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Human rights theory is typically divided into two rival paradigms, one focused on political and civil rights and derived from the liberal philosophical tradition, and the other focused on economic, social and cultural rights and derived from the socialist philosophical tradition.  These rival rights traditions and theories are manifestly present in the Universal Declaration of Human Rights (UDHR), and are reflected in the subsequent decision to develop separate conventions for political and social rights respectively.  While the influence of both liberalism and socialism on contemporary human rights thought is undeniable, it is also possible to identify common themes between modern human rights thought and anarchist theory.  This paper explores points of convergence between anarchism and human rights.  Obvious tensions between anarchism and contemporary human rights theory are acknowledged, and no attempt is made to unite them in all respects.  However, it is suggested that anarchism can offer a valuable corrective to both liberal and socialist thought where they fall short of providing a satisfactory philosophical framework for the contemporary human rights movement.
Contemporary Applications of Classical Anarchism

The term anarchism has two chief usages in political lexicon.  The first is traceable to Hobbes’ state of nature, whose circumstances are assumed to be so desperate as to compel men to construct authoritarian government to replace anarchy with order.  Consequently, Hobbes’ dreary conception of anarchy becomes the essential justification for an authoritarian state.  Ironically, the same anarchist conception is employed in the realist theory of international relations to describe the international condition in which each sovereign state is responsible for its own preservation, therefore justifying the pursuit of power after power and a perpetual war of all against all. (Hobbes 1651/1985)  However, few disciples of Hobbesian realism follow the theory to its logical conclusion and advocate the establishment of world government to bring an end to the madness of international anarchy.

The second usage of the term is a positive formulation deriving from the nineteenth century offshoot of socialism.  Its tenets were espoused by a handful of brilliant crackpots like Mikhail Bakunin, Peter Kropotkin, and Leo Tolstoy.  In contrast to Hobbes, who saw human nature as so avaricious as to necessitate authoritarianism, anarchists joined socialists in identifying the state itself, along with capitalism, as a destroyer of human rights and freedom.  Kropotkin insisted that, “repression has so badly succeeded that it has but led us into a blind alley from which we can only issue by carrying torch and hatchet into the institutions of our authoritarian past.” (Kropotkin “Anarchism: Its Philosophy,” 138)  It is anarchism that ultimately retained the left’s anti-statist libertarianism when other socialists embraced the strong state as the means of securing a publicly managed economy.  This tenacious libertarianism became all the more compelling when many practical experiments in revolutionary socialism resulted in totalitarian states that rendered personal rights and liberty non-existent.  
I have previously argued that anarchist theory can inform our understanding of today’s emerging global civil society.  The array of human rights, ecology and other groups that have become a new voice of global opinion have impacted the direction of multilateral negotiations on issues ranging from global warming to debt relief.  Gear asserts that “human rights NGOs are the engine for virtually every advance made by the United Nations in the field of human rights since its founding.” (1996: 51)  There are hundreds of human rights non-governmental organizations (NGOs) scattered throughout the United States, Europe and the developing world. (Ishay, 2004: 346-347)  This new civil society transcends the boundaries of sovereign states and is participating in the processes of global governance absent the existence of a global state.  Ishay argues that historically, “The era in which human rights made more decisive progress,…was one in which the state was relatively weakened by the burgeoning of popular participation in civil society, and in which the private realm escaped its control.” (2004: 317-318)  Whether applied to the national or global levels, this is suggestive of the mode of decentralized authority long advanced by anarchist theory.  Consider Kropotkin’s vision of an anarchist order:
In a society developed on these lines, the voluntary associations which already now begin to cover all the fields of human activity would take a still greater extension so as to substitute themselves for the state in all its functions.  They would represent an interwoven network, composed of an infinite variety of groups and federations of all sizes and degrees, local, regional, national and international – temporary or more or less permanent – for all possible purposes:  production, consumption and exchange, communications, sanitary arrangements, education, mutual protection, defence of the territory, and so on; and, on the other side, for the satisfaction of an ever-increasing number of scientific, artistic, literary and sociable needs. (1910: 914)
In Act for Yourselves, he argues:

Human progress…aims at the limitation of the power of the State over the individual….it will result in a society giving free play to the individual and the free grouping of individuals, instead of reinforcing submission to the State. 

