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At the end of World War II, the United States emerged as a world leader, putting into 

place international institutions based on its own liberal economic philosophy.  Since then, the 

world has witnessed an increasing interconnectedness among states, with  

economic relationships continually blurring the distinction between domestic and international, 

as well as between state and societal forces.  Much of the world associates this increased 

interconnectedness with human suffering around the globe.  This dissertation seeks to test the 

effects of economic globalization on personal integrity violations within a state, on the whole.  

Specifically, I examine three aspects associated with globalization, trade openness, investment 

and IMF funding within a state.  Liberal economic theory suggests that economic relationships 

should foster positive gains.  Particularly, economic relationships engender economic prosperity, 

diffusion of norms and idea, as well as the growth of a middle class which increasingly demands 

respect for its political and civil rights.  Consistent with the liberal paradigm, I find that open 

trade and investment lead to improved personal integrity rights. In addition, investment which 

originates from the hegemon is especially likely to increase a state’s respect for personal 

integrity rights.  Conversely, IMF funding is likely to provoke protests from people in recipient 

countries, which often leads to increased repression by the state.  To the extent that the IMF 

chooses to place importance on human rights, future attention should be paid to the practices of 

recipient countries.  Overall, this dissertation suggests overall support for the liberal paradigm, 

that open economic policies are most likely to lead to improved levels of personal integrity 

rights.   
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

 

�Even in recent years it was thought that the poorest countries would develop by isolating 
themselves from the world market and by depending only on their own resources.  Recent 
experience has shown that countries which did this have suffered stagnation and 
recession, while the countries which experienced development were those which 
succeeded in taking part in the general interrelated economic activities at the international 
level�       Pope John Paul II, 1991 
 

1.1 Introduction 

 At the end of World War II, the United States emerged as a world leader, putting 

into place international institutions based on its own liberal economic philosophy.  The 

opening up of borders to trade and investment began an accelerated process of economic 

globalization.  In the last few decades this globalization or interconnectedness between 

states has increased at an enormous rate.  This increase has been so drastic as to lead 

some researchers to question the future importance of state boundaries (Ruggie 1986, 

1998).  Recent headlines underscore the importance of this increased interconnectedness.  

Anti-globalization protests in Washington and Italy, for example, illustrate the tendency 

of many around the world to associate globalization with suffering around the globe.  The 

implications of this change are not yet fully understood.  First economic relationships and 

now political ones are continually blurring the distinction between domestic and 

international, as well as between state and societal forces.  

 Concurrent with the rise of globalization, there has been increasing importance 

placed on the human rights behavior of states.  As Donnelly (1998) points out, human 
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rights were once viewed as the prerogative of sovereign states.  However, since World 

War II, an international human rights norm has emerged.  I argue that the two 

phenomenon, globalization and human rights are not unrelated.  Increased globalization 

has, to a large part, facilitated improvements in the human rights records of a state.  

Moreover, states are becoming more and more willing to tie economic relationships to 

human rights practices of other states.   

 This dissertation is based on the idea that the interplay between economic 

incentives and human rights is increasingly important, as economies become more 

interdependent.   As the world economy moves toward increased globalization, there is 

an increased opportunity for economic relationships between diverse regime types.  

Political commentary and social protests suggest that globalization brings with it a slew 

of societal ills.  Protests against child labor, powerful multi-national corporations, unfair 

trading practices and inequality, for example illustrate the fears associated with 

globalization.   

At the same time, some theorists suggest that increased interconnectedness creates 

new opportunities to effect change in a country.  Neoliberal theorists suggest that 

liberalized economic relationships improve economic and social well-being in a country, 

such that everyone is better off.  These economic relationships allow for not only the 

exchange of marketplace goods, but also the exchange of ideas.  Moreover, the current 

world leader or hegemon in a system will create and enforce norms of behavior and 

regimes.  In the case of the United States, two of the most visible norms encouraged by 

the United States include the promotion of democratic institutions and the protection of 

human rights (Bueno de Mesquita 2000).  However, the nature of this interconnectedness, 



 

 3

particularly its effect on human rights practices in a state, remains unclear.  This research 

sets out to empirically examine the effects of this interconnectedness on personal 

integrity rights.  I begin with a discussion of the evolution of human rights as an 

international norm. 

 

1.2 The Emergence of Human Rights as a Norm 

 Prior to World War II, human rights were not discussed in international law 

(Donnelly 1998).  Prevailing wisdom was that the sovereignty of the state precluded the 

international community from intervening in matters of human rights.  Donnelly suggests 

that the holocaust was the catalyst which made human rights an international issue.  

Atrocities committed by the Nazi regime drew both attention and compassion worldwide.  

Certainly since the end of World War II, we have seen increased attention to issues of 

human rights.   

The beginning of any formal recognition of the human rights regime came in 

1948 when the United Nations General Assembly unanimously adopted the Universal 

Declaration of Human Rights.  This Declaration, which still provides one of the most 

sweeping guarantees of human rights world wide, begins with the recognition that �the 

inherent dignity and of the equal and inalienable rights of all members of the human 

family is the foundation of freedom, justice and peace in the world�� (Universal 

Declaration of Human Rights).   

By 1966 the United Nations had added two more statements on human rights: the 

International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights, and the International 

Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, which went into force in 1976.  Along with the 
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attention given to human rights in the United Nations, human rights received increasing 

attention from governments and non-governmental organizations (hereafter NGOs) 

worldwide.  One important NGO was Amnesty International, which began issuing annual 

human rights reports for countries around the world.  Amnesty International has 

successfully brought worldwide attention to human rights issues around the globe.  In 

addition, the media spotlight on state repression has increased, keeping worldwide 

attention on this important subject.  In the past decade alone, there have been outcries in 

the international community regarding the treatment of people in Somalia, Bosnia-

Herzegovina, Kosovo, East Timor, and more recently Afghanistan.    

Similarly, academic scholarship began to study and emphasize human rights.  In 

the past few decades, empirical research on determinants of human rights has become a 

mainstay in political science.  While much of the early research was limited, relying on 

bivariate correlations (e.g., Park 1987, Mitchell and McCormick 1988) or by the limited 

time covered or sample used in the analysis (e.g., Henderson 1991, Regan 1995, 

Davenport 1995), recent work in the study of repression is more methodologically 

sophisticated and often approximates global samples (e.g., Poe and Tate 1994, Poe, Tate 

and Keith 1999, Blanton 1999). This research seeks to add to the empirical examination 

of human rights abuse, concentrating on the effects of different aspects of globalization.   

 

1.3 Organization of the Study 

 In order to examine the relationship between distinct factors of globalization and 

human rights, this dissertation is composed of eight chapters.  Chapter Two outlines the 

theoretical rationale for this dissertation.  In this chapter I begin with an overview of the 
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liberal theory and discuss its relevance to the study of human rights. Next I examine 

specific predictions of the liberal theory regarding three aspects of globalization: trade, 

investment and International Monetary Fund (hereafter IMF) loans.  There are generally 

two theoretical arguments suggested by the liberal paradigm that are discussed here.  The 

first involves economic benefits that result from pursuing liberalized economic policies.  

Countries that open their economies to economic penetration by other countries are likely 

to experience higher levels of economic development.  This development will facilitate 

the growth of a middle class which will increasingly demand respect for personal 

integrity within a state.  The second argument related to the liberal paradigm suggests 

that economic exchanges also allow for an exchange of ideas.  As economic relationships 

are pursued, a diffusion of norms across borders exposes different cultures to prevailing 

norms, including human rights.   

In addition, I review previous empirical research regarding each of these measures 

of interdependence and personal integrity rights.  As Chapter Two will illustrate, there is 

a relative dearth of empirical research regarding the effects of globalization on human 

rights.  To the extent that there have been empirical tests, they have concentrated on 

testing dependency theory often without important control variables.   

 Chapter Three outlines the data and measures used in this dissertation.  I begin by 

addressing the difficulty in defining and measuring the dependent variable, human rights.  

For the purposes of this study, I concentrate on personal integrity rights.  Chapter Three 

presents a discussion of the definition and measurement of personal integrity rights.  In 

addition, I discuss the conceptualization and measurement of each variable of interest, as 

well as each of the control variables included in this study.  Included in this discussion 
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are the relevant hypotheses to be tested.  This chapter also outlines sources for the data 

used in the subsequent analysis, as well as a discussion of the sample used.  To conduct 

the statistical analyses, I utilize ordered probit models, which account for the ordered 

nature of the dependent variable.  Chapter Three concludes with an explication of the 

ordered probit methodology employed.      

 Chapter Four is the first of three empirical tests of the relevance of liberal theory 

for explaining human rights practices around the world.  The first aspect of globalization 

I examine is trade liberalization.  I conduct both bivariate and multivariate analyses of the 

relationship between liberalized trade policies and personal integrity abuse.  Since each 

potential measure of trade has shortcomings, I utilize four distinct measures of trade and 

carefully evaluate my statistical results, to ensure that my findings are robust.  In 

addition, I test the extent to which the effect of trade liberalization on personal integrity 

rights is mediated by economic development.  The richest countries may exhibit the 

negative relationship between personal integrity abuse and trade openness hypothesized 

by the liberal paradigm, while trade may actually exacerbate human rights abuse in the 

poorest countries where governments increase repression to maintain order necessary for 

attracting trade.   

 The Fifth chapter explores the relationship between a country�s level of 

investment and its level of repression.  This chapter further considers the extent to which 

the hegemon is important in the diffusion of norms, comparing a country�s investment 

originating from the United States to a country�s overall investment.  Bivariate and 

multivariate analyses are conducted on the various conceptualizations of investment.  In 

addition, I investigate the extent to which the relationship between investment and 
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personal integrity abuse depends on the level of economic development in a country.    

This chapter concludes with an exploration of the overall effect of trade and investment 

on personal integrity rights.  To achieve this, I create an index of external economic 

penetration based on a country�s level of both trade and investment.   

 Chapter Six examines the empirical relationship between IMF funding and 

personal integrity rights.  Bivariate and multivariate analyses are performed, followed by 

a discussion of the substantive impact of IMF funding.  Subsequent analyses include two 

different interaction terms.  The first interaction term is included to investigate the extent 

to which the effect of IMF funding is conditional, based on the level of economic 

development.  Those citizens in the poorest countries who are already feeling the effects 

of a bad economy are more likely to protest IMF austerity programs, than people in richer 

countries.  A second interaction term examines whether the relationship between IMF 

funding and personal integrity rights is dependent on the level of democracy in a country.  

Countries with lower levels of democracy face less institutional constraints preventing 

them from responding to anti-IMF protests with repression than those countries with 

greater levels of democracy.  

 Chapter Seven draws broad conclusions regarding the effects of globalization on a 

state�s propensity to repress.  These conclusions are important, not just for theoretical 

discussions, but also for policymakers worldwide.  In addition, I discuss future work 

relevant to the study of human rights.   

 

1.4 Significance of the Study 
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 Since World War II, we have witnessed a marked increase in the level of 

interdependence among states.  Globalization brings with it uncertainty, and often fear, 

particularly to citizens in developing countries.  As this process continues it is vital that 

we, as social scientists, empirically examine the impacts of globalization.  As Chapter 

Two will illustrate, few studies have examined the effects of globalization on human 

rights, and much of this research has concentrated on radical theories.  This research 

seeks to fill a gap in existing human rights research by empirically testing the effects of 

three economic relationships associated with increased economic interdependence.  I use 

a global sample in order to allow for the most general conclusions possible.  Although 

generalizability is a key goal of this research, I pay particular attention to developing 

countries in my analysis.  This is important, because it is the developing countries that 

have the highest levels of personal integrity abuse, on average.  These countries are more 

likely to experience egregious violations of personal integrity, and are therefore the 

countries with the most potential for improvement in their level of personal integrity 

rights.     

 In addition, I examine three distinct aspects of globalization  in this study, in an 

attempt to arrive at an overall picture of the effects of globalization.  This study will 

examine the effects of trade liberalization, investment and IMF funding in turn.  The 

inclusion of trade liberalization and investment is in line with the general 

conceptualization of globalization in international political economy research.  I examine 

the effects of each of these on personal integrity rights, as well as their combined effect.  

I break from convention and add IMF funding as a phenomenon associated with 

globalization.  This provides an interesting test of increased interconnectedness among 
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countries.  Its inclusion is warranted, as many anti-globalization protests specifically 

target the IMF, in addition to the World Trade Organization (WTO) and multinational 

corporations (MNCs).  Taken together, these three measures give us some idea of the 

overall effects of increased interconnectedness.   

 This research also uses more sophisticated methodologies than are prevalent in 

the study of human rights.  I utilize an ordered probit model to examine the determinants 

of personal integrity abuse.  Previous research often relies on ordinary least squares 

(hereafter OLS) methods to examine personal integrity rights, in spite of the fact that 

these methods can lead to biased results when the dependent variable is ordinal (see 

McKelvey and Zavoina 1975; Winship and Mare 1984; Long 1997).  OLS assumes that 

the differences between the categories of the dependent variable are equal, which may not 

be the case.  By contrast, ordered probit analysis estimates these distances, lending more 

confidence to the results.   

 This research also lends itself to policy prescriptions.  The United States 

Congress, for example, often debates use of economic penalties and sanctions for states 

with poor human rights records.  The most notable of these debates was the annual 

congressional deliberations on whether to grant China Most Favored Nation trading 

status.  This debate was recently seemingly answered for the long term when Congress 

voted to grant China permanent normalized trade relations.  By contrast, Cuba continues 

to be economically closed off by the United States.  Arguments for such an approach 

suggest that entering into economic relationships with these countries is akin to 

condoning their human rights practices.  Others suggest that the most effective way to 

alter these practices is by allowing these economic ties.  Thus, Clinton pursued a policy 
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of constructive engagement with China, based on the idea that integration in the world 

economy was the most effective means of changing China�s human rights practices.  A 

similar strategy was announced by Canadian Prime Minister Jean Chretien in the late 

1990s, when he supported selective engagement with Cuba.  Empirical tests of the 

relationship between economic interconnectedness and personal integrity rights can aid 

policymakers in pursuing appropriate policies, should improving human rights be a 

policy goal. 

 A final important role that studies such as this one perform involves the normative 

goal of improving human rights.  Although as a social scientist I must test results 

systematically and empirically, I like many others who choose to study human rights, do 

so because we believe human rights should be improved.  Media reports of 

disappearances, state torture, children sold into slavery or prostitution, all speak to the 

current relevance of this study.  To the extent that this research aids in identifying causes 

of personal integrity abuse, it can play an important role in achieving improved human 

rights worldwide.  In sum, this dissertation seeks to improve the study of human rights, 

including identifying the relationship between human rights and globalization so that 

policymakers and their populations worldwide have a better chance of improving the 

realization of those rights.    
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CHAPTER 2 

THEORY AND LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

2.1 Introduction 

In the past few years there has been substantial growth in the literature examining 

the causes and effects of human rights abuses.  Increasing interest in this field has led to 

much consensus regarding human rights determinants such as previous human rights 

abuses, regime type, and internal and external violence.  However, the literature 

regarding economic explanations of human rights abuses remains tenuous.  There is 

general agreement that improved economic standing facilitates improvements in human 

rights records (see, for example, Mitchell and McCormick 1988, Poe and Tate 1994, 

Spalding 1986, Moon 1991, Apodaca 1998).  However, the nature of the relationship 

between human rights records and a number of economic indicators such as trade, foreign 

aid, investment, and IMF loans remains contentious.   

 Although there is little consensus in the literature regarding the ability of monied 

incentives to improve human rights records, some progress has been made in testing the 

various relationships.  This progress has been marked by disparate studies examining 

specific types of monied incentives.  This paper will focus on the extent to which 

investment, trade, and IMF funding create incentives for a state to improve its human 

rights records.     

 This chapter explores the theoretical basis for the empirical tests that will be 

conducted in the subsequent chapters.  First, I briefly review the liberal paradigm.  I 

begin with an overview of classical liberal theory and its relevance to the study of human 
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rights.  To accomplish this, I summarize the liberal paradigm, including the inducements 

for cooperation among states, as well as the importance of regimes and norms in 

facilitating cooperation.  Liberalism suggests that economic relationships will create 

interdependence among states that will, in turn, lead states to accept international norms 

often at the expense of state goals.  The following sections examine three of these 

economic relationships.  In section three, I examine the specific theoretical arguments 

derived from liberal theory that apply to trade.  This section also reviews the previous 

research on trade and human rights.  In the fourth section of this chapter, I examine the 

theoretical arguments regarding investment and human rights, as well as the relevant 

empirical research.  The fifth section examines the theoretical and empirical analyses 

regarding IMF loans and respect for human rights, followed by a conclusion.   

  

2.2 Analytical Framework 

Liberalism emerged as a challenge to realism�s emphasis on power politics and 

security interests.    Whereas realism views the state as the central actor in international 

relations, in liberalism, the role of the state is mitigated by international institutions, 

formal and informal regimes and norms of behavior.  Economic prosperity is a central 

tenet of liberalism, and economic goals often drive political decisions.  The liberal 

perspective assumes a hierarchical structure in which the hegemon establishes norms and 

regimes to decrease transaction costs and reduce information costs thereby facilitating a 

prosperous system among states.  According to Krasner �regimes can be defined as sets 

of implicit or explicit principles, norms, rules and decision-making procedures around 

which actors� expectations converge in a given area of international relations� (1983 2).  
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The resulting system is one where states are motivated by considerations such as 

economic relationships that move them beyond power politics and imply a positive sum 

game.   

One important way in which states can affect the rest of the world is by creating 

international regimes, or norms of behavior.  Regimes are established by the most 

powerful states, as rules of behavior the rest of the world should follow1.  Thus, the 

United States has established many of the international regimes in the West since World 

War II.  Similarly, regional leaders are seen as establishing regimes in their specific areas 

of influence.  These regimes are in many ways international rules of behavior.  Of course 

there is no necessary enforcer.  Instead, regimes are followed as states begin to realize the 

benefits of those regimes.  Those benefits increase over time, as more and more states 

begin to adhere to a particular regime.   

