably, recommendations from CEDAW and the UPR are not
made annually, but rather every few years, which means uneven compli-
ance over time may be partly attributed to the behavior of international
institutions and characteristics of the particular subset of states that are
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Figure 2. Temporal trends in compliance.

being assessed each year. These temporal patterns raise interesting ques-
tions: Do international institutions behave strategically in terms of which
issues they assess and highlight each year? Do international institutions
seek to protect their legitimacy by making some recommendations to states
where compliance is relatively likely each year?

Figure 3 displays the proportion of recommendations coded as “compliant™
from 2007-2016 for each state in the sample.'® More specifically, the shade for
each country represents the proportion of fully compliant recommendations
out of the total number of recommendations for each country. Darker colored
states represent states with the highest proportion of recommendations coded
as “compliant,” while lighter colored states are those with the lowest propor-
tion of recommendations coded as “compliant” from 2007 to 2016.

An Example: The Association between Established Explanations of
Compliance Using the WRCD

The WRCD considerably increases the number of research questions about
state compliance with international human rights law that scholars can test

°For more descriptive spatial trends, including the proportion of recommendations coded as “inaction” and as
“execution,” “delegation,” and “consideration” for each state in the sample see Supplementary Appendix
section IX.

®We omit missing data, so the proportion of recommendations coded as compliance for each state is based on
the number of recommendations coded for each state.
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Figure 3. Regional trends in compliance.

quantitatively. In what follows, we illustrate the usability of the WRCD by
conducting a preliminary inquiry into the relationship between common
explanations of compliance and the various compliance categories available
in the WRCD. We present pairwise correlation coefficients as initial evi-
dence of the relationship between several common explanations of state
compliance with international law, (e.g. democratic institutions, domestic
mobilization) and state compliance with women’s rights recommendations.
Compliance, execution, delegation, consideration, inaction, and no mention
are all recoded to be ordinal, in which a 0 indicates that the recommenda-
tion was not coded in each of these categories, a 1 indicates partially meet-
ing the category definition (e.g., partial compliance, coded “333” in the
WRCD), and a 2 indicates that a recommendation was coded in the rele-
vant category. We do not provide a full empirical analysis of this relation-
ship, but instead present bivariate relationships as preliminary evidence of
expected patterns in the data.

Table 2 displays the association between several common explanations of
compliance with women’s rights recommendations: (1) democracy (elect-
oral and liberal), (2) domestic mobilization capacity (women’s civil society
participation), (3) state capacity (GDP per capita),'' and 4) female share of
the population and six compliance categories in the WRCD (compliance,
execution, delegation, consideration, inaction, no mention). In Table 2, we
report correlations between the various explanations of compliance and
each compliance category when higher levels of compliance are coded a 0.
In other words, we present the correlation between common explanations
of compliance and each compliance category for a subset of

""While recent literature has used NHRIs as indicators of state capacity (e.g. Creamer and Simmons 2019), we
suggest that there is such variation in the mandates of NHRIs, including within the region, that they are not
adequate indicators of capacity for mobilization. Moreover, some states with very strong capacity do not
have NHRlIs.
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Table 2. Correlations between common explanations of compliance and the WRCD.

Compliance  Execution  Delegation Consideration  Inaction ~ No mention

Electoral democracy 0.0531** 0.0234 0.0070 0.0258 —0.0040 —0.0369
(0.011) (0.3239) (0.8508) (0.4985) (0.8705) (0.1051)
N=2314 N=1776 N=725 N=692 N=1663 N=1926
Liberal democracy 0.04971** 0.0301 0.0203 0.0262 0.0009 —0.0406*
(0.018) (0.2043) (0.5855) (0.4916) (0.9705) (0.0748)
N=2314 N=1776 N=725 N=692 N=1663 N=1926
GDP per capita (logged) 0.0586*** 0.0276 0.0332 —0.0132 0.0292 —0.0401*
(0.0048) (0.2420) (0.3715) (0.7279) (0.2314) (0.0780)
N=2321 N=1794 N=726 N=693 N=1684 N=1935
Women'’s CSO participation —0.0034 —0.0046 0.0898** 0.0383 0.0438%  —0.0524**
(0.8716) (0.8469) (0.0156) (0.3144) (0.0739) (0.0214)
N=2314 N=1776 N=725 N=692 N=1663 N=1926
Female share of population —0.0498**  —0.0329 —0.0407 0.0467 0.0262 0.0169
(0.0177) (0.1685) (0.2781) (0.2241) (0.2895) (0.4634)
N=2270 N=1750 N=712 N =680 N=1642 N=1889
Precision —0.3359%**  —0.1508™**  0.0439 0.0431 —0.0642**  —0.1621%***
(0.000) (0.000) (0.2279) (0.2476) (0.0073) (0.000)
N=2421 N=1863 N =755 N=721 N=1748 N=2019