(1988: 27)

While there are many different types of NGOs, and while they demonstrate both adversarial and cooperative relations with states and international organizations, clearly the phenomenon of global civil society has become an important realm of political action that challenges the complete centralization of authority within the rigid boundaries of state hierarchies. (Turner 1998)
To be sure, few contemporary NGO’s are fired by the anti-statist rage of nineteenth century anarchists.  To the contrary, leading human rights groups like Amnesty International and Human Rights Watch seek more effective state enforcement of human rights norms.  Yet when we consider just why earlier revolutionaries focused their critique on the state and what they hoped to achieve through its abolition, the anarchist credentials of contemporary activists, particularly in the field of human rights, become more visible.
While classical anarchists devoted much of their energies to critiquing the existing order, it is possible to isolate the essential principles that inspired their alternative vision.  For Bakunin, the driving force was individual liberty.  In this respect he differed from classical liberals only in believing that the state necessarily tends to undermine rather than secure the blessings of liberty.  He saw natural liberty, outside of the governing authority of the state, “as the unique condition under which intelligence, dignity, and human happiness can develop and grow,” the “liberty that consists in the full development of all the material, intellectual, and moral powers that are latent in each person.” (Guérin, 1970: x)  According to Rocker, anarchists view freedom as “the vital concrete possibility for every human being to bring to full development all the powers, capacities, and talents with which nature has endowed him.” (Rocker, 1989: 31)  This concern with human freedom and dignity is consistent with the defining principles of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights (UDHR), according to which “All human beings are born free and equal in dignity and rights,” and “Everyone has the right to life, liberty and security of person.”  But anarchists saw the bourgeois state as the primary obstacle to such liberty for the vast majority of the population, and bourgeois democracy was “a cunning swindle benefiting only the united barons of industry, trade, and property.” (Guérin, 1970: 17)  Nevertheless, some anarchists recognized electoral democracy as a progressive advance over monarchy, and many of the goals they advocated were subsequently realized by such democracies, or continue to be goals of leading human rights organizations today.  These goals included rights for the working class, a reduction of working hours, free public education, housing rights, and the right of women to equal pay for equal work. (Ishay, 2004: 125)  Notably, the UDHR likewise declares a “right to social security,” “just and favourable conditions of work and to protection against unemployment,” “equal pay for equal work,” “remuneration ensuring for himself [the worker] and his family an existence worthy of human dignity,” “rest and leisure, including reasonable limitation of working hours and periodic holidays with pay,” and most fundamentally, “Everyone has the right to form and to join trade unions.”  Classical anarchists shared with socialists a desire for positive rights that most liberals ignored at the time, yet they shared with liberals a distrust of strong states as a reliable means of securing them:  
The liberation of man from economic exploitation and from intellectual and political oppression, which finds its finest expression in the world-philosophy of Anarchism, is the first prerequisite for the evolution of a higher social culture and a new humanity. (Rocker, 1989: 33)

Anarchists agreed with socialists that the bourgeois state was an instrument of social tyranny, but they ultimately refused to follow them in erecting revolutionary states in pursuit of social rights at the expense of personal liberty.  

The Question of Violence

An additional feature of classical anarchism is its nuanced attitude toward violence.  Often condemned as bloodthirsty revolutionaries and terrorists, some anarchists like Tolstoy actually advocated passivism.  After all, principled passivism is perhaps an even greater challenge to state authority than revolutionary violence.  No state could survive for long without violence, and Saint-Simon treated the words “governmental” and “military” as synonymous. (Proudhon: 71)  Contemporary peace activists put forth a broad and bold vision of human rights in the tradition of Mahatma Gandhi and Martin Luther King that is genuinely revolutionary in its challenge of the legitimacy of warfare, which is integral to the realist, state-centric conception of international politics.  In other words, to challenge the legitimacy of war is to challenge the very idea of state sovereignty, and to elevate a global vision of people’s security and freedom from violence above the conventional theory of national security and raison d’état.  Not surprisingly, peace advocates are maligned and resented by patriots everywhere.  Their attack on war threatens the essential right of state sovereignty that has been so aggressively defended by contemporary political realists like George Bush, Tony Blair, and Saddam Hussein.  Thus we arrive at the conclusion that contemporary critics of state violence are themselves continuing in the footsteps of nineteenth century anarchist thinkers like Tolstoy and Kropotkin.  As such, they may be viewed as a left wing of the human rights movement.