Liberalism focuses on conditions where cooperation will emerge.  Its resilience as 

a prominent theory in international relations has been spurred on both by the failure of 

realist theories to account for periods of peace and cooperation as well as the seeming 

willingness of so many states to give up some degree of their sovereignty in order to join 

regional political arrangements.  Cooperation tends to emerge where otherwise sovereign 

states have mutual interests.  This mutual interest is often economic in nature.  States 

enter into mutually beneficial economic relationships, such as trade, with each other 

which leads them to be more willing to cooperate politically.  Cooperation is often 

                                                 
1 It should be noted, however, that although Gilpin (1987) and Kindleberger (1973) suggest that regimes 
are established and maintained by a hegemon, or world leader, Keohane and Nye (1977) suggest that 
cooperation can exist in the absence of a hegemon.  
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facilitated by non-state actors, such as multinational corporations, or international 

organizations.   

A central tenet of the liberal theory is the idea that economic incentives and social 

welfare go hand and hand.  �Liberalism may, in fact, be defined as a doctrine and set of 

principles for organizing and managing a market economy in order to achieve maximum 

efficiency, economic growth, and individual welfare� (Gilpin 1987 27).  This tie between 

cooperation and social policies is clearly seen in Keohane and Nye�s complex 

interdependence.  Interdependence is used to describe the mutual dependence among 

states in the international system that results from economic interactions among states.  

Keohane and Nye argue that the increasing interdependence among states, as well as non-

state actors, results in �government policies in various countries more sensitive to one 

another� (Keohane and Nye 1989 259).  According to these authors, this creates a 

complex interdependence in which the increased ties among states leaves them more 

sensitive to the actions of other states.  According to Keohane and Nye, greater levels of 

interdependence among states results in a loss of control over that state�s decision making 

independence.  An increase in the interdependence of national economies leads to an 

increase in disruptive economic forces and a decrease in the capacity to control them.  

Cooper (1997) argues that cooperation is necessary to achieve optimal outcomes 

especially with increasing interdependence among states. 

Another important facet of the liberal paradigm suggests that the economic 

relationships states enter into are win-win, as these relationships are beneficial to both 

states.  �According to the liberal perspective, the world economy is a beneficial factor in 

economic development; interdependence and economic linkages of advanced economies 
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with less developed economies tend to favor the latter. Through trade, international aid, 

and foreign investment, the less developed economies acquire the export markets, capital, 

and technology required for economic development� (Gilpin 1987, 265).  The resulting 

economic linkages create incentives to mitigate power politics as well as play by the 

international rules of the game.  As states are increasingly interconnected and incorporate 

economic calculations into their relations with one another, the result is a more peaceful 

and more prosperous system.    

The liberal perspective contends that economic growth fosters development of the 

domestic economy, providing for greater socio-economic equality and a more 

harmonious environment.  Acceptance into the international community and the resulting 

economic benefits will induce a repressive regime to alter its human rights practices.  If 

liberal theory is correct, increased interdependence among states will foster both 

economic development and the diffusion of international norms.  As the importance of 

international borders dissipates, there are increasing incentives for states to adopt better 

human rights practices, among other things.  An increased acceptance in human rights as 

a norm of behavior, as well as the increasing means by which the diffusion of that norm 

takes place (i.e., economic arrangements) would indicate support for the liberal 

perspective.    
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However, increased interdependence brings with it non-economic aspects.  

International organizations are increasingly willing to bear international pressure in order 

to bring about non-economic changes in a state.  Oftentimes, the incentive for a state to 

change its behavior is tied to an explicit economic relationship.  Non-economic agendas 

are being tied to economic ones.   

There are two avenues by which interdependence may affect human rights.  First, 

Keohane and Nye�s theory of complex interdependence suggests that the increased 

interdependence among states results in policies that are more sensitive to each state.  

This sensitivity among the states can help facilitate a diffusion of values.  The 

interdependence itself leaves states more aware and more influenced by international 

norms than they would be if they were to maintain an isolated existence.  The increased 

interdependence also increases the ability of the world to be aware of gross human rights 

violations and condemn them as quickly as they happen.  As globalization has increased 

so has the ability of the international community to pressure a repressive state.  This 

tendency is aided by relatively instantaneous media.  A state�s leaders may be more apt to 

attract foreign investment, for example, if they appear more willing to play by the 

international rules of the game.  This signal to investors can help decrease uncertainty as 

the state attempting to attract investment appears more similar to the state the investment 

is originating in.  The acceptance of norms further decreases uncertainty to potential 

investors and trading partners, and is an indication that this state is willing to play by the 

current rules of the game: specifically capitalism.  For example, acceptance by a state of 

international norms suggests to investors that a particular country is less likely to 

nationalize its industry.   
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 A second effect on human rights policies stems from the economic nature of 

interdependence.  That is, interdependence generally occurs for an economic payoff.  The 

liberal paradigm suggests that economic payoffs are the primary goal of states and that 

political considerations are secondary to economic ones.  The drive for economic payoffs, 

according to this perspective overrides a state�s need to repress.  Thus, forces of 

globalization may further improve human rights policies within a state to the extent that 

those forces provide an economic payoff.  In a state with a healthy economy, the needs of 

the population are more likely to be met, decreasing the need for repression by the state 

(Henderson 1991).  In addition, economic liberalization will lead to a growth of the 

middle class, who in turn will have greater expectations and make greater demands on 

government.  Apodaca for example, suggests that �economic liberalization will lead to an 

expanded middle class that will, if democratic theory is correct, demand greater civil and 

political liberty, undermining authoritarian control� (Apodaca 2001 590).   

Both trade and investment create economic ties among states that often 

overshadow the political relationships between those states.  Nowhere is this more 

exemplified than the relationship between China and the United States.  These two states 

are about as far apart on the ideological continuum as any two states in the world system.  

Nonetheless, the trade and investment between these states leads to a greater degree of 

cooperation than might otherwise be expected.  There exists at least the assertion that 

these economic relationships are tied to human rights policies in China.  Thus, the liberal 

perspective suggests that interdependence may provide an avenue for inducing improved 

human rights practices in a state.  Next, I consider how the liberal theory specifically 

applies to each of the three manifestations of globalization included in this dissertation.  
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2.3 Human Rights and Trade 

In his inaugural address in 1977, Jimmy Carter suggests that human rights will 

become an important element in U.S. foreign policy.  He stated that �Our moral sense 

dictates a clearcut preference for these societies which share with us an abiding respect 

for individual human rights� (Carter 1977).  By 1982, the United States Congress had 

passed the Harken Amendment which prohibited any assistance from the United States to 

countries with a consistent pattern of gross human rights violations (Claude and Weston 

1992).  The United States government has become increasingly willing to tie human 

rights practices of a state to foreign policy with that state.  The United States has openly 

tied its foreign trade policy to the human rights policies of other states, as exemplified by 

the Jackson-Vanick amendment to the 1975 Trade Act, which placed limitations on free 

trade with countries that restricted emigration.  Trade has been an important foreign 

policy tool not just for the United States, but for other Western states as well.  The 

importance of trade in affecting human rights policies of states is underscored by the 

willingness of international organizations, most notably the United Nations, to restrict 

trade to states with egregious human rights violations. 

 Previous research on trade and human rights has focused almost exclusively on 

testing dependency arguments.  In contrast, I focus on examining the liberal perspective.  

Liberals argue that economic development is vital not only to economic progress, but to 

social progress as well.  The quality of life for the populace relies on the regime�s ability 

to provide a healthy economy.  As such, any restrictions on trade are viewed as 

impediments to economic growth, harming both domestic and international markets.  



 

 19

Acceptance into the international community and the benefits of trade, it is argued, will 

induce a repressive regime to alter its human rights practices.  In this vein, trade is 

viewed as a facilitator in the diffusion of human rights practices at the international level. 

Research on the relationship between trade and human rights violations primarily 

focused on dependency and world systems theory (Zeigenhagen, 1986; Carleton, 1989; 

Pion-Berlin, 1989; Davenport. 1995b).   Zeigenhagen (1986) uses trade concentration in 

various export categories as a measure for trade.  He examines 64 countries from 1946-

1982, using the measure of negative sanctions created by Taylor and Jodice to capture 

human rights violations.  Zeigenhagen finds that trade concentration in particular exports 

in a country does lead to increased repression by that state.  However, his research does 

not measure the overall level of trade as suggested by liberal theory but instead 

concentrates on particular export trade sectors.   

Similarly, Davenport (1995b) relies on Taylor and Jodice�s measure of export 

specialization as a proxy for trade dependency.  His also uses the Taylor and Jodice 

measure for negative sanctions.  Davenport uses a much larger sample of 53 countries 

from 1948 to 1982 and finds further evidence that trade dependency increases a state�s 

willingness to repress.  However, when he restricts his sample to only nondemocratic 

regimes, the relationship between dependency and repression becomes insignificant.   

Pion-Berlin (1989) also finds evidence that trade leads to repression.  He 

measures dependency using international trade agreements.  His measure for state 

repression is based on event counts of the New York Times Index, as well as Amnesty 

International Reports.  He examines 25 countries in Latin America and finds that trade 
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dependency increases state repression.  International trade agreements may in fact have 

little relation to a states trade liberalization or to a states degree of trade dependency.   

Each of the above studies endeavors to explicitly test the dependency perspective, 

concentrating on particular trade sectors or trade agreements.  In attempting to measure 

trade dependency these studies fail to address the liberal perspective.  Dependency 

theorists argue that the benefits of trade are enjoyed by the developed states while trade 

actually exacerbates the economic problems of the developing states (Cardosa 1979; Dos 

Santos 1970, 1973; Frank 1966, 1969, 1979; O�Donnell 1988; Prebisch 1950). Thus, 

trade must be operationalized to capture the zero sum nature suggested by dependency 

theory.  To show this empirically, an unequal trade relationship, not just a certain level of 

trade, must be shown.  Liberalism, on the other hand, suggests a positive sum game.  

Thus, operationalizing trade from the liberal perspective does not necessitate showing an 

unequal relationship between states, but merely requires examining the level of trade.   

None of the previously mentioned researchers attempt to examine the liberal 

perspective.  However, two subsequent researchers explicitly set out to test the liberal 

paradigm.  The first is Barbieri and Davenport (1997) who examine the liberal hypothesis 

that trade enhances human rights.  Using two time periods, their sample includes 140 

countries from 1950 to 1982, and 179 countries from 1982 to 1992.  In this unpublished 

paper, Barbieri and Davenport examine the liberal perspective, utilizing trade openness to 

measure a country�s trade policies.  Using the openness measure, they find limited 

support for both the liberal argument as well as the dependency argument, depending on 

the time period used and how the dependent variable is operationalized.  While trying to 

overcome the problem of capturing the liberal perspective in the trade variable, their 
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measure errs in the opposite extreme.  That is, the use of openness does not adequately 

capture trade dependency, specifically the unequal nature of the relationship.  Given the 

inadequacy of openness to accurately capture dependency, their conclusion regarding the 

dependency perspective are suspect.   

 More relevant to the current project, however, is their test of the liberal 

perspective.  The Barbieri and Davenport study is an important first step in empirically 

examining liberalism.  However, I have two areas of concern with regard to their study: 

their conceptualizing human rights and the absence of key control variables.  The first 

issue concerns the conceptualization of human rights.  They use the Taylor and Jodice 

measure for their earlier time period and the Protocol for the Assessment of Nonviolent 

Direct Action (PANDA) for their later time period.  Recent research (Stohl et al. 1986, 

Lopez and Stohl 1992, and Poe and Tate 1994) indicates an inherent bias in such events-

based data measures as measures of human rights violations.  Events-based data measures 

repression by counting human rights abuses reported in certain newspapers.  One 

problem with such an approach is its reliance on western media outlets resulting in a bias 

based on what those media cover.   This type of data also inherently equates the number 

of events with the level or repression, although these two can be very different things.  

Thus, Lopez and Stohl (1992) argue that events-based data fails to capture the �afterlife 

effect� of human rights violations, or the tendency for state terror to last beyond a 

particular event.   

 Equally important these scholars ignore a variety of control variables found to be 

important in earlier human rights literature.  A survey of the study of human rights has 

revealed a good deal of consensus on a small set of important human rights determinants.  
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However, Barbieri and Davenport leave out measures of civil war, international war, and 

economic standing.  Instead they focus on regime type and four measures of dissent: 

event frequency, the presence of violence, the variety of violence, and cultural deviance.  

The four measures of dissent appear to suffer from a high degree of correlation, reported 

by Davenport (1995) to be as much as .80 between the variety of violence and cultural 

deviance.  A high degree of collinearity between variables biases t-tests and threatens the 

ability to make correct inferences.  Lack of important control variables can also result in 

misleading findings and incorrect conclusions.   

 Apodaca (2001) provides a recent examination of the liberal perspective and 

human rights.  She examines a global sample of 152 countries from 1990 to 1996.  

Utilizing the Political Terror Scale as her dependant variable, she concludes that trade 

helps guarantee human rights.  However, her ability to draw conclusions regarding the 

liberal paradigm is limited by her trade measure.  To capture trade, she relies on 

developing countries exports to industrialized countries.  This measure again misses the 

point of liberal theory which suggests the win-win proposition that all trade is positive.  

Her analysis also omits the important control variable of economic development (see 

Mitchell and McCormick 1988; Henderson 1991, Poe and Tate 1994; Poe, Tate and Keith 

1999, Donnelly 1999, Davenport 1995), again raising the possibility of misleading 

statistical results.  Thus, while there has been some attention to testing dependency 

theories regarding trade and human rights, tests of the liberal paradigm remain scant and 

inconclusive.   
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2.4 Human Rights and Investment 

 Another important aspect of globalization is foreign investment.  There has been 

an increase in foreign investment in recent years, especially by so-called multinational 

corporations (MNCs).  By their nature, MNCs operate in more than one state and often 

have more wealth than many sovereign states.  These non-state actors, nonetheless, 

greatly influence the policies of states, as well as the living conditions of states where 

they choose to invest.  This influence can be intentional, such as infrastructure 

development that accompanies a firm�s decision to invest.  Often, though, the influence is 

coincidental, merely reflecting the norms and value systems of the states where the 

MNCs are based.  Moreover, most MNCs are based in Western states, especially the 

United States.  These firms have become increasingly willing and able to influence 

national politics and to call for improved human rights in the last two decades.   

Increases in investment are theorized to increase respect for human rights in two 

distinct ways.  First, complex interdependence implies that states are more able than ever 

to diffuse norms of behavior to other states.  As respect for human rights has become an 

increasingly accepted norm, states are more and more willing to play by the new rules of 

the game.  Often the adherence to a norm is superficial.  A number of states claim 

improved human rights records and some degree of democracy while continuing to rule 

with anti-democratic means and continuing to suppress the populace of that state.  

However, the claim itself is important.  A state�s promise to behave a certain way will 

lead to greater expectations by the masses and subsequently, greater demands on the 

state�s elite.  What may start out as a superficial description of a government will 

eventually result in rising expectations of the population and a government that will have 
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to answer the greater demands of the people.  Thus, the recent diffusion of the norm of 

human rights, even in the states where it has seemingly been superficial, has been and 

will continue to be important for the adoption of improved human rights policies.   

Second, and consistent with the liberal perspective, is the idea that investment in a 

country is mutually beneficial.  Investment in a country may lead to job creation and 

security, and economic development in general.  This perspective is consistent with what 

Meyer (1996) refers to as the �engines of development thesis�.  According to Meyer, the 

link between investment and human rights is economic development.  As the economy 

improves, the population becomes more demanding of civil liberties from the 

government.  Moreover, the economic benefits of investment act as an encouragement to 

states to play by the international rules of the game.  As Rothgeb suggests �...such 

investments tend to integrate the host country into the international arena.  Such 

integration leads to greater awareness of international standards and creates a greater 

desire for conformity so that a government�s domestic behavior will not become a barrier 

to the expansion of international contacts and opportunities� (Rothgeb 1989 119).   

 The empirical relationship between investment and human rights remains tenuous.  

McCorquodale and Fairbrother (1999) argue that globalization, conceptualized as both 

multi-national investment and World Bank loans, creates opportunities for improved 

human rights conditions, but in some cases can in fact exacerbate repression.  Scant 

research exists that explicitly examines the relationship between human rights and 

investment.  There are two notable exceptions.  The first is Meyer (1996) who tests two 

competing perspectives on economic development and human rights.  The engines of 

development thesis suggests that MNCs promote human rights in the third world.  
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According to this perspective, the link between investment and human rights is through 

economic development, such that �...to the extent that multinationals promote 

development, they must also enhance human rights� (Meyer 1996, 380).  By contrast, the 

Hymer thesis suggests that MNCs will facilitate uneven development.  This perspective 

suggests that manpower and resources will be housed in the periphery, yet offices 

housing top management would more likely to exist in the industrialized west.  Meyer's 

model uses both Freedom House and the Physical Quality of Life index as measures of 

human rights.  Thus, the focus of his paper includes both subsistence rights and political 

and civil freedoms.  His independent variables include gross national product, direct 

foreign investment, and foreign aid.  His first test looks at human rights records in 1985 

using independent variables measured in 1983.  His second test uses 1987 independent 

variables to attempt to predict 1990 human rights scores.  Thus, he models an arbitrary 

two or three year lag between his independent variables and a state�s human rights scores.  

He finds that the presence of MNCs is positively associated with favorable human rights 

records.  Thus, Meyer's research suggests support for the engines of development thesis.   

However, there are some fundamental problems which call into question Meyer's 

results.  First, Meyer examines only limited and sporadic time periods and a sample 

limited to between 39 and 52 countries depending on the time period used.  Second, 

Meyer doesn't include important control variables indicated in the human rights literature.  

For example, there is a good deal of literature regarding the relationship between internal 

and external violence and human rights abuses, yet Meyer omits any controls for civil or 

international war in a country.  In addition, there is considerable research that indicates 

past human rights abuses are indicative of a country's willingness to commit current and 
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future violations.   Again, no such controls are included in Meyer�s study, making it 

difficult to draw inferences from his results.   He also omits any measure of democracy 

(as he uses civil and political rights as his dependent variable), although again most 

human rights researchers agree that democracy is an important determinant if not the 

strongest predictor of human rights violations (see Poe and Tate 1994).   