Notes: Pearson’s correlations coefficients, p-values (in parentheses), and sample size are displayed. Stars indicate
statistical significance (¥p<.10, **p<.05, ***p<.01), but not strength of relationship.

recommendations where higher values of compliance are not coded as pre-
sent (2) or partially present (1). For example, we show the correlation
between consideration and electoral democracy when compliance, execu-
tion, and delegation are all coded 0. These values show the correlation
between electoral democracy and consideration for a subset of recommen-
dations where consideration is not coded alongside compliance, execution,
or delegation.'?

Inaction is often mutually exclusive, except when inaction is coded
alongside partial compliance, execution, delegation, or consideration. The
correlations for inaction and the various explanations of compliance repre-
sent correlations between inaction (where a 1 indicates that the state failed
to take any action or failed to take action with respect to part of a recom-
mendation, and a 0 otherwise) and the various explanations of compliance.
We present the correlation between common explanations of compliance
and inaction for the subset of observations where partial compliance, par-
tial execution, partial delegation, or partial consideration are not coded.

To measure democracy, we utilize two variables from the Varieties of
Democracy (VDEM) dataset. The first captures the extent to which the
ideal of electoral democracy is achieved and the second captures the extent
to which the ideal of liberal democracy is achieved, including the protec-
tion of civil liberties, strong rule of law, independent judiciary, and effective

2Examining the overall correlation between consideration and electoral democracy produces values where
consideration = 2, 1, or 0 and the state engaged in full compliance (2). By examining a subset of the data
and only looking at the correlation between consideration and electoral democracy when compliance = 0,
execution = 0, and delegation = 0, we are able to examine the correlation between the action of
consideration (none, partial, full) and democracy, for example, for only recommendations where no higher
level of compliance was also achieved on the same recommendation.
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checks on executive power (Coppedge et al. 2020). We expect democracy
to be positively related to compliance with international women’s rights
recommendations (e.g., Neumayer 2005).

To measure domestic mobilization capacity, we utilize a variable from
the VDEM dataset capturing the extent to which women are prevented
from participating in civil society organizations (CSOs), where higher val-
ues indicate that women are almost never prevented from participating and
lower values indicate that women are almost always prevented from partici-
pating (Kiyani and Murdie 2020, Coppedge et al. 2020). We expect that
when women participate more often in CSOs, they have a greater capacity
to mobilize for women’s rights in society as well as place greater pressure
on state actors to comply.

To measure state capacity, we rely on the gross domestic product per
capita (logged), obtained from the World Bank (2017). We expect that
states with higher GDP per capita will have greater capacity to comply with
recommendations, and as GDP per capita grows, we expect to see more
full compliance and less inaction and no mention of recommendations
(Poe and Tate 1994). We also utilize a measure of female share of the
population from the World Bank (2017) with the expectation that when
women make up a larger share of the population, states may find it more
difficult to fully comply, as more resources will be required to ensure com-
pliance. As a result, we expect that as females gain a greater share of the
population, full compliance is less likely and inaction and no mention are
more likely (Poe and Tate 1994).

Finally, beyond the standard explanations of compliance, we posit that
characteristics of recommendations themselves may be related to compliance.
Using the WR2D2 (Haglund and Hillebrecht 2020), we utilize an ordinal
measure of precision, where recommendations are passive (recommendations
are vague and give states high interpretative power), guided (recommenda-
tions provide some guidance on what types of measures would satisfy the
international institution), or directive (recommendations explicitly ask states
to undertake particular actions). We expect that although precise recommen-
dations provide states with clearer directions, highly precise recommenda-
tions may also make full compliance more difficult to achieve.