Kropotkin, on the other hand, accepted “the right of people living under violently repressive regimes to respond in kind, for specific liberating purposes.”  In this respect he echoed Locke and Jefferson.  However, “He was far more critical of violence, and manifestly more peaceful, than most of those who have opposed anarchism.” (Hewitt 2001: 10)  After all, it is obviously not violence that statists condemn, but challenges to the state’s monopoly of it.  Indeed, states have been the central perpetrators of violence in the modern world.  Only the state is institutionally capable of carrying out the mass slaughters that are so characteristic of modern times.  Far from imposing order on chaos, it is precisely the state system that made possible two world wars, the Holocaust, and the global Cold War in the 20th century.  Between 1945 and 2000, almost 65 percent of war casualties were civilians (Hewitt, 2001: 10–13).  “[T]here are few wars that do not seem to involve widespread and systematic violations of international humanitarian law.” (Rieff 1999: 4)  Furthermore, in the twentieth century more civilians were killed by their own governments than from any other form of armed violence.  Governments killed an estimated 170 million of their own citizens or civilians in territories they occupied.  (Hewitt, 2001: 2)  Atrocities of such scale illustrate a science of violence which the modern bureaucratic state is uniquely qualified to administer.  
While there is robust debate about when if ever military force is justified to defend human rights, it is obvious that war is horribly destructive of the rights of its victims - most notably the most fundamental right of them all.  A suggestive guideline for the just use of force is offered by Kropotkin in what can be termed the anarchist Golden Rule:  “Treat others as you would like them to treat you under similar circumstances.”  He goes on to clarify the moral right of self-defense and in the process offers a damning critique of imperialism:
Perhaps it may be said – it has been said sometimes – “But if you think that you must always treat others as you would be treated yourself, what right have you to use force under any circumstances whatever?  What right have you to level a canon at any barbarous or civilized invaders of your country?  What right have you to dispossess the exploiter?” … 
Because we ourselves should ask to be killed like venomous beasts if we went to invade Burmese or Zulus who have done us no harm.  We should say to our son or our friend:  “Kill me, if I ever take part in the invasion!”  (Kropotkin, “Anarchist Morality,” 97-100)  
Kropotkin here anticipates not only the right of self-determination for colonized peoples, but also the right to resist such colonization by force.  The UDHR likewise acknowledges the necessity of human rights to avoid “rebellion against tyranny and oppression,” and it proclaims that “Everyone is entitled to a social and international order in which the rights and freedoms set forth in this Declaration can be fully realized.”  But Kropotkin’s declaration came at a time when liberal theorists lined up almost universally behind imperialism as a just and humanitarian venture.  Though it is not his primary intention, he in essence offers a just war theory that is morally consistent, in contrast to the highly selective theory that had guided liberal thought since Locke.  One could extrapolate from this an argument in support of humanitarian intervention, though Kropotkin would no doubt join many contemporary anarchists in their skepticism of the actual motives behind such policies, and the strategic interests they serve.  This is particularly true given that no consistent policy of humanitarian intervention has yet emerged among any of the world’s major powers, or even the United Nations.  Furthermore, there are innumerable examples of states or centralized powers using this type of argument to justify aggression or internal suppression.
Problems with Liberalism and Socialism