Equally problematic, Meyer includes only United States direct foreign investment 

as a proxy for world wide investment.  He argues that since most direct foreign 

investment originates from the United States, this variable is sufficient to tap into the 

relationship between investment and human rights.  In response to Meyer, Smith, et.al. 

(1999) find that investment is correlated with poor human rights records in states.  These 

researchers replicate Meyer's study using Amnesty International and State Department 

measures of human rights records, and they utilize world-wide direct foreign investment 

rather than just including U.S. investment.  In addition, they focus on personal integrity 

abuses, rather than the subsistence rights and political and civil rights that is the focus of 

Meyer�s research.  Their findings indicate that Meyer's results are not robust.  

Specifically, they suggest that the effects of investment change direction and become 

statistically insignificant, depending on the measures utilized.   

However, Smith et. al., in attempting to replicate Meyer, make some of the same 

mistakes.  First, they replicate Myers small sample, arbitrary lag and time frame, using 

only 39 � 51 cases during 1985 and 1990.  The use of such a restricted sample hampers 

our ability to generalize their study�s results.  Moreover, these researchers also fail to 

include control variables, such as previous human rights violations, internal and external 

violence, and democracy, suggested by the field.  Again, this lack of control variables 
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increases the possibility that any conclusions drawn from this analysis may be 

misleading.  Thus, there is still a great deal of work to be done to ascertain the 

relationship between human rights and investment.   

 

2.5 IMF Loans and Human Rights 

The IMF was one of the many international institutions to emerge from the 

Bretton Woods conference.  According to its original charter, the IMF is primarily 

concerned with exchange stability and international monetary cooperation.  In addition, 

the IMF provides various loans in response to temporary balance-of-payment problems.  

IMF assistance is most often accompanied by restrictive conditions.  These conditions 

continue to be a source of controversy for the IMF.  At the heart of this controversy is the 

issue of a state�s sovereignty.  Accepting IMF monies means losing control of a state�s 

monetary policy.  The extent of the loss of sovereignty is difficult to ascertain due to the 

secret nature of the negotiations between debtor countries and the IMF (Walton and 

Ragin 1990).  The threat to a state�s power over its own monetary policies means that 

many states do not want IMF funds.  The states that do get these loans most likely have 

little choice or nowhere else to turn to for help.  This has led to the IMF being referred to 

as the lender of last resort (Auvinen and Nafziger 1999).  

The original role of the IMF was distinctly limited to monetary policies.  The 

Articles of Agreement did require the IMF to respect the social and political policies of 

members.  Nevertheless, recent literature has noted the evolution of the IMF to 

encompass a broader scope including human rights (see Bradlow and Grossman 1995, 

Boyce and Pastor 1998).  These studies point to the difficulty for the IMF to separate 
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economic goals with the overall stability in a country.  Thus, the IMF may indeed be used 

explicitly or implicitly to encourage a state to improve its human rights practices. 

 The role of the IMF in liberal theory is less clear.  On the one hand, IMF policies 

are designed to facilitate economic growth in recipient states.  On the other hand, these 

policies are often seen as high-handed.  Walton and Ragin find that IMF stabilization 

programs at times provoke protests in the recipient state.  They point out that �In most 

countries, these new policies have met with stiff opposition, including mass political 

demonstrations, strikes, and riots� (Walton and Ragin 1990 877).  Such protests may 

provide incentives for a state to repress its citizens.  This incentive may be further 

facilitated by the nature of the regime seeking IMF funds.  That is, authoritarian regimes 

may be more willing and more able to respond to protests with repression than their 

democratic counterparts.  Some studies have suggested that stabilization programs tend to 

favor and reinforce a �bureaucratic-authoritarian� state (see Walton and Ragin 1990, 

Forsythe 1997, or Kaufman 1986).  According to this perspective, stronger governments 

are necessary to oversee the hardships caused by austerity programs.  If IMF stabilization 

programs depend on a strong government to implement the policy conditions, these 

strong governments may also be more likely to resort to repression when faced with 

political protests.  This may indeed indicate that countries which receive IMF monies are 

followed by increases in human rights violations.   

In contrast, several theorists indicate that the relationship between human rights 

abuse and IMF programs is negative.  The main theoretical rational for these theorists� 

expectation that IMF programs will improve human rights refers to the economic 

consequences of these programs.  Auvinen and Nafziger make this link explicitly.  They 
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suggest that �the financial resources provided with adjustment programs in general 

should help stave off and curtail large-scale political violence.  Moreover, loans and 

conditions for reform by these international financial institutions should increase 

growth�and reduce long-term conflict, thus reducing vulnerability to CHEs� (Auvinen 

and Nafziger 1999 271).   

In addition the IMF may indeed be another agent for the diffusion of international 

norms.  Borrower states may feel the need to appear as �internationally acceptable� as 

possible.  The loan process itself has an international organization impeding on the 

sovereignty of the recipient state in the conditions placed on that state. As mentioned 

above, the international community has become increasingly willing to condemn gross 

violations of human rights.  Moreover, there is evidence to suggest that the role of the 

IMF is expanding beyond strictly monetary policy (see Boyce and Pastor 1998).  To the 

extent that peace in a state can facilitate economic development, the IMF may be 

increasingly willing to attach political conditions to their loans.  Thus, in accordance with 

the liberal perspective, a state attempting to acquire IMF monies is likely to improve its 

human rights records in an attempt to attract that money.   

The empirical relationship between IMF structural adjustment programs and 

human rights abuses of a state remains a point of contention.  While there is a plethora of 

essays regarding the role of the IMF in developing countries, most concentrate on 

normative prescriptions.  There are, however, a few such studies that conduct systematic 

analyses of the role of IMF programs in facilitating protests and violence.  These studies 

fail to produce a consensus regarding the relationship between IMF loans and protests 

and violence within a state.  There is even less research regarding the relationship 
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between IMF loans and human rights violations.  While there is some indication that IMF 

loans may indeed facilitate better human rights records, there is equal empirical and 

theoretical reason to expect that IMF programs may exacerbate human rights problems in 

a state.  Thus, a closer inspection of previous studies and their findings is warranted. 

Sidell (1978) examines the relationship between IMF austerity programs and 

political instability.  He uses three distinct measures of instability: collective protests, 

internal wars, and attempted coups d�etat.  Using multivariate regression, he examines 99 

countries between 1969 and 1977.  He finds that IMF stabilization programs do not 

significantly effect the political environment of recipient states.   

Bienen and Gersovitz (1985) provide an additional examination of the 

relationship between IMF programs and political instability.  They concede that in some 

cases IMF conditionality programs may coincide with political unrest.  However, they 

argue that in many of these states, political instability was either unrelated to the balance-

of-payments problems or associated with the overall economic situation in a country.  

They suggest that most of the time political instability is not specifically related to the 

adoption of an IMF program. 

A recent study by Auvinen and Nafziger (1999) concentrates on humanitarian 

emergencies, rather than political instability per se.  They examine a variety of possible 

causes of complex humanitarian emergencies (CHE), including IMF adjustment 

programs.  In a series of tests, they examine 124 developing countries between 1980 and 

1995.  They theorize that �the financial resources provided with adjustment programs in 

general help stave off and curtail large-scale political violence� (1999 271).  CHE is 

measured based on battle deaths and number of refugees.  They find that humanitarian 
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emergencies are inversely associated with IMF funding as a percentage of GDP. 

The previous findings suggest that IMF programs do not exacerbate political 

instability or humanitarian emergencies in a state.  However, several researchers have 

found the opposite.  For example, Walton and Ragin (1990) find that IMF programs are 

correlated with political protests.  They examine sources of political protest as a result of 

IMF pressure in 60 countries between 1976 and 1989.  They find that the occurrence and 

severity of austerity protests are over urbanization and IMF pressure.  Their measure of 

IMF pressure is based on factor analysis of different criteria including involvement in the 

extended fund, debt renegotiations, debt restructuring, and when the country�s ratio of 

borrowed funds to its IMF quota was larger than 125% in 1985.  They suggest that the 

extent of IMF pressure can produce political protests.  Similarly, Pion-Berlin examines 

the impact of IMF policies on political repression of labor groups in Argentina between 

1958 and 1980.  He finds that IMF policies are positively associated with acts of 

repression by a state.     

Only one study to date explicitly deals with IMF programs and personal integrity 

abuses.  Poe and Keith (2000) provide evidence of an inverse relationship between 

human rights records and IMF programs.  These researchers conduct a multiple 

regression of the impact of IMF stabilization programs on personal integrity rights, from 

1980 to 1987.  To indicate the presence of an IMF stabilization program, they utilize two 

nominal measures.  The first variable is coded one for the year that an IMF program was 

initiated.  The second variable is coded one each year except the first year of the IMF 

program to test for a lagged effect of IMF programs on personal integrity rights.  The 

variable measuring the initiation of an IMF stabilization program is statistically 
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insignificant.  They do find that participation in an IMF program has a significant, though 

small effect, exacerbating human rights abuses in a given state.   

However, their study relies on a rather rough measure of IMF stabilization 

programs.  Although their variable indicates the presence of an IMF loan, it does not 

account for the level of that loan.  This is important since we know that these loans vary 

drastically from country to country.  In addition, some countries take only a one time 

loan, while others borrow from the IMF year after year.  In my data set, the minimum 

amount of an IMF loan is .5 million of special drawing rights (SDRs).  The maximum 

annual IMF loan is 1862 million SDRs.  The variation in the amount of IMF loan 

certainly indicates differing degrees of IMF influence within a state.   

Finally, this study only considers a global sample, which may obfuscates the 

impact of IMF programs in developing countries.  The relationship between IMF 

programs and human rights records are likely to be more pronounced in developing 

countries.  More research needs to be done taking into account the amount of IMF loans 

to ascertain the effect of IMF loans on a country�s level of human rights abuse. 

 

2.6 Conclusion 

The purpose of this research is to provide an overall picture of the effect of 

globalization on personal integrity abuse.  As globalization dominates world markets 

today, this question is particularly important.  Countries faced with a loss of sovereignty, 

are increasingly influenced by outside forces.  It is necessary to ascertain the nature of 

that influence.  This research attempts to empirically test the effects of three distinct 

aspects of globalization on the treatment of citizens in a state.   
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This chapter outlined previous research, with respect to each of my measures of 

interdependence.  Previous research regarding trade and human rights has almost wholly 

been concerned with testing dependency theory.  As such, this research examines 

concentration of trade export in particular sector, for example, rather than overall trade 

levels suggested by liberal theory.  Moreover, past research has failed to account for 

control variables, even when there is a general consensus of their importance to 

repression.  Research on investment and personal integrity rights is also sparse.  Past 

research has utilized both limited time periods and limited sample.  Likewise this 

research also fails to include important controls.  As such, a general statement regarding 

the relationship between human rights and investment is still wanting.  Research between 

IMF funding and personal integrity abuse also remains scant.  To date, there is only one 

empirical test between IMF programs and personal integrity abuse, and that test relies on 

a dummy variable indicating the presence of such a program.  Clearly further work in 

each of these topics is warranted.  In addition, this research looks at three disparate 

measures of interconnectedness, which allows for overall conclusion regarding the effect 

of globalization on personal integrity rights to be drawn.    

 As the previous discussion suggests there is limited research regarding the 

relationship between monied influences and human rights records in a state.  Studies in 

trade, investment and IMF loans need to be more developed, explicitly addressing the 

liberal perspective.  Such studies must rely on a fully specified model of personal 

integrity rights including control variables where there is consensus in previous human 

rights literature.  The liberal perspective suggests that economics drives politics and that 

human rights practices in states can be malleable when economic rewards loom.  Trade, 
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investment and IMF loans require an international presence in a state and further 

facilitate the diffusion of norms among states.  Taken together these three disparate 

literatures give us an overall picture of the effect of economic incentives and norms on 

changes in a state�s human rights policies.   
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CHAPTER 3 

DATA AND METHODS 

 
3.1 Introduction 

This chapter specifies the data and measurements used for this study.  In order to 

examine the liberal perspective, I discuss the dependent variable in the next section.  

Human rights is a concept that is intrinsically difficult to define and measure.  I discuss 

the definition used here as well as the measurement employed.  In the third section I 

discuss the measures used for trade, investment and IMF funding.  The fourth section 

identifies control variables included in the analyses. This section identifies and defines 

control variables that are prevalent in the study of personal integrity rights.  The source 

and measurement of each of these variables is defined in the fifth section.  The sixth 

section explores the sample used.  The methodology is outlined in section seven, 

followed by conclusions.   

 
3.2 Human Rights  

The dependent variable in this study is human rights violations.  Definitions of 

human rights can be vague and broad.  Donnelly (1998) for example, defines human 

rights as the entitlements that persons have because they are human.  He further divides 

human rights to include both economic, social, and cultural rights as well as civil and 

political rights.  These divisions provoke a good deal of debate and disagreement over 

what are in fact human rights.  In the United States, for example, there is a tendency to 

emphasize civil and political rights while marginalizing economic and cultural rights.  

Similarly, third world countries often emphasize economic and cultural rights.  Some 
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countries even support a short-term suppression of civil and political rights in order to 

ensure stability necessary for economic prosperity.  Others suggest that each of these 

types of rights are indivisible and in fact realized together (Donnelly 1989, Milner et. al. 

1999).   

Research regarding human rights often center around two categories: security 

rights and subsistence rights.  Security rights, or personal integrity rights, include 

freedom from murder, torture, forced disappearance, and imprisonment of persons for 

their political views (Poe and Tate 1994).  By contrast, subsistence rights are more 

concerned with basic needs such as food, water and shelter.   

This paper focuses on integrity of the person2, rather than on other internationally 

recognized rights.  Integrity of the person includes, for example, murder, torture, forced 

disappearance, and imprisonment of persons for their political views (Poe and Tate 

1994).  Poe and Tate (1994) argue that this focus has the added advantage of facilitating 

the separation of the concept of human rights from democracy and economic standing.  

Broader definitions of human rights would necessarily overlap with these concepts, 

making it difficult to test different theoretical arguments between them.   

Human rights violations are a concept that is inherently difficult to identify and 

measure accurately.  While no measure is perfect, different methods of capturing a state�s 

personal integrity violations have distinct short comings.  Thus, a brief discussion of the 

measurement is warranted.      

Researchers have typically pursued one of two paths in attempting to measure 

personal integrity rights.  The first path, known as events-based data, entails counting the 

                                                 
2 For the purposes of this research, I use the terms personal integrity abuse, human rights abuse and 
repression interchangeably.   
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cases of repression from newspaper accounts.  These accounts are then added for the 

specified time period to give a particular state a score.  This type of measure is 

exemplified by the Taylor and Jodice (1983) and PANDA (1995, 1997) data sets.  

However, this type of measurement has problems as identified by Lopez and 

Stohl (1992) as well as Poe and Tate (1994).  One problem includes reliance on Western 

news media resulting in a Western bias.  Western media are notorious for having short 

attention spans or simply no interest in certain regions of the world, which hardly makes 

for systematic coverage of human rights violations.  Perhaps more disconcerting, 

however, is the dependence on the media to cover the repression in the first place.  Use of 

this type of measure implies that the media systematically records all human rights 

violations equally in each state.  However, societies with the most egregious human 

rights violations are also the ones least likely to allow such extensive news coverage, if 

any at all.  This is especially the case if that state is committing the human rights 

violations.  In addition, Lopez and Stohl (1992) argue that events-based data fails to 

capture the �afterlife effect� of human rights violations.  The afterlife of abuse refers to 

the persistence of terror within a society after the actual instances of repression.  Events-

based data provides �no means for accounting for those situations in which the very 

effectiveness of past abuses minimizes the need for many manifest events (Lopez and 

Stohl 1992 222).  In addition, events-based measurements may encounter problems with 

discerning state violations of human rights versus abuses from local groups operating 

outside the auspices of the state. As a result, Lopez and Stohl recommend several 

methods of overcoming these dilemmas.  First, the severity, frequency, and range of 

abuses must be considered.  Second, multiple sources should be employed, with the 
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strengths and weaknesses fully explained.  These authors suggest that political analysis 

and judgment are integral parts of measuring human rights abuses.  They conclude that in 

order to obtain the most reliable and valid measures of human rights abuses, �we must 

utilize scholarly judgment to make informed political judgments in scoring human rights 

behavior� (Lopez and Stohl, 1992, 229).  

A second type of measure for personal-integrity abuses is standards based data.  

As suggested by Lopez and Stohl (1992), this data is based on expert coding of different 

reports on human rights violations.  However, this approach to measurement has its own 

shortcomings.  For example, the source of the human rights reports may have its own 

built-in bias and different sources cover different states and years.  Amnesty International 

reports have in the past tended to only report the worst violators of human rights abuses.  

State Department reports, in contrast, are said to exhibit a bias in favor of Cold War allies 

of the United States during that time (see Innes 1992, Poe and Tate 1994, and Poe, 

Vazquez and Zanger 1999).    Indeed, in a comparison of Amnesty reports with State 

Department reports, Poe, Vazquez and Zanger (1999) find that State Department reports 

do tend to be biased, slightly, in favor of U.S. friends and against U.S. foes.   

To overcome the deficiencies of these sources, Poe and Tate (1994) create two 

dependent variables.  One relies on State Department reports supplemented by Amnesty 

International reports for missing data while the second relies on Amnesty International 

reports augmented by State Department reports where necessary.  According to one 

researcher, �The strength of the PTS scale is its balance.  The Political Terror Scale 

counterbalances the often biased reports of the State Department with the ideologically 

and politically neutral reports of Amnesty International� (Apodaca 2001).  Given the 
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inherent problems in any measure of human rights violations, I rely on the scholarly 

informed political judgment recommended by Lopez and Stohl and inherent in the 

standards based approach. 