Table 2 displays several key pieces of information, including (1) the
Pearson’s correlation coefficient, which indicates the strength of the correl-
ation; (2) a p-value, which indicates the statistical significance of the result
(p <0.10); and (3) the number of recommendations used to calculate the
correlation. To determine the strength of the correlation, we look at the
Pearson’s correlation coefficient. The Pearson’s correlation coefficient
ranges -1 to +1, and higher values indicate a stronger correlation. We
adopt Cohen’s (1988) conventions for correlation strength.
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In Table 2, several interesting, statistically significant correlations emerge.
For example, when it comes to full compliance, the coefficients for electoral
democracy, liberal democracy, and GDP per capita are all positive and statis-
tically significant. Moreover, the coefficient for the association between female
share of the population and full compliance is negative and statistically sig-
nificant, suggesting that more resources are required to fully comply with rec-
ommendations when women make up a relatively greater share of the
population, and full compliance may be less likely. Finally, the correlation
coefficient for recommendation precision, and full compliance is negative and
statistically significant, which suggests that more precise recommendations
can make it more difficult for states to achieve full compliance.”” The rela-
tionship between recommendation precision and execution (when full com-
pliance is not achieved) is also negative and statistically significant.

Importantly, there are very few cells with strong correlations, and with
the exception of recommendation precision, none of the aforementioned
correlations are moderate or strong, an indication that there are few sub-
stantively significant findings for correlations among existing explanations
of compliance and compliance with women’s rights recommendations.
Given the long-standing established relationships between the various
explanatory factors discussed above and compliance, the lack of strong (or
even moderate) correlations is surprising. The initial evidence displayed in
Table 2 suggests that traditional explanations of compliance may not be as
effective at explaining the compliance process with individual recommenda-
tions from international human rights institutions.'* These preliminary
findings deserve further attention as they generate important policy pre-
scriptions for international institutions, particularly as it involves the type
and quality of recommendations made to states. However, characteristics of
the recommendations themselves (e.g., precision) may provide more
explanatory power for scholars seeking to understand the compliance pro-
cess with respect to individual recommendations. Notably, recommendation
precision is negatively related to inaction and no mention and these results
are statistically significant. The WRCD empowers researchers to investigate
these and other patterns further.

A Future Research Agenda

The WRCD produces a burgeoning research agenda related to the study of
compliance with international human rights recommendations. The WRCD

'3See the Supplementary Appendix for more information about conceptualizing and coding recommendation
precision (section VII).

See Hill and Watson (2019) for more on the lack of relationship between democracy and compliance with
international women'’s rights law.
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also integrates seamlessly with the Women’s Rights Recommendations
Digital Database (WR2D2) (Haglund and Hillebrecht 2020), which includes
data on characteristics of recommendations, such as the action required by
a recommendation (e.g. legal/legislative change). Using these original rec-
ommendation-level datasets, scholars can now answer questions such as:

e Does the quantity or density of (similar) recommendations influence
the likelihood of state compliance with recommendations?

e What characteristics of recommendations influence the likelihood of
compliance with recommendations?

e Do features of recommendations influence the domestic pro-compliance
mobilization process necessary to achieve different steps in the compli-
ance process?

e Do the structure and design of international institutions, including insti-
tutional processes for monitoring, influence the likelihood
of compliance?

e Do international institutions behave strategically by making particular
types of recommendations to states with varying track-records
of compliance?

e To what extent do steps in the compliance process vary systematically
across international institutions and why?

o Is domestic pro-compliance mobilization more likely for some inter-
national institutions’ recommendations than others?

Conclusion

Scholars seeking to explain compliance with international human rights
institutions have focused heavily on the role of domestic institutional dif-
ferences across states, with a large focus on the role of democracy and
democratic institutions in ensuring compliance. Although this literature has
advanced our understanding of the influence of international human rights
institutions on state behavior, it is limited in several respects, and our new
WRCD addresses these limitations.

First, international human rights institutions have a lasting influence
long after ratification in the form of recommendations. Rather than
focusing on compliance following treaty ratification, the WRCD presents
original data on compliance with individual recommendations that ena-
bles scholars to examine the extensive impact that international human
rights institutions exhibit on states after the initial decision to ratify
a treaty.

Second, by moving beyond conceptualizing compliance as solely an out-
come, the WRCD advances our understanding of compliance by
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reconceptualizing compliance as a process that is negotiated domestically.
The WRCD provides data on the steps toward compliance and presents
that data in a disaggregated format, allowing users to aggregate data across
international institutions, across compliance categories, as well as over time
and space.

Finally, the WRCD permits scholars to examine factors that explain vari-
ation in compliance within states, including the role of international insti-
tutional design and behavior on recommendation compliance as well as
characteristics of recommendations. It is our hope that scholars will find
value in the WRCD and utilize these data to advance our understanding of
compliance with international human rights law.
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