The liberal contribution to anarchist theory is widely recognized.  Central to liberalism are the philosophical doctrine of natural rights and the consequent necessity of limited government. (Rocker 1989: 23)  Furthermore, as liberalism has evolved it has come to include those positive rights that facilitate democratic government, including near-universal suffrage, freedom of association, freedom of the press, and free speech. (Donnelly, 2003: 15)  Yet liberalism’s fixation on personal property rights has also linked it indelibly to capitalism, which consequently leaves it vulnerable to the radical critique to which both socialists and anarchists subscribe, and which despite their pretensions to the contrary, capitalism’s apologists have yet to defend adequately.  As Donnelly points out, “Rather than ensure that people are treated with equal concern and respect, markets systematically disadvantage some individuals to achieve the collective benefits of efficiency.”  Consequently, “Free markets are an economic analog to a political system of majority rule without minority rights.” (2003: 201-202)  Classical liberalism’s unrestrained personal property rights undoubtedly advantage some over others and at a minimum impose short-term deprivations that include lost jobs, higher food prices, and inferior health care.  Whole generations may be denied the collective benefits of efficient markets. Despite all that socialist prophets and economists got wrong, and despite the egregious abuses of socialist states, the unlimited right of personal property remains in tension with the goal of positive social rights for all.  Thus the anarchist critique of capitalism, while perhaps overstretching, retains its moral force in light of the global inequality that is truly a matter of life and death for millions of people, especially in the less developed and more exploited regions of the globe. (See Rocker, 1989: 106-107)  As Kropotkin argues, “In a society based on exploitation and servitude human nature is degraded.  But as servitude disappears we shall regain our rights.” (“Anarchist Morality," 104)
There is a further, more basic flaw in liberal philosophy, which is that Locke’s natural rights theory does not hold up well against post-modern scrutiny.  Magnarella points out that “humans naturally want and value the freedom to think, to express their thoughts, to bond with others, to be free from torture, to have an adequate diet, shelter and clothing.  We value and want to be free to learn and develop our mental abilities.”  But these are natural wants, not natural rights, and “[i]t is only recently that they have become, for some people, human rights.” (2002: 3)  While this argument divorces human rights from liberal natural rights theory, it is perfectly consistent with the anarchist advocacy of the free development of the individual.  Anarchism derives more from an affirmation of natural human needs and desires than from Locke’s philosophy of natural rights.  Likewise, the contemporary human rights movement relies more on public discourse, or “communicative action,” than on abstract natural rights claims.
  Furthermore, the UDHR and subsequent rights conventions are clearly the products of political consensus and compromise, not statements of universal truth discerned by insightful philosophers.
State socialism is perhaps an even more beleaguered human rights philosophy.  Needless to say, many of the twentieth century’s experiments with socialism were miserable failures, both from the standpoint of economic productivity and human rights.  The failures were particularly acute in countries where liberal rights were suppressed in favor of the social rights whose achievement was deemed to necessitate authoritarian government.  Writing in the early 20th century, Rocker cites Bakunin’s opposition to authoritarian communism, and goes on to declare: 
The ‘dictatorship of the proletariat,’ in which naïve souls wish to see merely a passing, but inevitable, transition stage to real Socialism, has to-day grown into frightful despotism, which lags behind the tyranny of the Fascist states in nothing. 
He insists: 