Thus, I use the Political Terror Scale (PTS) which is a five point ordinal scale 

created to indicate increasing degrees of personal integrity violations.  The coding is 

originally derived from Gastil�s  (1980 37) criteria: 

Level A  Countries on Level A live under a secure rule of law, people are not 

imprisoned for their views, and torture is rare or exceptional (though 

police and prison brutality may occur).  Political murders are extremely 

rare.  There is no detention without trial, and laws protect individual and 

group rights. 

Level B  On Level B there is limited amount of imprisonment for non-violent 

political activity.  However, few persons are affected, torture and beating 

are exceptional and psychiatric institutions are not used to silence political 

opponents.  Political murder is rare, or, if present, characteristic of small 

terrorists organizations. 

Level C On Level C there is extensive political imprisonment, or a recent history 

of such imprisonment.  Executions or other political murders and brutality 

may be common.  Unlimited detention, with or without trial, for political 

views is accepted.  Incarceration in mental hospitals and the involuntary 

use of strong drugs may supplement imprisonment.   

Level D On Level D the practices of Level C are expanded to larger numbers.  

Murders, disappearances, and torture are a common part of life in some 
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societies at this level.  In others there is large-scale incarceration of 

ideological opponents in labor camps or reeducation centers.  In still 

others the terror may stem primarily from the arbitrary and capricious 

manner in which opponents are punished.  In spite of its generality, on this 

level terror affects primarily those who interest themselves in politics or 

ideas. 

Level E On Level E the terrors of Level D have been extended to the whole 

population, and may result from religious, ethnic, or ideological 

fanaticism.  The leaders of these societies place no limitations on the 

means or thoroughness with which they pursue personal or ideological 

goals.  The worst periods of Nazi Germany or Stalinist Russia characterize 

countries on Level E. 

The resulting Political Terror Scale was created by human rights scholars at 

Purdue University (see also Gibney and Dalton 1996, Carleton and Stohl 1987, Poe and 

Tate 1994 and Poe, Tate and Keith 1999).  To minimize ideological bias, I use the 

Political Terror Scale which relies on Amnesty International reports.  Following Poe and 

Tate (1994) the variable is supplemented with the State Department reports where 

Amnesty International reports are unavailable.  The measure for abuses of personal 

integrity within a country range from 1, indicating a healthy human rights record, to 5, 

representing the most abusive regimes.3   

 

 

                                                 
3 The samples covered by Amnesty International and the State Department vary to some degree.  In cases 
where data is unavailable from Amnesty International it is supplemented by the State Department reports.  
The two measures are highly correlated (correlation = .85). 
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3.3 Trade, Investment, IMF Funding 

In order to capture the degree of interdependence, I use three variables designed 

to measure economic penetration in each country.  These are trade openness, investment 

and IMF funding.  The liberal perspective suggests each of these variables may help 

mitigate human rights violations in a country.  Thus, I will discuss each of these three 

variables in turn.   

My first variable of interest is the level of trade openness4 in a country. The idea 

here is to measure the extent to which a country pursues liberalized trade policies.  I 

utilize Heston and Summers (1994) measure of trade openness which is calculated by the 

sum of imports and exports divided by the gross domestic product (GDP).  As noted 

earlier, this variable simply captures the level of trade, and says nothing about the 

symmetrical (or asymmetrical) nature of the trade between any two states.  Since the 

liberal perspective suggests that trade is a positive sum game, a higher level of trade 

openness relative to GDP would be beneficial for all states involved.  Thus, the level of 

trade openness as employed here adequately captures the arguments derived from the 

liberal paradigm.  However, this measure can mask differences in trade policies pursued 

by various states.  Consider the following example.  

                                                 
4 I use the terms trade openness and trade liberalization interchangeably in this dissertation. 
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        Table 3.1 

Trade Openness Relative to GDP 

Country A    Country B 

Imports    90        10 

Exports    10        90 

GDP     10        10 

Openness    10        10 

 

As Table 3.1 indicates, the openness score of each of these countries indicates equal 

levels of trade.  However, Country A is heavily dependent on imports whereas Country B 

is export heavy.  Thus, the openness score conceals distinctly different trade policies 

between the two countries.   

 To control for this, I use three alternative indicators of a country�s trade.  First, I 

include a country�s imports and exports as proxies for trade.  The use of these two 

measures separately should allow me to identify possible differences between these two 

policies.  To measure this, I use the level of exports relative to GDP as well as the level 

of imports relative to GDP.  I should note, however, that these two variables are highly 

correlated (.79, p<.05).   

 As an additional measure for trade, I include a trade liberalization index (TLI).  

The idea of trade liberalization implies a country has both high imports and high exports.  

As discussed above, the trade openness measure may obfuscate the differences between 

these distinct policies.  The purpose of the trade index is to attempt to quantify trade 
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liberalization.  The trade liberalization index is calculated by dividing countries into 

quartiles based on their relative ranking in both import and exports.  So the exports 

variable is divided into quartiles, with the highest quartile scoring a four and the lowest 

quartile scoring a one.  The same procedure is applied to the imports quartile.  The rank 

scores for the imports and exports is then added together.  The resulting variable is an 

ordinal ranking from two, indicating the lowest relative imports and exports to eight 

indicating the highest level of both imports and exports.  The use of four different 

measures of trade is intended to provide a more robust test of the hypothesized 

relationship between trade and personal integrity rights.   

The liberal perspective contends that economic growth, including trade, fosters 

the development of the domestic economy providing for greater socio-economic equality 

and a more harmonious environment.  Acceptance into the international community and 

the benefits of trade, it is argued, will induce a repressive regime to alter their human 

rights practices.  In this vein, trade is viewed as a facilitator in the diffusion of human 

rights practices at the international level.  

 

Thus, H1 increases in the level of trade openness will lead to decreases in human 

rights violations, ceteris paribus.    

 

In addition, I include a measure of the rate of change of trade openness to 

examine its effect on human rights abuses.  Liberal theory suggests that higher levels of 

trade will lead to improvements in human rights practices.  It might be, then that higher 

rates of change in the level of trade openness also leads to improved human rights.  On 
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the other hand, change within a state can often have a destabilizing effect.  More rapid 

changes in trade openness may in fact have a deleterious effect on human rights abuses 

especially in the short term.  It is certainly reasonable to suppose that the level of trade 

openness and the rate of change in that level may have different effects on personal 

integrity rights abuses.  To ascertain this change, the difference between trade openness 

at time t and trade openness at t-1 is divided by trade openness at time t-1.   

 

H2A increases in the rate of trade openness will lead to decreases in human rights 

violations, ceteris paribus.    

H2B increases in the rate of trade openness will lead to increases in human rights 

violations, ceteris paribus.    

 

A final analysis examines the extent to which the effect of trade openness on 

personal integrity abuses is mitigated by economic development.  The question here is, 

does trade have the same effect on human rights in both economically developed 

countries and in economically underdeveloped countries.  Countries at extremely low 

levels of economic development, increased trade may in fact experience greater levels of 

human rights abuses.  In these countries, states may rely on repression to maintain order 

in an attempt to encourage greater levels of trade.  Conversely, countries at high levels of 

economic development should witness improvements in human rights practices as trade 

levels increases.  Thus, I examine the extent to which the effect of trade openness on 

human rights practices is conditional on the level of economic development in a country.  
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A variable measuring the interaction between economic development and investment is 

calculated as the product of the two variables.   

 

H3 the effect of trade openness on human rights abuses is mitigated by the level of 

economic development, ceteris paribus.    

 

My second variable of interest is the level of investment in a country.  This is 

measured as total foreign direct investment as a percentage of gross domestic product.5  

The liberal perspective suggests that higher levels of investment will lead to improved 

human rights practices.  This hypothesis derives from the liberal perspective that 

increased ties among states will facilitate a diffusion of norms including human rights. 

    

H4 an increase in investment will lead to decreases in human rights violations, 

ceteris paribus. 

 

In addition, the rate of change of investment is examined.  Again rapid changes in 

the level of investment may improve a countries human rights record.  On the other hand 

rapid changes in investment may have a destabilizing effect on human rights abuses, 

especially in the short term.  To ascertain this change, the difference between investment 

at time t and investment at t-1 is divided by investment at time t-1.   

 

H5A  increases in the rate of investment will lead to decreases in human rights 

violations, ceteris paribus.    
                                                 
5 This data is from the World Bank�s World Development Indicators 1998 CD-ROM. 
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H5B increases in the rate of investment will lead to increases in human rights 

violations, ceteris paribus.    

 

Third, previous theorists and liberal arguments assume changes in human rights 

practices are motivated by economic incentives.  However, countries at low levels of 

economic development may not see immediate improvement in human rights even with 

increases in investment.  Again, the poorest countries may rely on repression, rather than 

economic payoffs in society to maintain order and thereby encourage greater levels of 

trade.  Conversely, countries at high levels of economic development should witness 

improvements in human rights practices with increases in investment.  Thus, I include an 

interaction variable to ascertain the extent to which the effect of investment on human 

rights practices is conditional on the level of economic development in a country.       

 

H6  The effect of investment on human rights violations is conditional on economic 

development, ceteris paribus.    

 

A final examination of the relationship between investment and human rights is 

motivated by liberal theory.  Liberal theory clearly suggests that all investment is 

beneficial to countries.  However, it further emphasizes the hierarchical nature of the 

system.  According to liberal theorists, the hegemon sets and enforces the rules and 

norms.  What is unclear is the extent to which a greater degree of interconnectedness with 

the hegemon will lead to further incentive for a country to participate in the rules of the 

game.  In other words, does a greater degree of U.S. investment lead to a greater 
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likelihood of improved human rights?  Conversely, would a country that has a greater 

share of its investment from sources other than the United States be less prone to adopt 

the norms of the hegemon?  If Russia or China invests more in a country than the United 

States would that change the likelihood that human rights would be implicitly or 

explicitly tied to investment?  Since liberal theorists emphasize the role of the hegemon 

in setting international norms but are not explicit regarding this relationship, I examine 

the extent to which a greater degree of U.S. investment compared to world investment 

affects the likelihood of improved human rights practices in a country.  To accomplish 

this, I take the ratio of U.S. investment in a country to total investment in that country, 

divided by 100.  Thus,  

 

 H7 higher rates of investment originating from the United States will lead 

to decreases in human rights violations, ceteris paribus.    

  

My final variable of interest is IMF loans.  Various indicators have been used in 

past literature to indicate IMF programs in different states.  Poe and Keith (2000), for 

example, use a nominal measure coded 1 if there is IMF funding to a given country in a 

given year.  I want to capture the magnitude of IMF funding.   As mentioned above, there 

is a great deal of variation within IMF loan recipient states.  Small amounts of funding 

are unlikely to be as economically beneficial (or politically destabilizing) as larger 

amounts.  Thus, larger loans will necessarily imply more interdependence of the recipient 

state within the international community.   
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To measure IMF funding, I code the annual amount of stand-by arrangements, 

extended fund facility arrangements, and structural adjustment arrangements for each 

state in hundreds of millions of SDRs.  This data is obtained from the IMF annual report 

for each year (1976 �1997).  In my data 115 states have received some IMF 

disbursement.6  Of these, only 2 are OECD.  Thus, in this case, the non-OECD sub-

sample is especially important.  The extended fund arrangements were not introduced 

until 1974 and the structural adjustment facility was only introduced in 1986.  

Accordingly, the first variable sums the three types of IMF disbursements.  The 

relationship between IMF funds and human rights violations is posited as a two-tailed 

test.  Thus,  

 

H8A increases in IMF funding will lead to increases in human rights 

violations, ceteris paribus.    

H8B increases in IMF funding will lead to decreases in human rights 

violations, ceteris paribus. 

 

It is also possible that the effect of IMF loans on personal integrity rights is 

conditional on the level of economic development in a country.  Restrictive IMF loans 

given to states with low levels of economic development may facilitate increased protests 

within the population as citizens respond to these restrictions.  On the other hand, citizens 

in countries with high levels of economic standing may feel less resentment of the IMF 

loans and even enjoy a perception that the loans are helping cope with the current 

                                                 
6 Using the global sample implies that each state wanted IMF loans.  Ideally, I could correct for this by 
identifying which states have applied for these loans.  However, to date, such data is unavailable.   
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economic situation.  Thus, I include an interaction variable to ascertain the extent to 

which the effect of IMF loans on human rights practices is mitigated by the level of 

economic development in a country. 

 

H9 the effect of IMF funding on human rights violations is conditional on 

the level of economic standing, ceteris paribus. 

 

Moreover, the relationship between IMF funding and human rights abuses may be 

further mitigated by a state�s regime type.  Democratic regimes are less willing to 

respond to protests with repression.  By contrast, IMF funding that is met with political 

protests is more likely to be met with repression in non-democratic regimes.  Thus, I 

examine the extent to the relationship between IMF funding and human rights violations 

is mitigated by regime type.    Therefore,  

 

H10 the effect of IMF funding on human rights violations is conditional on 

the level of democracy, ceteris paribus. 

 

3.4 Control Variables 

In order to accurately capture the impact of economic interdependence on human 

rights violations, several control variables must be included.  In an attempt to develop the 

most parsimonious model, I include only those control variables which have general 

agreement within the field of human rights.  A survey of the human rights literature has 

revealed a good deal of consensus on a small set of important human rights determinants.  
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Such variables include democracy, economic standing, civil war, and international war, 

as well as previous human rights violations (Henderson 1991, Poe and Tate 1994, 

Davenport 1995, Mitchell and McCormick 1988, Poe, Tate and Keith 1999). 

First, several authors suggest that past human rights violations perpetuate future 

human rights violations (see Poe and Tate 1994; Mitchell and McCormick 1988; and 

Davenport 1995).   In fact, Poe and Tate (1994) argue that past repression is the strongest 

predictor of future repression and that state terrorism represents �strongly seated 

characteristics of their political systems that do not change easily or rapidly� (Poe and 

Tate 1994 860).  Thus, a lagged endogenous variable is included to capture the extent to 

which a state�s history of violating personal integrity rights signifies a willingness to 

commit future violations. 

 

H11 past human rights violations will lead to increases in future human rights 

violations, ceteris paribus.   

 

There is also general agreement in the study of human rights that democracies are 

more likely to respect personal integrity rights (Mitchell and McCormick 1988, Poe and 

Tate 1994, Poe, Tate and Keith 1999).  There are a number of reasons why democracies 

are willing to protect human rights.  First, in democracies, citizens have legitimate means 

within the system to redress their grievances.  Much like Kant argued with regards to 

war, it is unlikely that citizens will approve massive human rights violations within their 

state.  In democratic polities, citizens have the luxury of voting out politicians who 

pursue policies they find untenable.  Widespread human rights abuses are inhibited by the 
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representative nature of democratic regimes.  A regime that can be ousted by popular will 

has less incentive and less opportunity to be repressive.  Milner argues that �civil liberties 

usually associated with democracies (such as freedom of speech, press, assembly, etc.) 

enable citizens and opposition groups to publicize abuse of the particular regime� (Milner 

1999 9).  Moreover, Henderson (1991) notes that the norms of bargaining and 

compromise that are intrinsic in democracies offer states an alternative means for 

handling conflict.    In general, democracies are viewed as more legitimate governments 

and generally more tolerant of dissident behavior (Davenport 1995).  In addition, 

democracies tend to emphasize individualism and equality.  Thus, arguments appealing to 

a collective good at the expense of the individual lack legitimacy in democratic societies.   

Identifying the appropriate measure of democracy is somewhat problematic.  

Many prevalent measures of democracy include some measure of personal integrity 

creating a possible tautology (Poe and Tate 1994).  Nonetheless, there are important 

institutional aspects of democracy that will independently effect human rights violations.  

Thus, I need a measure of democracy which captures the institutional attributes of 

democracy, but omits any element of personal integrity.  The �ideal candidate� (Poe and 

Tate 1994) is Polity III7 which focuses solely on institutional attributes of democracy and 

thus avoids this tautology.  Democracy is measured on a scale from 0 to 10, with 10 

representing the most democratic state and 0 representing the least democratic state.  I 

expect the relationship between democracy and human rights violations to be a negative 

one.  Therefore, 

 

                                                 
7 The Polity III data set is from the Inter-University Consortium for Political and Social Research by 
Jaggers, Keith and Ted Robert Gurr 1996. 
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H12 increases in the level of democracy will lead to decreases in human rights 

violations, ceteris paribus.   

 

 Previous research further suggests economic standing to be negatively associated 

with human rights violations (see Mitchell and McCormick 1988; Henderson 1991, Poe 

and Tate 1994; Poe, Tate and Keith 1999, Donnelly 1999, Davenport 1995).  That is, 

poorer states will experience a higher degree of human rights violations.  Countries with 

a scarcity of resources create environments in which repression may be utilized to 

maintain control.   �The poorest countries, with substantial social and political tensions 

created by economic scarcity, would be most unstable and thus most apt to use repression 

in order to maintain control� (Mitchell and McCormick, 1988, 478).  GNP per capita 

measured in thousands of U.S. dollars is employed to capture the level of economic 

standing. Thus, 

 

H13 higher the levels of economic development will lead to the less human rights 

violations, ceteris paribus.   

 

One of the most common themes in the human rights literature is the intuitive idea 

that conflict is associated with human rights abuses.  Krain (1997) for example, finds that 

civil war is the best predictor of human rights violations.  Wars can affect human rights in 

a variety of ways.  For example, wars create an opportunity for nationalities within a state 

to renew past aggressions.  This is particularly important as often one nationality controls 

the state apparatus.  The state, under the guise of the war, uses its power to repress other 
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nationalities.  Wars are often accompanied by a sense of patriotism and increased 

tolerance for internal repression when faced with an external threat.  Moreover, �regimes 

that are engaged in either international or internal conflict are more likely to engage in 

domestic political violence to maintain their political power and restore civil order.  

Conflict creates an environment where repression and human rights abuses are often 

rationalized as �in the public good�� (Apodaca 2001 595).  Wars may also redistribute 

precious resources as �preparations for war earmark resources that could alleviate hunger 

and create jobs, and they make coercion and conscription a way of life much more often 

than not� (Claude and Weston 1992, 145).  Indeed, previous research indicates that both 

civil and international wars are likely to increase a state�s willingness to repress (Rasler 

1986, Poe and Tate 1994, Krain 1997, Poe, Tate and Keith 1999, Blanton 1999).  

To capture the presence of international or civil war in a state, I follow the 

guidelines established by Small and Singer (1982).   An international war is coded when 

there have been at least 1,000 battle deaths and the particular country has suffered at least 

100 casualties or had 1,000 or more personnel involved in the hostilities.  A civil war 

occurs when the state is directly involved in the conflict and the state must face effective 

resistance.  Thus, I use a dichotomous variable coded one to indicate the presence of war 

and coded zero to indicate the absence of war.   

 

H14 the presence of international war will lead to an increase in human rights 

violations, ceteris paribus. 

H15 civil war yields an increase in human rights violations, ceteris paribus.    
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3.5 Data Sources 

In order to conduct empirical tests of the relationship between globalization and 

human rights, the data described above will be collected for each state possible from 

1976 to 1996.  Approximating a global sample allows a researcher to make the most 

generalizable conclusions regarding the findings.  The data sources are shown in the 

Table 3.2.   

 
  

Table 3.2 Sources of Data 
 
Variable Name  Data    Source 

  
 

Personal Integrity  Ordinal Scale (1-5) based   Political Terror Scale  
 Abuse   on content analysis   (PTS) 
   
 Investment  Foreign Direct Investment  World Development  
    ÷ Gross Domestic Product (GDP) Indicators 

        1998 CD-ROM 
   
Trade   (imports + exports) ÷ GDP  Summers and Heston  
        Penn World Tables 

 
    
  IMF Funding  stand-by arrangements +  IMF Annual Reports  
    Extended fund facility    
    arrangements + Structural  
    adjustment arrangements 
    (in hundreds of millions of SDRs) 

 
Democracy  Ordinal Scale (0-10)   Polity III data  

         Jaggers, Keith and  
         Gurr 1996 
 
 Economic Standing GNP per capita    data provided by 
    (in thousands of U.S. dollars)  Poe, Tate and Keith  
         (1999) 
 Civil War  1 in years with civil war,  data provided by 

   else 0.     Poe, Tate and Keith  
        (1999) 
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 International War 1 in years with international  data provided by 
    war, else 0    Poe, Tate and Keith  
         (1999) 
 

          

 

 

3.6 Case Selection 

 Thus far I have suggested that globalization has been increasing in recent history.  

This increase in interdependence will facilitate a diffusion of human rights norm such 

that violations will decrease around the world.  In order to test this supposition, I will 

need to measure this interdependence and human rights around the world.  The 

implication is that the sample should be global in scope.  Furthermore, a global sample 

will yield the most generalizable results possible.   

While much of the early research in human rights is limited to a particular state or 

region, there are some exceptions.  Recent studies have begun to examine human rights at 

the global level, including diverse states around the world (see for example Poe and Tate 

1994, Poe, Tate and Keith 1999, Mitchell and McCormick 1988 and Cingranelli and 

Richards 1999).  Thus, I utilize a sample that is global in scope.  I examine 178 countries 

from 1976 to 1996, based on availability of data.8  The sample is made up of countries 

which are politically and economically diverse.   

                                                 
8 Much of the data for this study were generously provided by Dr. Steven Poe and Dr. Neal Tate (see Poe 
and Tate 1994, Poe, Tate and Keith 1999).   
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My analysis will be divided into two distinct parts.  The first part of the analysis 

will be based on the entire sample, examining the effects of trade, investment and IMF 

funding in turn.  Using each of these measures I perform a subsequent analysis, analyzing 

only non-OECD countries.  This division is used to approximate the developed (OECD) 

and the developing (non-OECD) world.  It is reasonable to expect that the relationship 

between globalization and human rights abuses may be different between the developing 

and the developed world.  Specifically, I posit that the effects of trade and investment on 

human rights are likely to be stronger in the non-OECD sub-sample.   That is, the 

developed world is more likely to have either established the norms of the day, or to have 

already conformed to them.  Moreover, it is developing countries that are most likely to 

experience the most egregious human rights violations.  

While the aggregate relationship between these two variables is interesting itself, 

it is important to insure that the relationship holds once the developed countries are 

excluded.  Thus, for each analysis I consider both the entire sample and the sub-sample.  

The effects of globalization and the greatest change in human rights practices will most 

likely come from the developing states.   

 

3.7 Methodology  

 The purpose of this paper is to ascertain the extent to which increased 

interdependence leads to improvements in personal integrity rights.  I will examine the 

effect of interdependence on a state�s proclivity to repress in three analyses.  The first 

empirical test will examine the effects of a variety of trade liberalization measures 

designed to capture the effect of liberalized trade on human rights abuses.  The second 
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analysis will assess the effect of investment on personal integrity rights.  The final 

analysis will examine the effect of IMF funding on personal integrity rights.  Taken 

together, these three analyses should provide a general test of the liberal paradigm.   

The dependent variable in this study is an ordinal variable ranging from 1, 

representing the lowest level of human rights abuse to 5, representing the most abusive 

regimes.  Ordinary least squares (OLS) regression techniques with ordinal dependent 

variables are prevalent in the study of human rights (see Poe and Tate 1994; Poe, Tate 

and Keith ; Blanton 1999; Regan 1995; and Cingranelli and Pasquarello 1985).  However 

the use of OLS regression techniques with an ordinal dependent variable can produce 

misleading results (McKelvey and Zavoina 1975; Winship and Mare 1984; Long 1997).  

Thus, the use of an ordinal dependent variable suggests methods other than OLS, as OLS 

involves an implicit assumption that the intervals between adjacent categories are equal 

(see Long 1997).  However an ordinal variable implies that the distances between the 

categories of the dependent variable are not necessarily equal.  Due to the ordinal nature 

of the dependent variable, I utilize an ordered probit model introduced in the social 

sciences by McKelvey and Zavoina (1975).9   

The ordered regression model assumes ordered responses like the OLS model, but 

does not include the OLS assumption of equidistance between responses.  The ordered 

probit model is based on a latent variable y*, which is mapped onto the observed variable 

y (see Long 1997 for a complete discussion).  The latent variable ranges from -∞ to ∞.  

The idea is that the observed dependent variable is based on an underlying latent variable.  

The relationship between the latent variable and the observed variable is as follows: 

                                                 
9 Given the prevelance of OLS in the study of human rights, I include OLS reulst in the appendices for 
comparison purposes.   
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  y*i = 1,  if µ0 = -∞ ≤ y*i < µ1 

y*i = 2, if µ1 ≤ y*i < µ2 

y*i = 3, if µ2 ≤ y*i < µ3 

y*i = 4, if µ3 ≤ y*i < µ4 

y*i = 5, if µ4 ≤ y*i < µ5 = ∞,  

where µ represent the cutpoints of the dependent variable to be estimated.   

 A pooled cross-sectional time series analysis (PCT) design is utilized to analyze 

these models.  This design allows researchers to examine a phenomena across two 

dimensions: space and time.  PCT has been called an �...extraordinarily robust research 

design, allowing the study of causal dynamics across multiple cases...� (Stimson 1985 

916).  However, this design presents unique challenges to researchers.  Specifically, two 

threats to inference arise.  First, because of the time series nature of the data, there may 

be autocorrelation.  In addition, heteroscedasticity can result from the cross-national 

nature of the data.  Both of these problems may bias results of the significance tests.  To 

control for this, Beck and Katz (1994) propose a lagged endogenous variable to deal with 

the autocorrelation.   In addition, robust standard errors corrects for heteroscedasticity.   

 

Thus, I estimate the following model: 

 

Personal Integrity Abuse* = β1 Personal Integrity Abuse t-1 + β2 Interconnectedness t-1 + 

β3 Democracy + β4 Economic Standing + β5 Civil War + β6 International War + β2 + ε,  

 

where Personal Integrity Abuse* denotes the underlying latent variable, 
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and interconnectedness is measured by trade openness, investment, and IMF funding in a 

country, in turn.   

 

3.8 Conclusions 

 This chapter outlines the data I will use in the subsequent chapters.  The choice of 

the dependent variable, personal integrity abuse, and how it is operationalized is outlined.  

Likewise each of my measures of interdependence and their corresponding hypotheses 

are identified and discussed.  The expected relationship of each of the control variables is 

specified as well as the various sources for the data.  A global sample is used to draw 

conclusions that are as generalizable as possible.  Along side this, however, is special 

attention given to developing countries, where I expect to find the lowest levels of 

personal integrity scores.  The last section discusses the research design and methodology 

to be utilized.  Empirical tests follow in the next three chapters.   
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CHAPTER 4 

TRADE OPENNESS AND HUMAN RIGHTS 

 

4.1 Introduction 

 Few issues were more contentious than the recent debate in Congress over 

whether to grant China permanent normalized trade relations (PNTR).  Opponents of this 

argue that China�s abysmal human rights practices should prevent it from benefiting from 

freer trade.  China has a history of attempting to control political opposition within the 

state, including torture and imprisonment.  Openly trading with such a country, according 

to these critics, is equivalent to condoning the actions of the state.  These opponents 

argue that trade restrictions and trade sanctions should be used to induce China to 

improve its human rights records.   

 Others argue that the best way to improve China�s human rights practices is by 

pursuing economic relationships with them.  According to proponents of liberalizing 

trade with China, increased trade openness will likely facilitate improved well being for 

its citizens, including improved personal integrity rights.  In fact, some argue that China 

has already witnessed a noticeable, albeit modest improvement in its human rights record 

in the last few decades.  As James Dorn from the Cato Institute suggests �There are still 

serious violations of human rights, but a case can be made that China is creeping along in 

the right direction and, in time, may follow Taiwan�s �quiet revolution�� (Dorn 1996).  

Dorn posits that opponents of freer trade with China underestimate its importance as a 

strategy for bringing about systemic change in China.  Others are even more optimistic in 

their assessment with China, arguing that China has experienced an economic boom in 
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the last two decades and, though China remains communist, it is continually redefining 

this term, allowing greater degrees of private enterprise and foreign economic penetration 

(Sirico 1998). 

The arguments in favor of trade liberalization are consistent with the liberal 

paradigm.  According to the liberal perspective, free trade brings a basket of goods to the 

citizens of a country, including increased economic development as well as the potential 

for norms and ideas to penetrate borders.  In addition, countries that pursue a liberalized 

trade strategy help facilitate the development of a middle class which is likely to demand 

increased civil and political rights.  Thus the liberal perspective suggests that increased 

trade openness should help facilitate improved personal integrity rights within a country.       

 As globalization creates a situation where societies are more easily penetrated, we 

see an increased argument for tying such economic relationships to political ends.  At the 

same time, instantaneous media coverage makes such relationships more visible and 

therefore more apt to attract attention from all sides.  Trade practices that are perceived as 

detrimental to a society increasingly draw worldwide attention.  As more and more 

people around the world become informed about the possible link between trade and 

human rights, we need to empirically examine the relationship between human rights and 

trade openness.   

This chapter sets out to determine the extent to which the liberal arguments 

regarding trade openness and human rights are warranted.  As such, I begin with my first 

exploration of interdependence and human rights.  In the second section, there is an initial 

examination of the descriptive statistics as well as an exploration of the bivariate 

relationship between trade openness and human rights.  The third section examines the 
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relationship between liberalized trade and human rights accounting for important control 

variables.  This section will show that the relationship between trade openness and human 

rights abuses is indeed negative.  Four different measures of trade liberalization are 

utilized to assure this finding is robust.  Model diagnostics are discussed in the fourth 

section, to ensure the validity of the multivariate analyses.  This section includes a 

comparison of the predicted probabilities, which allows me to determine how well the 

model distinguishes between the categories of the dependent variables.  The fifth section 

examines marginal effects of trade openness on human rights, holding other variables at 

their mean.  In addition, I examine the cumulative effects of the lagged endogenous 

variable over time.  The sixth section explores the possibility that the relationship 

between trade and human rights is mediated by economic development.  Conclusions are 

discussed in the last section.   

 

4.2 A First Look at Trade Openness and Human Rights 

 In order to ascertain the effects of trade liberalization on personal integrity abuse, 

I begin with an examination of the descriptive statistics shown in Table 4.1.  Recall that I 

utilize four measures of trade liberalization.  The standard measure for trade openness is 

calculated as the sum of imports and exports divided by GDP in a country.  In addition, I 

include variables for both the level of exports and the level of imports each divided by 

GDP.  I also create a trade liberalization index (TLI), which is an ordinal measure of 

trade liberalization that ranges from two to eight.  A two on the TLI indicates that country 

has the lowest levels of exports and the lowest level of imports, whereas an eight 

indicates that a country has the highest levels of both imports and exports.  Table 4.1 
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shows the number of observations, mean, median, standard deviation, minimum and 

maximum value for each variable, as well as the mode for nominal or ordinal variables.  

This is shown for the entire sample, as well as the OECD and non-OECD sub-samples.   

Comparing the various samples reveal several patterns.  To begin with, OECD 

countries are generally more likely to have better human rights records, higher levels of 

democracy and higher levels of wealth on average.  Non-OECD countries are more likely 

to experience both civil and international war, and lower levels of personal integrity 

rights.  In addition, OECD countries tend to be more similar than there non-OECD 

counterparts.  The range for OECD countries tends to be much more limited on most 

variables, whereas the range for non-OECD countries tends to be larger. For example, the 

level of democracy in non-OECD countries spans the entire range for the democracy 

measure, from 0 to 10.  In the OECD countries, by contrast, the level of democracy is 

quite high, only ranging from 8 to 10.  The relatively larger standard deviations in the 

non-OECD sample also indicate that there is a greater degree of variance in non-OECD 

countries.   One result of the greater degree of variance in non-OECD countries and the 

relative similarity among OECD countries is that it is likely much easier to describe 

OECD countries than non-OECD countries.  In general non-OECD countries seem to be 

more diverse than OECD countries.   
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Standard  
Variable Observations Mean Deviation Minimum Maximum Median Mode

Entire Sample
Human Rights 3259 2.44 1.18 1 5 2 2
Democracy 2859 3.96 4.35 0 10 1 0
Civil War 3324 0.09 0.29 0 1 0 0
International War 3335 0.07 0.26 0 1 0 0
Economic Standing 3363 3.88 6.28 0.05 45.36 1.18 N.A.
Trade Openness 2406 72.43 50.04 7.45 589.07 60.91 N.A.
Exports 2264 0.31 0.22 0.03 2.39 0.25 N.A.
Imports 2264 0.41 0.31 0.03 3.50 0.34 N.A.
Trade Index 3735 5.28 1.71 2 8 6 6

OECD
Human Rights 437 1.24 0.44 1 3 1 1
Democracy 439 9.87 0.45 8 10 10 10
Civil War 441 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 0
International War 441 0.05 0.22 0 1 0 0
Economic Standing 441 15.25 7.89 2.67 45.36 13.29 N.A.
Trade Openness 426 61.25 41.31 12.42 219.20 51.66 N.A.
Exports 405 0.31 0.21 0.06 1.12 0.26 N.A.
Imports 405 0.30 0.20 0.05 1.08 0.25 N.A.
Trade Index 441 4.41 1.85 2 8 5 5

non-OECD
Human Rights 2822 2.63 1.15 1 5 3 3
Democracy 2420 2.89 3.85 0 10 0 0
Civil War 2883 0.11 0.31 0 1 0 0
International War 2894 0.08 0.27 0 1 0 0
Economic Standing 2922 2.16 3.69 0.05 36.67 0.92 N.A.
Trade Openness 1974 74.86 51.50 7.45 589.07 63.88 N.A.
Exports 1854 0.31 0.23 0.03 2.39 0.25 N.A.
Imports 1854 0.43 0.32 0.03 3.50 0.37 N.A.
Trade Index 3274 5.40 1.66 2 8 6 6

*Note: Mode statistics are reported for nominal and ordinal variables.  

Table 4.1: Summary Statistics

 

 

For the purposes of this chapter, however, I am most interested in the various 

measures of trade liberalization and human rights.  Liberal theory suggests that trade 

openness is inversely related to human rights violations, such that higher levels of trade 

openness should facilitate improved personal integrity rights.  However, with each of the 
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trade liberalization measures employed, the average trade openness for non-OECD 

countries is actually greater than the average trade openness for OECD countries.  This 

seems to be counterintuitive from the liberal perspective.  This finding may be a function 

of the type of measure used in each case.  Each of the trade liberalization variables 

depends on a country�s level of gross domestic product.  Trade openness, level of imports 

and level of exports are all calculated as a percentage of GDP.  As the numerator (imports 

and exports) increases, the trade liberalization measures for each country increase.  

However as the denominator increases, in this case GDP, the value of each measure 

shrinks.  This means that developing countries, which tend to have much smaller national 

economies, can produce large trade openness scores based on large amounts of imports 

and exports.  A developed country which has that same level of combined imports and 

exports can produce a much smaller trade openness score based on the substantially 

larger national economy.  Thus, it is not surprising that the average level of each of these 

measures is much greater for OECD countries where the average level of GDP is 

substantially larger.10   

 

                                                 
10 When only the amount of trade is examined, OECD countries have higher mean levels of trade than non-
OECD countries as expected.  
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Pearson's Spearman's Kendall's 
Correlation Rho taub

Entire Sample
Trade Openness -0.24 * -0.32 * -0.24 *
Exports -0.29 * -0.38 * -0.28 *
Imports -0.18 * -0.25 * -0.18 *
Trade Index -0.26 * -0.25 * -0.20 *

Non-OECD
Trade Openness -0.34 * -0.48 * -0.36 *
Exports -0.35 * -0.45 * -0.34 *
Imports -0.31 * -0.44 * -0.33 *
Trade Index -0.38 * -0.38 * -0.31 *

OECD
Trade Openness -0.26 * -0.33 * -0.27 *
Exports -0.25 * -0.30 * -0.24 *
Imports -0.27 * -0.34 * -0.28 *
Trade Index -0.29 * -0.28 * -0.25 *

*p<.05

Table 4.2 Bivariate Correlations
Trade Liberalization and Personal Integrity Abuse

 

  

In order to get a better idea of the relationship between trade liberalization and 

human rights, it is instructive to begin with bivariate analyses of the relationship between 

trade liberalization and personal integrity rights.  Bivariate correlations between trade 

openness and personal integrity rights are reported in Table 4.2.  Pearson�s Correlations 

reveal that regardless of the measure of trade liberalization or the sample used, increases 

in trade openness are correlated with decreases in personal integrity abuse.  The t-test 

allows me to reject the null hypothesis that each correlation is equal to zero.  In addition, 

Spearman�s rank correlation and Kendall�s tau-b correlations are useful measures of 

association for ordinal variables.   Both of these measures are included in Table 4.2.  