Economic equality alone is not social liberation…. It was not without reason that Proudhon saw in a ‘Socialism’ without freedom the worst form of slavery.  The urge for social justice can only develop properly and be effective, when it grows out of a man’s sense of personal freedom and is based on that. (1989: 26-28)  

Kropotkin likewise warned of the inherent dangers of state socialism decades before its dreary consequences became a reality:
A section of socialists believe that it is impossible to attain such a result [economic equality] without sacrificing personal liberty on the alter of the State.  Another section, to which we belong, believe, on the contrary, that it is only by abolition of the State, by the conquest of personal liberty by the individual, by free agreement, association, and absolute free federation that we can reach communism – the possession in common of our social inheritance, and the production in common of all riches. (“Anarchism: Its Philosophy,” 130)

While he retains the socialist commitment to economic equality and the anarchist animus toward the state, Kropotkin simultaneously stresses the centrality of personal liberty, as well as his vision of free agreement and association, which again appears to anticipate to some degree contemporary global civil society.
On the other hand, where economic justice was pursued in conjunction with civil and political rights, we find the most compelling defense of the state as a necessary instrument for promoting and protecting the broad spectrum of human rights.  While perhaps continuing to function largely as a committee of the bourgeois class, welfare states and social democracies have proven to be the most effective instruments for curtailing the abuses of free-reign capitalism.  As Ishay argues:

[A] human rights realist perspective would call for more state intervention, not less – to develop economic infrastructure, public health and education, and civil institutions.  In the same vein, one should call for the implementation of supportive regulatory mechanisms within international financial institutions….  Needless to say, keeping people alive, controlling the spread of epidemics, and providing clean water cannot be left solely to the work of the “invisible hand.” (2004: 293)
To abandon the state, he asserts, would be to accept “a weakening of welfare, workers’ rights, and democratic governance.” (2004: 344)  By ensuring that the shifting and indeterminate victims of market forces are provided with effective social protection, the welfare state in effect promotes both the individual and collective rights of all. (Donnelly, 2003: 202)  These are precisely the rights that anarchists advocated in conjunction with their socialist compatriots, their distrust of the state as their procurer not withstanding.  Social welfare policies can in fact be viewed as a partial decentralization of economic power to the population as a whole, including society’s most vulnerable.  By extending the state’s representative sphere beyond corporate interests to include labor unions and the poor, power is ironically less centralized and people are empowered, even though the state’s power itself is extended, or rather redirected.  That is, the socialized state is more consistent with the aims of both anarchists and the advocates of economic and social rights.  To be sure, it falls far short of the anarchist ideal of a stateless society, but again the aim here is not to prove a perfect union between anarchism and human rights theory, but to reveal significant points of convergence.  To the extent that social welfare and regulatory policies can be viewed as decentralizing and democratizing functions of the state vis-à-vis corporate capitalism, they in fact correspond more readily with the anarchist vision than one might initially assume.  While anarchists saw both capitalism and the state as the problem, the principles underlying Kropotkin’s critique of the state are in actuality consistent with the objectives of twentieth century reformers who advocated state policies that would promote egalitarian social rights while preserving individual liberties within the context of a democratic polity:
By proclaiming our morality of equality, or anarchism, we refuse to assume a right which moralists have always taken upon themselves to claim, that of mutilating the individual in the name of some ideal. (Kropotkin, “Anarchist Morality,” 105)

Kropotkin stresses the necessity of unifying the right of equality with personal liberty, which is precisely what the modern human rights movement has sought to do by advocating both the political and civil rights and the social, economic and cultural rights imbedded in the International Bill of Human Rights.
  Rocker asserts: 

In modern Anarchism we have the confluence of the two great currents which during and since the French Revolution have found such characteristic expression in the intellectual life of Europe: Socialism and Liberalism. (1989: 21)  
Likewise, social democracy has promoted the full range of human rights, political and social, more effectively than either authoritarian socialism or laissez-faire capitalism.

Anarchism and International Law
Many contemporary activists seek coercive mechanisms for enforcing human rights norms, whether through states or international organizations.  Yet in practice human rights protection depends as much on publicity and shaming by groups like Amnesty International and Human Rights Watch as on actual international law, which is largely unenforceable. (Magnarella, 1995: 2)  The work of such groups in promoting human rights education is consistent with the anarchist reliance on custom over statutory law.  “Anarchists maintain that the laws need not be imposed by a central authority – that is, laid down as authoritative law – but can and do arise through customary arrangements and understandings that evolve over time.” (Coyne, 2003: 2)  Likewise, the Universal Declaration encourages “teaching and education to promote respect for these rights and freedoms,” or a culture of human rights to supplement legal provisions.  Relying solely on state coercion to enforce human rights subjects them to the routine manipulations of power politics and potentially undermines their credibility as legitimizing standards.