Each of these measures of bivariate correlations indicate that trade openness is negatively 

associated with personal integrity abuse.  Thus, the bivariate correlations are prima-facie 
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evidence for the liberal perspective.  In order to draw conclusions regarding the nature of 

the relationship between trade openness and human rights, it is necessary to control for 

other variables which may influence this relationship.  Thus, the next section examines 

the relationship between trade openness and human rights utilizing a multivariate model.    

   

4.3 Multivariate Analysis of Trade Openness and Human Rights 

 Prior to examining the multivariate model, it is useful to review the hypothesis 

regarding trade liberalization and personal integrity rights.  Recall from Chapter Three, 

that I hypothesized that both the level of trade openness and the rate of change in trade 

openness will affect personal integrity rights:  

Increases in the level of trade openness will lead to decreases in human rights 

violations, ceteris paribus.    
Increases in the rate of trade openness will lead to increases (decreases) in 

human rights violations, ceteris paribus.    

As noted in Chapter Three, the norm in human rights research is to use ordinary least 

squares with an ordered dependent variable.  Given the nature of the dependent variable 

and the possibility for bias, I utilize ordered probit to analyze personal integrity abuse.  

However since OLS is the prevalent method in the study of human rights abuse, these 

results are included in Appendix A for comparison purposes.  The ordered probit results 

are shown in Table 4.3.11     

 

                                                 
11 OLS techniques assume equal distance between the categories of the dependent variables.  Note that in 
this case the distances between the cutpoints do not substantially vary.  The distance between the first and 
second cutpoints is 1.7, while the distances between the second and third cutpoints and the third and fourth 
cutpoints are both around 1.5. OLS will only differ from the ordered probit model to the extent that the 
distance between the cutpoints is equal (Long 1997). 
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Model A Model B Model C Model D
All countries All Countries Non-OECD Non-OECD

Personal Integrity Rightst-1 1.160 * 1.160 * 1.088 * 1.090 *
(0.046) a (0.046) (0.046) (0.046)

Democracy -0.047 * -0.047 * -0.046 * -0.046 *
(0.008) (0.008) (0.008) (0.008)

Civil War 0.697 * 0.704 * 0.743 * 0.751 *
(0.130) (0.130) (0.126) (0.127)

International War 0.349 * 0.350 * 0.288 * 0.288 *
(0.105) (0.105) (0.113) (0.113)

Economic Standing -0.055 * -0.054 * -0.004  -0.003  
(0.007) (0.007) (0.020) (0.020)

Trade Opennesst-1 -0.002 * -0.002 * -0.003 * -0.003 *
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

∆ in Trade Openness X -0.230 X -0.267
(.235) (.226)

Cut Point 1 0.812 0.806 0.691 0.682
Cut Point 2 2.550 2.546 2.392 2.385
Cut Point 3 4.068 4.070 3.888 3.887
Cut Point 4 5.594 5.613 5.378 5.393

N 2005 2002 1605 1602
McKelvey and Zavonia R2 0.76 0.76 0.66 0.66
Wald chi-square 1240.99 1234.86 821.45 818.8
     prob > chi-square 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
*p  < .05
**p < .10
a Robust Standard Errors are shown in parentheses.

Table 4.3
Ordered Probit Analyses of Personal Integrity Abuse

Trade Openness

 

 

Model A and Model B utilize the entire sample, whereas Models C and D 

examine only non-OECD countries.  We shall consider each of the models in turn.  

Models A and B both appear to perform relatively well.  Model A includes the entire 

sample and examines the effect of trade openness on personal integrity abuse.  Model B 
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includes a variable to ascertain whether the rate of change in trade openness significantly 

affects personal integrity abuse.  The chi-squares indicate that each of these models taken 

as a whole are statistically significant.  The McKelvey and Zavoina R2 further indicates 

that the models are performing relatively well.12  In both models, the coefficients of the 

control variables are statistically significant and in the expected direction.  Consistent 

with past research, previous human rights abuses are indicative of future human rights 

abuse.  The presence of either internal or external conflict is also related to increased 

personal integrity abuses.  Conversely, higher levels of both democracy and economic 

standing are negatively related to personal integrity abuse.  These results do not vary 

substantially when OLS is utilized, as shown in Appendix A.   

The variable of interest, trade openness, is statistically significant in each model.  

That is, these results indicate that higher levels of trade openness lead to lower levels of 

personal integrity abuse, ceteris paribus.  Model B examines whether the rate of change 

of trade openness affects human rights abuse either positively or negatively.  To measure 

the rate of change in trade openness, I subtract trade openness at time t-1 from trade 

openness at time t and divide the resulting amount by trade openness at time t-1.  These 

results indicate that the rate of change in trade openness has no significant effect on the 

level of personal integrity abuse in a country once other factors are controlled for.   

Models C and D examine trade openness and the rate of change in trade openness 

in non-OECD countries only.  Again the chi-square and McKelvey and Zaviona R2 both 

indicate that each of these models is statistically significant.  Previous human rights 

abuse, along with international and civil war remain positively related to a country�s level 

                                                 
12 Several authors suggest that the McKelvey and Zavonia R2 is the most appropriate measure of fit when a 
ordered regression model is used.  See McKelvey and Zavonia (1975), Veall and Zimmerman (1992) and 
Windmeijer (1995) for a complete discussion.   
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of personal integrity abuse.  Democracy continues to be an important deterrent to 

personal integrity violations in developing countries.  When examining only non-OECD 

countries, a country�s level of wealth is not significant in improving human rights 

violations.  Once I have removed the wealthiest countries, institutional protections such 

as democracy, as well as internal and external violence, become much more important in 

determining a country�s human rights practices.   

Models C and D attempt to ascertain whether the relationship between trade 

liberalization and human rights found in the entire sample holds true when examining 

only non-OECD countries.  These results indicate that increases in trade liberalization are 

correlated with decreased violations of personal integrity in those countries.  Model D 

specifically indicates that the rate of change of trade openness remains insignificant in 

determining human rights abuse in developing countries.  Again, these results do not 

differ substantially from the OLS results shown in Appendix A.  Thus, I provisionally 

conclude that the liberal perspective does appear to be correct in its expectations, at least 

where personal integrity rights are concerned.   
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Model A Model B Model C
Exports Imports TLI

Personal Integrity Rightst-1 1.159 * 1.160 * 1.173 *
(0.045) a (0.046) (0.042)

Democracy -0.045 * -0.048 * -0.057 *
(0.008) (0.008) (0.007)

Civil War 0.683 * 0.710 * 0.728 *
(0.130) (0.130) (0.097)

International War 0.339 * 0.359 * 0.271 *
(0.104) (0.105) (0.078)

Economic Standing -0.054 * -0.055 * -0.045 *
(0.007) (0.007) (0.005)

Trade Opennesst-1 -0.528 * -0.353 * -0.090 *
(0.130) (0.090) (0.014)

Cut Point 1 0.832 0.838 0.509
Cut Point 2 2.575 2.572 2.243
Cut Point 3 4.088 4.091 3.951
Cut Point 4 5.610 5.618 5.435

N 2005 2005 2610
McKelvey and Zavonia R2 0.76 0.76 0.76
Wald chi-square 1236.65 1245.27 1568.98
     prob > chi-square 0.000 0.000 0.000
*p<.05
**p<.10
a Robust Standard Errors are shown in parentheses.

Ordered Probit Analyses of Personal Integrity Abuse
Imports, Exports and Trade Liberalization Index

All Countries

Table 4.4

 

 

  In order to ensure that the findings above hold regardless of the measure of trade 

openness used, I replicate the analysis using three alternative measures of trade 
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liberalization.13  The results for the entire sample are shown in Table 4.4.  The chi-square 

and McKelvey and Zavonia R2 both indicate that the models are statistically significantly 

different from zero.  The control variables remain in the expected direction and 

statistically significant.  The trade openness variable also remains statistically significant 

in this analysis regardless of the measure of trade openness used.  Specifically, increases 

in a country�s rate of both imports and exports, each as a percentage of GDP, facilitate 

decreases in personal integrity abuses.  Moreover, a country with higher scores on the 

trade liberalization index experiences decreased human rights abuse.  This further 

suggests support for the liberal paradigm.  Countries that pursue liberalized trade policies 

are likely to realize improved personal integrity rights.   

 

                                                 
13 For ease of presentation, I do not include the results with the rate of change in trade openness.  In all of 
the models, the rate of change in trade openness remains statistically insignificant regardless of the measure 
of trade openness used. 
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Model A Model B Model C
Exports Imports TLI

Personal Integrity Rightst-1 1.090 * 1.091 * 1.110 *
(0.045) a (0.045) (0.042)

Democracy -0.044 * -0.047 * -0.046 *
(0.008) (0.008) (0.007)

Civil War 0.728 * 0.756 * 0.767 *
(0.127) (0.126) (0.094)

International War 0.275 * 0.298 * 0.261 *
(0.113) (0.113) (0.082)

Economic Standing -0.002  -0.006  -0.022  
(0.019) (0.020) (0.007)

Trade Opennesst-1 -0.576 * -0.376 * -0.108 *
(0.136) (0.091) (0.015)

Cut Point 1 0.711 0.723 0.326
Cut Point 2 2.418 2.419 2.025
Cut Point 3 3.909 3.914 3.717
Cut Point 4 5.395 5.406 5.177

N 1605 1605 2195
McKelvey and Zavonia R2 0.65 0.65 0.68
Wald chi-square 813.78 826.19 1117.73
     prob > chi-square 0.000 0.000 0.000
*p<.05
**p<.10
a Robust Standard Errors are shown in parentheses.

Table 4.5
Ordered Probit Analyses of Personal Integrity Abuse

Imports, Exports and Trade Liberalization Index
Non-OECD

 

 

Table 4.5 shows the model of trade liberalization for non-OECD countries only, 

using the various measures of trade openness.  Again this model appears to perform 

relatively well.  Previous personal integrity abuse, as well as the presence of civil war and 

international war, remain positively associated with human rights abuse.  On the other 
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hand, democracy and trade liberalization both act as a deterrent to personal integrity 

abuse.   

As before, the level of economic standing is statistically insignificant once OECD 

countries are excluded from the model.14  This finding is inconsistent with previous 

studies that find economic development has a weak but significant dampening effect on a 

country�s level of personal integrity abuse (see Poe and Tate 1994, Poe, et.al 1999).  

However previous research tends to rely on global samples, rather than concentrating on 

developing countries.  This may indicate that the statistically significant relationship 

between economic standing and personal integrity rights in the entire sample is being 

driven by the OECD countries.  Indeed, the Pearson�s correlation between personal 

integrity abuse and economic standing in OECD countries is .17, and statistically 

significant (p<.05).  In the poorest countries, the relationship between economic standing 

and personal integrity rights is not significant once other variables are controlled for.     

Most importantly, each of the measures of liberalized trade is statistically 

significantly negatively related to human rights abuses in non-OECD countries.  These 

results are also consistent with the OLS results shown in Appendix A.  Taken together, 

these models give us a robust picture of the negative relationship between a country�s 

level of trade openness and that country�s tendency to commit human rights abuses.  This 

is consistent with the liberal argument that pursuing economic relationships creates 

incentives for cooperation as well as a potential for diffusion of norms and ideas among 

states.  In particular, economic relationships may be used to encourage other norms such 

as integrity of a person.   

                                                 
14 At first glance, this finding might suggest that trade openness and economic standing are statistically 
significantly related.  Pearson�s correlation indicates that these two variables are not statistically correlated 
in the non-OECD sub-sample.   
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4.4 Model Diagnostics 

Before I proceed to examining the substantive effects of trade openness on personal 

integrity rights, I briefly discuss a number of the diagnostics performed on the models of 

trade liberalization and personal integrity abuse.  In order to ascertain the appropriateness 

of the models used in this chapter, I conducted a slate of diagnostic tests.  Below I will 

discuss the substantive results of several diagnostic tests. 

When examining a model for appropriateness one important question deals with 

whether the model has omitted variables.  The Ramsey Reset test is one way to test for 

omitted variables, as well as functional form.  The Ramsey Reset test is based on a 

comparison of the specified model and the specified model with squared, cubed and 

fourth powers of the predicted dependent variable.  An F-test checks these coefficient 

estimates against a zero vector (Kennedy 1994).  For the models discussed in the above 

section, the Ramsey Reset test indicates that I can reject the null hypothesis and conclude 

that there is no specification error.   

 In addition I test the model for multicollinearity, or the possibility that the 

independent variables are linearly or near linearly related in the sample data (Kennedy 

1994).  If any of the independent variables are multicollinear the resulting standard errors 

may be inflated, and the corresponding t-statistics reduced.  To test for multicollinearity, I 

begin with an ocular analysis of the Pearson�s correlations, looking for any correlations 

greater than .60.  The ocular analyses of the bivariate correlations do not indicate any 

near linear relationships among the independent variables.  A second test for 

multicollinearity, the Klein test, involves regressing each independent variable on the 
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other independent variables in the model.  In this case I am looking for large R2s, 

approaching 1.0.  The Klein tests also do not indicate the presence of inordinate 

multicollinearity in any of the models.   

 I further test for the possibility of outliers and influential cases.  A variety of tests 

can be utilized to examine for influential cases.  Standardized and studentized residuals 

help to identify outliers among residuals.  Cook�s distance and DFfits examine cases that 

are influential on all of the coefficients in the model.  DFBetas, by contrast, indicate 

influence on particular variables.  Each of these tests indicated a number of cases that 

could potentially be influencing the results.  Thus, I replicate the analysis dropping each 

of the outlying cases.  Repeating the analysis absent the outlying cases produced results 

that are substantively similar to those discussed above.  Since I have no theoretical reason 

to exclude the outlying cases, they are included in the final analyses.   

An additional diagnostic test examines the predicted probabilities produced by the 

models.  The predicted probability illustrates the effectiveness of the model at 

distinguishing between each of the categories of the dependent variable.  To accomplish 

this, the actual values in the data set for each category of the dependent variable are 

compared to the values predicted by the model.  These results are shown in Table 4.6.   
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1 2 3 4 5

O 1 424 71 4 2 0
b
s 2 82 376 123 9 1
e
r 3 8 134 295 77 2
v
e 4 0 18 88 147 39
d

5 0 1 11 47 46
514 600 521 282 88

82.00% 63.00% 57.00% 52.00% 52.00%

1 2 3 4 5

O 1 113 66 5 2 0
b
s 2 37 337 124 9 1
e
r 3 8 128 303 73 2
v
e 4 0 18 94 141 39
d

5 0 1 13 47 44
158 550 539 272 86

72.00% 62.00% 56.00% 52.00% 51.00%

Table 4.6: Predicted Probabilities
Predicted Values: Entire Sample

Predicted Values: Non-OECD Countries

 

 

 

 The results shown in Table 4.6 reveal two interesting patterns.  First, the predicted 

probabilities indicate that the model does a relatively good job of identifying those states 

with the lowest levels of personal integrity abuse.  In fact, the model correctly predicts 

82% of those countries with the best human rights records in the entire sample, and 72% 

of those countries in the non-OECD sample.  Second, these results indicate that the model 

does a relatively poor job of distinguishing between the worst human rights abusers.  
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Indeed, when trying to distinguish between a 4 or a 5, the model only correctly predicts 

around 52% regardless of the sample used.   

 This finding is important not just for the current endeavor, but for the study of 

human rights as a whole.  Reliance on OLS techniques in the study of human rights has 

allowed us to build quite general models, while paying little attention to which factors 

lead to changes among the categories of personal integrity abuse.  These results seem to 

indicate that while we can do a relatively good job of identifying what generally causes 

better or worse human rights abuses, we cannot specifically talk about what causes a 

country to move from limited imprisonment and torture to extensive imprisonment and 

torture, for example.   

To illustrate this, I recode the dependent variable, personal integrity rights into three 

general levels.  Good human rights are defined as those countries which score a one on 

the PTS scale.  Countries with fair human rights score a 2, while a 3, 4, or 5 denotes 

countries with poor human rights records.  Once I recode personal integrity abuse into a 

good, fair, and poor, the resulting predicted probability tables indicate that the model 

does a relatively good job of distinguishing among these categories of human rights 

abuse.  These results, shown in Table 4.7, indicate that the model can correctly predict 

83% of those countries with the best human rights records using the entire sample, and 

70% of those non-OECD countries.  On the other hand, using the simplified dependent 

variable, the model correctly predicts 83% of all countries with the worst human rights 

practices and 84% of non-OECD countries with the worst human rights records.  Thus, 

when those countries that score in any of the three worst categories on the Political Terror 

Scale are combined, the predicted probability scores vastly improve.  This lends further 
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evidence that current human rights models do a good job of identifying those countries 

with good or bad human rights, but a relatively do poor job of distinguishing among those 

countries that are the worst abusers of personal integrity rights.  The ordinal categories of 

the Political Terror Scale describe particular differences between the categories of the 

dependent variables.  Here, though, the model vastly improves when those categories are 

combined.  In other words, this model fails to fully capitalize on the ordinal nature of the 

dependent variable.   

 

1 2 3

O
b 1 427 66 8
s
e 2 79 369 143
r
v 3 8 147 758
e
d 514 582 909

83.00% 63.00% 83.00%

1 2 3

O
b 1 124 54 8
s
e 2 45 321 142
r
v 3 8 143 760
e
d 177 518 910

70.00% 62.00% 84.00%

Predicted Values: Entire Sample

Predicted Values: Non-OECD

Table 4.7: Predicted Probabilites
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The inability of this model to distinguish between the upper categories of the 

dependent variable and only generally identify those countries with good or bad human 

rights is underscored by the statistical results of the ordered probit model with the 

simplified dependent variable.  This model performed relatively well, producing 

essentially the same substantive results as the ordered probit models discussed in section 

4.3.   

The above discussion of the predicted probability tables has important implications 

for the future study of human rights abuse.  These results indicate that current human 

rights research focuses on what causes good or bad human rights practices generally.  

Future human rights research should focus more specifically on what causes a country to 

move from rule of law to limited imprisonment or from limited imprisonment to 

extensive imprisonment and torture and more importantly to determine to what extent 

these determinants are different across categories.   

On the whole, the diagnostics performed on the multivariate models in the preceding 

section indicate that the models used in this chapter are appropriate.  Thus, I proceed to a 

discussion of the substantive results of the models of personal integrity rights and trade 

liberalization. 

    

4.5 Marginal and Long Term Effects 

Statistical results from the ordered probit model, shown in section 4.3, are useful 

at indicating both the statistical significance and the direction of the independent 

variables.  Beyond that, interpretation of ordered probit coefficient is not clear-cut 

(Greene 1997).    However, since the ordered probit model assumes nonlinearity in the 
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probabilities of outcome categories, Long (1997) contends that examining the marginal 

effects of the independent variables on the categories of the dependent variables can be a 

useful way to interpret the ordered probit results.  The calculation of the marginal effect 

is the slope of the curve relating xk to the probability that y = m|x, holding all other 

variables at their mean (Long 1997).   

   
Thus, the use of maximum likelihood estimation techniques allows researchers to 

draw conclusions regarding the marginal effects of each of the independent variables on 

the probability of change in the dependent variable, holding other variables at their mean.  

How the marginal effect is calculated depends on the nature of the independent variable.  

For ordinal variables, such as measures of democracy or lagged personal integrity abuse, 

the marginal effect is based on a change from the minimum value of that variable to the 

maximum value of that variable.  Similarly, for nominal variables such as civil war and 

international war, it makes sense to measure the marginal effects as the change from 0 to 

1.  In the case of a continuous variable, such as economic standing and trade openness, I 

calculate the marginal effect as a change in 1 standard deviation, centered around the 

mean.  The resulting marginal effects are shown in Table 4.8.15   

                                                 
15 Table 4.8 shows the marginal effects for the model using the openness variable.  The marginal effects 
using other measures of trade openness do not vary substantially and are therefore omitted here for ease of 
presentation. 
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1 2 3 4 5
Murder or Murder or

Rule Limited  Extensive Dissappearance Dissappearance
of Law Imprisonnment Imprisonment Political Activist Entire Society

Entire Sample
Personal Integrity Rights t-1 

a -0.58 -0.39 0.09 0.52 0.36

Democracya  0.07 0.11 -0.14 -0.04 0.00

Civil Warb  -0.06 -0.21 0.18 0.09 0.00

International Warb  -0.04 -0.10 0.10 0.04 0.00

Economic Standingc 0.05 0.09 -0.11 -0.03 0.00

Trade Opennesst-1
c 0.02 0.03 -0.04 -0.01 0.00

Non-OECD Countries
Personal Integrity Rights t-1 -0.45 -0.49 0.04 0.48 0.42

Democracy 0.03 0.15 -0.09 -0.08 0.00

Civil War -0.02 -0.22 0.03 0.18 0.02

International War -0.01 -0.09 0.04 0.06 0.00

Economic Standing 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Trade Opennesst-1 0.01 0.04 -0.02 -0.03 0.00

a For ordinal variables the marginal effect is calculated as a change from the minimum value to the maximum value.
b For dummy variables the marginal effect is calculated as a discrete change. 
c For interval variables the marginal effect is calculated as a change of one standard deviation. 

Table 4.8: Marginal Effects
Trade Openness and Personal Integrity Rights

 

 

  

 The marginal effects table indicates that as a country�s lagged personal integrity 

score moves from the best human rights record (1) to the worst human rights record (5), 

the probability that a state will score a 1 decreases by 58%, the probability that a state 
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will score a 3 increases slightly (9%), whereas the probability that a state will score a 4 or 

5 increases dramatically (52% and 36% respectively).   

 Similarly the presence of a civil war decreases the probability that a state will 

have the lowest level of personal integrity abuse by 6%, whereas the presence of an 

international war decreases a state�s probability of having the lowest level of personal 

integrity abuse by 4%.  A movement in a country�s democracy score from lowest to 

highest increases the probability that the country will live under the rule of law by 7%.  

As a country�s per capita GNP increases by one standard deviation or around $6,000 per 

capita, the probability of that country falling in one of the top two personal integrity 

rights categories increases by 5% and 9%  respectively.   

 The variable in which I am most interested, trade openness, also performs as 

expected.  In this case a marginal change is calculated as an increase in a country�s trade 

openness by 1 standard deviation, or a 50% increase in the sum of imports and exports 

relative to that country�s total GDP.   Such a change in trade openness increases a 

country�s probability of achieving the highest personal integrity score by mere 2%, or 

achieving the second highest personal integrity score by 3%.  Conversely, such a change 

decreases that country�s likelihood of scoring 4 by 1%.  The impact of trade openness on 

countries with the worst human rights records is negligible.     

 Next I examine the marginal effects in non-OECD countries.  There is some 

difference in the effects of economic development, civil and international war, as well as 

trade openness.  As indicated by the multivariate analysis, economic development does 

not statistically significantly affect a country�s human rights records when examining 

only non-OECD countries.  By contrast, the presence of a civil war decreases the 
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probability of a country scoring a one on the Political Terror Scale by 6% in all countries, 

but only 2% in non-OECD countries.  Similarly, the presence of a civil war increases the 

likelihood that a country will score a 3 on the Political Terror Scale by 18% in all 

countries, compared to non-OECD countries where the likelihood that a state will score a 

3 is only 3% greater with civil war.  Civil wars appear to have a slightly greater effect on 

human rights abuses in all countries.   

 The presence of international war also appears to increase the likelihood of 

personal integrity abuse.  In both samples, participation in an international war decreases 

the likelihood that a state will score a 1 on the Political Terror Scale (by 1% in all 

countries and 4% in non-OECD countries).  The likelihood that a country will score a 3 

on the Political Terror Scale increases by 10% in all countries with an international war, 

but only by 4% in non-OECD countries which participate in an international war.  Thus, 

both civil war and international war increase the probability of worsening human rights 

records in a country.   

  The effect of trade openness in non-OECD countries appears similar to its affect 

in all countries.  The likelihood that a country will achieve the highest personal integrity 

score with an increase in trade openness by one standard deviation above the mean, 

increases by 1% in non-OECD countries.  A marginal increase in trade openness also 

increases the likelihood that a country will score a 2 on the Political Terror Scale by 4%.  

Similarly, increases in trade openness by one standard deviation decrease that countries 

likelihood of scoring a 3, 4, or 5 on the Political Terror Scale (by 2%, 3% and .01% 

respectively).  Again, these results indicate that trade openness produces a statistically 

significant, though substantively weak effect on a state�s personal integrity violations.     
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Examining the effects of changes in the independent variables on the probability of 

change in the dependent variable indicates that trade openness has a negative but 

relatively weak effect on a state�s level of human rights abuse.  However, since I have 

included lagged repression as an independent variable, the effects of each of the 

independent variable must take into account lagged effects over time.  In the presence 

of a lagged dependent variable, it is changes in the dependent variable over time, 

rather than the size of the coefficient, which yield the most meaningful results (see 

Poe and Tate 1994).  In order to observe this, I calculate the cumulative effect of the 

lagged endogenous variable as the immediate effect of an independent variable at 

time t plus the effect of the independent variable multiplied by the coefficient of the 

lagged endogenous variable at time t+1, for each successive lag.16   

Thus, I examine the effects of changes in trade openness on human rights abuse over 

time in developing countries.  These results are shown in Figure 3.1.  For democracy, 

international war, and civil war, I assume a discrete change is moving from the 

minimum value to maximum value.  For both trade openness and economic standing, 

using the average deviation from the mean openness score yields a more realistic 

picture of their effects on human rights scores.  Thus, change is calculated by an 

increase of one standard deviation above the mean for both trade openness and 

economic standing.   

 

                                                 
16 To calculate the cumulative effect of the lagged endogenous variable over time, I utilize coefficients 
from the OLS results shown in Appendix A.  Coefficients from ordered probit analyses are not 
straightforward (Long 1997, Green 1997) and therefore would not be appropriate for this calculation.  In 
this case, the difference in the intervals between the dependent variable appears relatively small indicating 
that OLS coefficients may be appropriate.    
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Figure 4.1 Long term Effect of Changes in the Independent Variables
of Developing Countries
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As Figure 4.1 indicates, once the lagged effects of repression are accounted for the 

effect of each of the variables over time is substantial.  A country that enters an 

international war increases its initial PTS score by .31 in time t+1.  Sustained 

involvement in that war increases the country�s PTS score by .57 by year ten, which 

is quite substantial considering the dependent variable has only 5 categories.  A 

country involved in a civil war experiences an immediate increase in its repression 
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score of .79 in t+1.  If that civil war continues, by the tenth year it increases a state�s 

repression score by 1.42.  Theoretically this could mean a country that starts at with 

the best human rights record (a one on the PTS scale) could end up with human rights 

practices closer to a 3 by the 10th lag.  A country that moves from no democracy to 

being one of the most democratic will experience a .66 improvement in human rights 

performance by year ten.  A developing country whose economic standing increases 

by one standard deviation, or an increase of approximately $6,000 per capita GNP, 

experiences an initial decrease in its repression score by .02 in time t+1.  If that 

country maintains such an increase in its economic standing, the long term effect on 

repression is a decrease of a mere .04 by the tenth year.   

An increase in trade openness of around 50% of a country�s imports and exports 

relative to GDP, or one standard deviation above the mean produces a modest .34 

improvement in a country�s personal integrity score at time t+1.  A similar change in 

trade openness appears to have a substantial effect of a .61 improvement in a state�s 

personal integrity scores at time t+10.  This amounts to a considerable change in a 

country�s human rights practices.   

In addition, I use two measures of trade liberalization which allow me to 

disaggregate the effects of distinct trade policies.  I examine the long term effects of a 

country�s level of imports and its level of exports separately.  Figure 4.2 shows the 

long term effects of a marginal change in a country�s level of imports and exports, 

using both samples.  This figure indicates that the long term effect of trade 

liberalization is greater in developing countries.  The effect of a country with an 

increase of one standard deviation in its level of imports, for example, experiences an 



 

 88

initial improvement in its repression score of .25 in all countries compared to .31 in 

developing countries.  A country, whose level of imports continues to increase by one 

standard deviation, decreases it repression score by .46 in all countries compared to 

.56 in developing countries by year ten.   

 

 

Figure 4.2 Long term effects of Imports and Exports
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Moreover the effect of exports is slightly greater than that of imports in 

developing countries.  By the 10th year an increase of one standard deviation in a 

country�s level of exports decreases a state�s level of repression by .58, compared to 

the .56 decrease with a similar increase in a country�s level of imports.  

Disaggregating the trade openness measure allows us to examine the effects of 

distinct trade policies more specifically.  Overall, examining the lagged effects of 

each of the independent variables indicates that their effects are substantially greater 

over time.   

 

4.6 Interaction Effects 

The final step in assessing the relationship between trade openness and human 

rights is to examine the possible interaction between trade openness and economic 

development.  The analysis above suggests that increases in a country�s level of trade 

openness facilitate improvements in that country�s human rights record on the whole.  

The question here is, does the relationship between a state�s trade openness levels and its 

record of human rights abuse vary at different levels of wealth?  Recall from Chapter 

Three, I hypothesized that in countries with the highest levels of economic development, 

trade liberalization may have a dampening effect on that country�s level of personal 

integrity abuse.  On the other hand, in those countries with the lowest level of economic 

development, liberalized trade may actually increase personal integrity abuse. Without 

wealth to distribute among society in order to keep segments of the population satisfied, 

governments in the poorest countries may rely, instead, on repression to maintain order 

while trying to attract more trade.  Thus, I examine the possibility that the relationship 

between trade openness and human rights is mediated by economic standing.   

In order to test for an interaction effect, I begin with a multivariate analysis of the 
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model of personal integrity rights with an additional variable measuring the product of 

trade openness and economic standing.  The ordered probit results are shown in Table 

4.9.   

 

Model A Model B
All Countries Non-OECD

Personal Integrity Rightst-1 1.162 * 1.090 *
(0.046) a (0.046)

Democracy -0.047 * -0.046 *
(0.008) (0.008)

Civil War 0.708 * 0.750 *
(0.130) (0.127)

International War 0.345 * 0.292 *
(0.105) (0.113)

Economic Standing -0.044 * -0.015  
(0.010) (0.036)

Trade opennesst-1 -0.002 * -0.003 *
(0.001) (0.001)

Trade opennesst-1*Economic Standing -0.0002 -0.0002
0.000 0.000

Cut Point 1 0.847 0.674
Cut Point 2 2.586 2.377
Cut Point 3 4.105 3.877
Cut Point 4 5.645 5.382

N 2002 1602
McKelvey and Zavonia R2 0.763 0.66
Wald chi-square 1227.32 822.89
     prob > chi-square 0.000 0.000

F-Testb 71.090 19.340
     prob > chi-square 0.000 0.000
*p<.05
a Robust Standard Errors are shown in parentheses.
b F-Test test whether Trade, Economic Standing and 
   Trade*Economic Standing are signficant

Table 4.9
Ordered Probit Analyses of Personal Integrity Abuse

Interaction Analysis: Trade Openness and Wealth
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The trade openness variable and economic development variable remain 

statistically significant in this model, whereas the interaction variable appears 

insignificant.  When testing for interaction effects, the statistical significance of the 

individual coefficients are less important than the possible significance of their combined 

effects.  This is because the coefficients and standard errors in an interactive model 

represent a conditional relationship rather than a general relationship (Friedrich 1982).  A 

joint F-test is used to ascertain whether these three variables taken together are 

statistically significant.  The formula for the F-test is  
 
F  =  (R2

2-R2
1)/(k2-k1) 

  (1-R2
2)/N-k2-1) 

 The F-test in this case, tests the hypothesis that the effects of the three variables, 

taken together equal zero.  In this case, I can reject the null hypothesis that there is no 

interaction effect.  Thus, the F-test indicates that there is in fact an interaction effect 

between trade openness and economic development.  This means that the relationship 

between trade openness and human rights abuse may vary at different levels of economic 

development.  

To more fully analyze the substantive effect of the interaction term, I examine the 

value of the interaction term at different levels of economic development.  Jaccard, et al 

(1990) suggests examining the slope of X1 on Y for different values of X to ascertain the 

substantive meaning of the interaction term.  In order to do this, I calculate the coefficient  

and standard error of the interaction term at different levels of economic development.   

The slope is calculated as 

 b1 at X2 = b1 + b3X2 

and the standard error of the interaction term is calculated as  

se = [Var(b1) + X2
2var(b3) + 2X2 cov (b1,b3)] 1/2. 

I calculate the coefficients and standard errors for trade openness at the 25th, 50th and 75th 
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percentile for economic standing.17  I also include the mean value of economic 

development for OECD countries since this is substantially higher than the mean for the 

entire sample.  These results are shown in Table 4.10.   

 

Level of Economic Trade t  Standard
Standing Coefficient Statistic Error

All Countries
Low -0.002 -2.900 * 0.001

Medium -0.002 -2.855 * 0.001
 

High -0.003 -2.628 * 0.001

Mean OECD -0.005 -1.916 * 0.002

Non-OECD Countries
Low -0.003 -3.428 * 0.001

Medium -0.003 -4.085 * 0.001

High -0.002 -3.567 * 0.001
*p < .05; **p<.10

Table 4.10
Effect of Trade Openness on Personal Integrity Abuse

at distinct levels of Economic Development 

 

 

The results in Table 4.10 indicate that there is a slightly greater effect of 

liberalized trade on human rights at higher levels of economic development.  At each 

level of economic development the relationship between trade openness and human rights 

abuse remains negative, indicating general support for the liberal paradigm.  However, 

since both the coefficients and the standard errors can vary at different levels of economic 

standing, it is possible for the relationship between trade liberalization and human rights 

to become insignificant at certain levels of economic standing.  Indeed, calculating the 

                                                 
17 The 25th percentile of economic standing for all countries is .41, the 50th percentile is 1.12 and the 75th 
percentile is 3.38.  I use these divisions to represent low, medium and high levels of economic standing 
respectively.  For developing countries, the 25th percentile is .37, the 50th is .92 and the 75th is 2.25.  By 
contrast, the average level of economic standing for OECD countries is a relatively large 15.25. 
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coefficients and standard errors for the entire range of economic standing reveals that this 

relationship becomes insignificant at the highest levels of economic standing.  In those 

countries with a per capita GNP of around thirty-five thousand and higher, trade openness 

exhibits no statistical effect on personal integrity abuse.  This variance in the effect of 

trade liberalization on human rights further indicates that the interaction specification is 

warranted.   

When OECD countries are excluded from the analysis, the results indicate that the 

effect of trade openness on human rights abuse is slightly dampened by higher levels of 

economic standing.  As the results show, in developing countries in the lowest 25th 

percentile of economic standing, the relationship between liberalized trade and human 

rights is slightly though not significantly greater than the same relationship in all 

countries in the 75th percentile.  In this case, the relationship between trade openness and 

human rights becomes insignificant at about a per capita GNP of $4,000.   

Overall, these results reveal two interesting patterns.  First, the coefficients 

consistently increase as a country�s level of economic standing increases when I examine 

all countries.  Interestingly, this tendency is reversed when I examine only developing 

countries.  In developing countries the effect of trade openness is smaller in wealthier 

countries.  Thus, when we consider only non-OECD countries, liberalized trade has the 

greatest potential to affect a country�s level of repression in the poorest countries.  