Yet recognizing the relationship between anarchist theory and human rights does not require the abandonment of the state system altogether.  It is assumed that the state is not withering away any time soon.  But it behooves us to reconsider just why anarchists condemned the state to begin with.  At first glance, one might assume that anarchists should be equally critical of international law and organizations.  After all, both are constructs of states themselves.  Yet both have the potential to constrain the absolute sovereignty that traditionally has provided cover for states engaged in the full array of human rights violations.  To the extent that international law and organizations impose constraints on the abusive and exploitive behavior of states, they ironically function to decentralize power away from states, just as social democracy decentralizes economic power.  Far from forging a world government that multiplies the tyranny of miscreant states, international human rights laws and institutions distribute power more evenly and constrain the concentrated tyranny of state hierarchies.  We will now review the ways in which international human rights law challenges the absolute authority of states, and is therefore consistent with the objectives of anarchist theory.

National sovereignty was historically the cornerstone of international legal theory.  By freeing the state from the outside authority of church and empire, sovereignty underpinned the right of self-government, and with it the full array of rights that potentially accrue from it.  Yet we have already discussed the socialist critique of the state, which portrayed it as the institutional mechanism by which the bourgeoisie ensured its exploitation of the proletariat.  Furthermore, the twentieth century saw the rise of authoritarian states on both sides of the political spectrum that systematically abused the rights of their citizens on an unprecedented scale.  Sovereignty ceased to be the legal mechanism for ensuring the autonomy and self-government of citizens, and became merely an excuse for deflecting international criticism of egregious human rights abuses.  Consequently, a new legal theory emerged that elevated the fundamental rights of individuals above the absolute sovereignty of states.  

The idea of limited sovereignty was a central motivating principle behind the establishment of the United Nations and the subsequent adoption of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights.  In 1944, the Commission to Study the Organization of Peace published a report entitled International Safeguard of Human Rights, which stated that “no nation may be insulated and wholly a law unto itself in the treatment of its people.” (Lauren, 1988: 159)  In light of Nazi Germany’s genocide of the Jews and other minority groups, the Westphalian system was revealed to be morally bankrupt, and the new challenge to its legal premises has been called the most “radical development in the whole history of international law.” (Moravcsik, 2000: 1)  The Geneva Conventions of 1949 and other legal instruments made war crimes and crimes against humanity subject to universal jurisdiction. (Magnarella, 1995: 3)  This was a shift not only in legal theory, but also in public opinion, which has continued to develop through public reactions and expectations to the present day.  UN Secretary General Javier Pérez de Cuellar observed in 1991 that, “We are clearly witnessing what is probably an irresistible shift in public attitudes toward the belief that the defense of the oppressed in the name of morality should prevail over frontiers and legal documents.” (Rieff, 1999: 1)  In the words of Micheline Ishay:

The [human rights] community now confronts the need to rescue and strengthen the progressive aspirations once embodied by the state, to enhance democratic control in civil society both domestically and internationally,… and to strengthen existing human rights supranational institutions. (2004: 355)  

Human rights and other NGOs have long been at the forefront of the effort to forge and strengthen international institutions for human rights protection.  The First International, in which anarchists like Bakunin participated, can be viewed as a precursor to twentieth century international institutionalism as well as contemporary human rights NGOs.  It advocated workers’ political and economic rights, some of which were later incorporated into the legal systems of modern industrial states.  To be sure, Bakunin favored a federal order without states, and later came to view the International as centralist and authoritarian. (Ishay, 2004: 149)  Nevertheless, his argument with socialists was about institutions and not principles.  Human rights and freedom were unquestionably powerful motivating factors behind anarchist theory.  The anarchist critique was focused on states, not international organizations, few of which existed prior to the twentieth century.  While we can assume that heady revolutionaries like Bakunin and Kropotkin would be suspicious of a centralized bureaucracy like the United Nations whose membership consists exclusively of bureaucratic states, we can also postulate that they would have welcomed the curtailing of state sovereignty by human rights law and the institutions charged with promoting it.  The International Criminal Court aptly illustrates the challenge that international human rights institutionalism poses to traditional state sovereignty – a point well understood by the United States and the other national governments that oppose it.  
Thus I return to the anarchist model of global civil society discussed earlier.  It is a model that describes a robust community of NGOs interacting with both states and international organizations to promote progressive norms and laws through popular governance.  The model is anarchist to the extent that it describes a relative leveling of state power, and the vertical authority of states is constrained by the horizontal authority of international standards.  It is by no means a complete or sufficient model of world politics, but it does help to describe the erosion of the Westphalian system by the advancement of human rights norms.  Furthermore, as demonstrated earlier, it provides a theoretical corrective to both liberal and socialist models, both of which suffer substantial deficiencies.

We arrive at a model of international politics from which human rights activists may draw on anarchist concepts and principles, retaining a healthy skepticism of hierarchical institutions without becoming irrelevant through anachronistic devotion to rigid anti-statism.  Activists with an anarchist bent can promote and welcome international laws and institutions that constrain the capacity of states to murder and torture their own citizens without wholeheartedly acknowledging the legitimacy of states.  It must be remembered that international human rights law aims at constraining the power of states and other powerful actors over individuals, not at constraining the freedom of individuals themselves.  Without erecting a world government that might merit the same criticisms as bureaucratic states, human rights law protects personal rights and promotes a political culture that elevates the rights of individuals above the whims of authoritarian governments.  While not exactly the vision of nineteenth century anarchists, anarchism itself should not be thought of as dogma.  Its own internal logic should welcome the widest range of revisionism. (Rocker, 1989: 30)  
Thus human rights necessitate a cautious rapprochement between anarchist theory and governing institutions.  Whether through domestic law and policy or international coercion, a properly ordered state remains critical for the promotion of human rights. (Ishay, 2004: 349)  Many internationally recognized human rights are specific to national citizens, including the rights of political participation, public education, social insurance, and nationality. (Donnelly, 2003: 34; Smith, 2004: 2)  The UDHR makes repeated references to rights of legal protection and equality under the law.  It also guarantees the right of everyone “to take part in the government of his country” through “periodic and genuine elections.”  While acknowledging the important role of the state in securing human rights may initially appear hopelessly incompatible with anarchism, the preceding argument demonstrates that anarchist concepts are indeed relevant to contemporary human rights theory and can usefully inform the thought and objectives of activists.
Conclusion
In a sense human rights activists seek to overcome the anarchy described by realist theory by imposing legal constraints on sovereign states and even intervening in those states to stop egregious abuses.  On the other hand, human rights law is ultimately unenforceable absent the willingness of one or more powerful sates to act, so groups like Amnesty International and Human Rights Watch rely largely on persuasion and public shaming to affect the behavior of states as actors within the anarchical international arena.  On a global scale, this is clearly not liberalism, which applies to the protection of citizens’ rights through domestic constitutional constraints on state power.  While human rights advocates may welcome liberal political systems for their good rights reputation, at least in regard to political and civil rights, liberal theory alone does not address the urgent need for international human rights norms in a world with many illiberal regimes.  Furthermore, simply advocating liberalism is not enough, since liberalism does not always do a particularly good job with second and third generation rights.
  Even democracy may be insufficient to guarantee rights, especially in majoritarian form, and especially during times of war when voting publics may be persuaded to tolerate the retrenchment of civil rights and liberties.  The UDHR and subsequent conventions explicitly prohibit torture and cruel, inhuman or degrading treatment or punishment, as well as arbitrary arrest and detention.  But if truth is the first casualty of war, human rights law is surely the second.  Finally, we must be suspect of states claiming to spread democracy and protect human rights through the use of force, not only because of dubious motives, but also because of the vast human rights catastrophe that inevitably accrues from warfare.  Anarchism and human rights theory should be united in their critique of state violence, both foreign and domestic, as well as state sanctioned exploitation and injustice.  The history of liberal imperialism is long, vast and tragic, but among anarchist thinkers like Bakunin we find some of its earliest and most forceful critics. (Guérin, 1970: 68)  Such courageous moral clarity should continue to inspire human rights activists in their cautious interactions with states.  
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