Second, once I remove the wealthiest countries, trade openness becomes unimportant at 

much lower levels of wealth, or a mere $4,000 per capita GNP, compared to $35,000 per 

capita when I include OECD countries.  I am most interested in identifying determinants 

of repression in developing countries, as these are the ones most likely to experience 

egregious personal integrity violations.  These results indicate that including the 

wealthiest countries in the analyses might overestimate the impact of trade liberalization 

in developing countries at relatively higher levels of economic standing.    
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4.7 Conclusion 

Increased globalization has brought with it increased attention to the behavior of 

states and at least an increased potential to affect the social and political behavior of other 

states.  Protests against the WTO are based on the idea that this organization supports free 

trade irrespective of the costs to a country�s citizens.  Similarly, arguments for trade 

restrictions in China, for example, are often based on the idea that trade restrictions 

should be used as a punishment for China�s poor human rights records.  By contrast, the 

liberal paradigm suggests that liberalized trade is a win-win situation.  According to this 

perspective, the most effective way to encourage change in China�s human rights policies 

is to pursue free trade relations with China.   

As we face increasing globalization, and issues such as free trade become 

increasingly politicized, it is essential to empirically examine the relationship between 

liberalized trade and human rights.  Rather than rely on emotional rhetoric, such 

empirical investigation allows us to identify the most effective means of improving 

human rights worldwide.  Thus, this chapter examines the direction and extent to which 

increases in trade openness affects a country�s record of personal integrity abuse.  The 

empirical analysis reveals several interesting conclusions which I will discuss in turn.  

First, the bivariate results indicate that the relationship between trade openness 

and personal integrity abuse is negative and statistically significant.  The multivariate 

analysis further indicates that the relationship between trade openness and personal 

integrity abuse remains statistically significant after controlling for other important 

causes of human rights abuse.  Using four conceptualizations of trade liberalization, I 

find consistent and robust support for the hypothesis that increases in the level of trade 
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openness lead to decreases in human rights violations.  On the other hand, I find no 

support for the hypothesis that changes in the rate of trade liberalization will affect 

human rights violations.  Overall, the liberal perspective that trade openness is mutually 

beneficial and facilitates improved economic standing as well as a diffusion of norms 

appears warranted, at least with respect to personal integrity rights.   

Second, the effect of trade openness on personal integrity abuse appears relatively 

modest.  Examining the marginal effects of the independent variables, the impact of trade 

liberalization on personal integrity rights is comparatively small. This is particularly true 

when compared to the substantial effects of a country�s level of democracy or a civil war 

in a country.  The impact of trade openness, though still comparatively small, has the 

ability to significantly affect a country�s level of repression once we account for the 

cumulative effects of the lagged endogenous variable.  In addition, disaggregating the 

measure of trade openness allows me to compare imports to exports.  These results 

indicate that exports exhibit a slightly greater effect on a state�s level of repression than 

imports.  Policymakers may want to place more emphases on increasing their export 

markets, rather than concentrating on imports.   

Moreover, the interaction effect suggests that the relationship between trade 

openness and human rights is conditional, depending on the level of economic standing 

of a country.  In the wealthiest countries, increases in trade openness have no effect on 

human rights abuse.  However, in most countries the relationship is significant and 

negative.  When we examine only developing countries, the potential for trade 

liberalization to promote improved personal integrity rights is greatest at the lowest levels 

of economic standing.   
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Third, the predicted probabilities indicate that these human rights models do not 

distinguish very well between the different categories of the dependent variable.  These 

results suggests that current human rights research, while proficient at identifying what 

causes a country to have better or worse human rights abuse in general, lacks the ability 

to identify what causes a country to move from limited torture to extensive torture for 

example.  While beyond the scope of the current endeavor, this finding has important 

implications for future human rights research.  Future work should concentrate on what 

causes a country to move from one category of personal integrity abuse to another.   

This chapter suggests that encouraging trade openness will have payoffs beyond 

improved economic development.  Specifically, such trade relationships or 

interdependence can encourage improvements in human rights practices in a country.   In 

practical terms, this means that countries, including the United States, should encourage 

open trade policies with other countries irrespective of their human rights records.  

Particularly in the poorest countries, liberalized trade has the potential to improve a 

country economically, encouraging the growth of a middle class which is more likely to 

demand respect for its rights.  Exchange of goods across borders also facilitates an 

exchange of ideas, such that both citizens and the state may begin to work for improved 

human rights.   

 



 

 97

CHAPTER 5 

INVESTMENT AND HUMAN RIGHTS 

 

5.1 Introduction 

In 1996, Kathie Lee Gifford found herself in the middle of a scandal as news 

outlets reported her clothing line was made, in part, with child labor.  After the news 

broke, Gifford promised to change the practices used in the making of her clothing line.  

The use of child labor by international firms epitomizes the fear many people have of 

powerful multinational corporations.  As the economy moves toward increased 

globalization, there is an increased opportunity for investment between diverse regime 

types.  Multinational corporations are creating ties across national borders.  These 

multinationals have the capacity to exert substantial influence in the states where they 

invest, including impacting that state�s human rights practices.  The nature of this 

influence is a matter of debate.  

Critics of multinational investment contend that such investment is made without 

regard to people in a state.  Moreover powerful multinational firms often impede on the 

sovereignty of a state, as the goals of the firm supercede national goals of the state.  Such 

multinational firms strip a country of its resources while extracting the profit back to the 

multinationals home state.   

Others argue that the overall record of multinationals in developing countries is 

favorable (Gilpin 1987).  Spar, for example, argues that MNCs bring with them a 

spotlight phenomenon, where MNC investment is followed by increased media attention 

and pressure to change their practices.  For example, �When reports surfaced that Reebok 
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was purchasing soccer balls stitched by 12-year-old Pakistani workers, the firm sprang 

into action.  It created a new central production facility in Pakistan and established a 

system of independent monitors� (Spar 1998 9).  This is consistent with the liberal 

perspective which suggests investment is a win-win situation for states.  From this 

perspective, investment not only facilitates improved economic conditions, but also a 

diffusion of norms and ideas.   

The purpose of this chapter is to examine the liberal idea that the interplay 

between investment and human rights is increasingly important, as economies become 

more interdependent.  Such interdependence creates incentives for cooperation and 

communication as it links people together.  As such, investment may provide an 

opportunity to affect the human rights practices in a given country.  Thus, understanding 

the nature and extent of the impact of investment on human rights is critical in explaining 

differences in the human rights practices around the globe.   

 This chapter examines a second conceptualization of interdependence: foreign 

direct investment.  The purpose of this chapter is to provide a further assessment of the 

liberal theory.  According to liberalism, all investment in states is beneficial and increases 

in investment provide a wealth of goods.  In addition to economic payoffs from increased 

investment, liberal theorists suggest that increased interdependence can also lead to a 

diffusion of norms and behavior across borders.  In order to test this proposition 

suggested by the liberal paradigm, the second section examines the univariate investment 

statistics as well as the bivariate relationship between personal integrity rights and 

investment.  The third section adds control variables that are prevalent in the study of 

human rights in a more rigorous examination of this relationship.  The multivariate 
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analyses are performed on all countries as well as a sub-sample of non-OECD countries.  

This section examines not only direct foreign investment, but also the rate of change in a 

country�s level of investment as well as the proportion of a country�s investment that 

originates from the United States.  Section four attempts to get at the substantive impact 

of investment, looking at both the marginal change in investment as well as the effect of 

investment over time.  The possibility that the relationship between investment and 

human rights is conditional based on the value of economic development is explored in 

the fifth section.  Section six examines external economic penetration overall, and its 

effects on state repression.  Conclusions are drawn in the last section. 

 

5.2 A First Look at Investment and Human Rights 

 This chapter sets out to examine the relationship between investment and human 

rights.  I begin by computing summary statistics for the investment variable, which is the 

amount of foreign direct investment divided by GDP in a country.  I also include two 

other investment related variables.  In order to examine whether the rate of change in 

investment significantly impacts personal integrity rights, I calculate the rate of change of 

investment as the difference between the level of foreign direct investment at time t and 

the level of foreign direct investment at t-1 divided by the level of foreign direct 

investment at time t-1.  I further examine whether the proportion of investment that 

originates from the United States, a percentage of a country�s total investment, 

significantly affects a state�s propensity to repress.  The means, standard deviation, 

minimum and maximum values are shown in Table 5.1.  These results are shown for the 

entire sample, and then divided into two sub-samples: OECD countries and Non-OECD 
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countries.  The summary statistics reveal that the wealthy states actually have a lower 

percentage of investment per GDP than non-OECD countries.  The wealthiest countries 

have such large economies that their GDP is much greater, making their ratio of 

investment to GDP comparatively smaller.  As in the previous chapter, it is a change in 

the denominator, GDP, rather than an increase in the numerator investment that makes 

this number smaller for OECD countries.  Indeed, the average level of investment dollars 

in OECD countries is much larger than non-OECD countries.   

 

Standard  
Variable Observations Mean Deviation Minimum Maximum Median

Entire Sample

Investment/GDP 2801 1.53 4.14 -15.58 145.13 0.61
∆ in Investment 2256 0.03 20.96 -911.95 188.98 -0.02
USdfiI/WORLDdfi 1814 0.13 3.46 -29.72 138.90 0.02

OECD

Investment/GDP 395 1.12 1.19 -0.85 6.22 0.83
∆ in Investment 374 -2.17 47.61 -911.95 95.24 0.03
USdfiI/WORLDdfi 368 0.10 0.82 -8.10 9.49 0.04

non-OECD

Investment/GDP 2400 1.59 4.43 -15.58 145.13 0.56
∆ in Investment 1877 0.48 8.73 -125.87 188.98 -0.03
USdfiI/WORLDdfi 1445 0.14 3.86 -29.72 138.90 0.02

Table 5.1 Summary Statistics

 

  

The summary statistics further suggest that non-OECD countries are much more 

diverse than their OECD counterparts with regard to investment.  Investment varies to a 

much greater degree in the non-OECD countries.  There is also a much greater range in 

the non-OECD sub-sample.  Chapter Four discussed the diversity of non-OECD countries 
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with respect to the control variables in the study.  These countries are also much more 

diverse with respect to investment, whereas the OECD countries range and variance is 

comparatively small.  Developing countries also exhibit a greater range, when examining 

the proportion of investment originating from the United States.  What is interesting is 

that the OECD countries actually exhibit greater diversity with respect to the rate of 

change in investment.  On the whole, these statistics further suggest that the developing 

countries are more diverse than developed countries.   

 The bivariate statistics should help shed light on the relationship between 

investment and human rights.  Table 5.2 reports Pearson�s correlations, Spearman�s rank 

correlations, as well as Kendall�s tau-b correlations between the measures of investment 

with personal integrity rights.  A country�s level of investment is significantly, negatively 

correlated with human rights abuse in developing countries at the .05 level.  Thus I can 

reject the null hypothesis that these two variables are unrelated.  The Pearson�s 

correlation is slightly larger in developing countries but still significant in all countries.  

However, the correlation between investment and personal integrity abuse is 

insignificant, when looking only at developed countries, using the Spearman�s correlation 

or the Kendall�s tau-b which account for the ordinal nature of personal integrity abuse.  

Overall, these results indicate preliminary support for expectations derived from the 

liberal perspective, that increases in investment help decrease human rights abuses in 

developing countries.   
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Pearson's Spearman's Kendall's 
Correlation Rho taub

Entire Sample

Investment/GDP -0.17 * -0.24 * -0.18 *
∆ in Investment/GDP 0.02  -0.03  -0.02
USdfiI/WORLDdfi -0.02  -0.01  0.00

Non-OECD

Investment/GDP -0.20 * -0.24 * -0.18 *
∆ in Investment/GDP -0.02 -0.03 -0.02
USdfiI/WORLDdfi -0.03 0.14 * 0.11 *

OECD

Investment/GDP -0.13 * -0.07 -0.05
∆ in Investment/GDP 0.02 0.02 0.02
USdfiI/WORLDdfi -0.02 0.06 0.05

*p<.05; **p<.10

Table 5.2: Bivariate Correlation
Investment and Personal Integrity Abuse

 

 

 The bivariate analysis also indicates that the rate of change of a country�s 

investment level is not significantly related to human rights abuse.  The rate of change in 

investment is not statistically significant correlated with personal integrity abuse in any of 

the samples, regardless of which measure of association is used.  By contrast, the 

percentage of a country�s investment that originates from the United States produces 

mixed results.  In the entire sample, as well as the sample limited to developed countries, 

the percentage of a country�s investment originating from the U.S. is not significantly 

related to personal integrity abuse.  However, this variable is statistically significantly 

related to repression in developing countries, when ordinal measures of association are 

used.  What is interesting is that these results indicate that the relationship is positive.  On 

the one hand, the bivariate results seem to suggest that greater percentages of a country�s 
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investment that originates from the United States results in greater levels of repression in 

developing countries.  On the other hand, these results suggest that increases in a 

country�s overall level of investment are correlated with less repression.   

Prior to examining the multivariate models, I consider two states which are 

illustrative of the relationship between the level of investment in a country and its 

tendency to abuse personal integrity rights.  Two examples of countries which have 

experienced a good deal of investment in the last few decades are South Korea and 

Argentina.18  South Korea is often used as an example of a country which has reaped the 

benefits of open markets (Dorn 1996, Sirico 1998).  To consider the South Korean 

example, I graph its level of investment relative to GDP as well as its Political Terror 

Scale scores between 1976 and 1996 in figure 5.1.19   

 

 

                                                 
18 These cases are meant to exemplify the average relationship between investment and personal integrity 
rights exhibited in the bivariate analysis.  South Korea is included because several authors point to this state 
as exhibiting the positive effects of liberalization.  Argentina is chosen as an illustration of Latin American 
countries, which are likely to have experienced a good degree of external economic penetration particularly 
from the United States.  
19 In order to show both trends on one graph, I multiply South Korea�s level of investment by 10.  This 
allows both trends to be shown on the same graph without substantively changing the results.   
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As this graph indicates, South Korea�s investment decreased through much of the 

early 1980s, but began to increase in 1985.  Overall South Korea�s investment increased 

from 28% of its GDP in 1976 to 45% of its GDP in 1996.  Its human rights record 

exhibits much less movement.  South Korea�s level of repression does increase in 1983, 

after a steady decrease in investment rates.  It also experienced a temporary improvement 

in its repression score in 1993.  Overall, though, the human rights score for South Korea 

has remained relative stable for the entire time period.  

Argentina provides another example of the relationship between investment and 

personal integrity rights.  Figure 5.2 displays the relationship between investment and 

personal integrity abuse in Argentina, for the years covered in my data set. 

 

Figure 5.1 Investment and Personal 
Integrity Rights in South Korea, 1976-

1996
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Figure 5.2 Investment and Personal Integrity Rights 
in Argentina, 1976-1996
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As illustrated by the graph, Argentina has experienced a good deal of movement in both 

its level of investment as well as its human rights scores.  Argentina�s investment, 

exhibits a dramatic increase over two decades, increasing from 25% of its GDP in 1976 

to 240% of its GDP in 1996.  In 1976, Argentina has one of the worst human rights 

scores, where torture is prevalent throughout society.  It experiences a marked 

improvement in its human rights records, beginning in 1982.  The graph indicates 

continuous increases in its investment scores in the late eighties and early nineties, along 

with improvements in its personal integrity scores by 1992.  By the mid 1990s, it had 

experienced subsequent decreases in both its level of investment and its personal integrity 

rights.  While these two examples illustrate the trends between investment and personal 

integrity rights in the selected countries, they don�t speak to the effect of investment on 

human rights in the aggregate.  Before drawing any conclusion, I must examine whether 

these relationships between investment and human rights hold in the aggregate, once I 

control for other variables.  Multivariate analysis follows in the next section.  

 

5.3 Multivariate Analysis of Investment and Human Rights 
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 Prior to examining the effect of investment on personal integrity rights, a review 

of the hypotheses from Chapter Three is warranted.   

An increase in investment will lead to decreases in human rights violations, 

ceteris paribus. 
Increases in the rate of investment will lead to decreases (increases) in human 

rights violations, ceteris paribus.    

The multivariate analysis of investment and human rights includes measures to control 

for a country�s previous level of human rights abuse, economic standing, level of 

democracy, as well as that country�s participation in civil or international war.  Again, the 

ordinal nature of the dependent variable warrants the use of ordered probit for this 

analysis.  Table 5.3 reports the coefficients and robust standard errors for the ordered 

probit analysis.20  OLS results are reported in Appendix B for comparison purposes.21   

 

                                                 
20 Diagnostic techniques suggest that each of these models is appropriate.  The Ramsey Reset test, for 
example, suggest that there are no omitted variables or specification error in the models.  Neither ocular 
inspection of the bivariate correlations nor Klein tests indicate the presence of multicollinearity.  Tests for 
outliers revealed some cases that did not conform to the model.  However, dropping the outlying cases did 
not substantially alter the results in any case.  Results from the predicted probability tables are similar to 
those reported in Chapter Three. 
21 The cutpoints from the ordered probit analysis again exhibit relatively little variance, ranging from 1.5 to 
1.7.  This indicates that the OLS regression results are not likely to vary substantially from the ordered 
probit results (Long 1997).    
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Model A  Model B  Model C  Model D
All countries All Countries Non-OECD Non-OECD

Personal Integrity Rightst-1 1.184 * 1.220 * 1.128 * 1.163 *
(0.043) a (0.046) (0.043) (0.046)

Democracy -0.044 * -0.044 * -0.036 * -0.039 *
(0.007) (0.008) (0.007) (0.008)

Civil War 0.732 * 0.825 * 0.761 * 0.859 *
(0.113) (0.137) (0.110) (0.133)

International War 0.292 * 0.305 * 0.246 * 0.236 *
(0.098) (0.104) (0.106) (0.113)

Economic Standing -0.046 * -0.047 * -0.018 * -0.014  
(0.006) (0.006) (0.011) (0.011)

Investment/GDP t-1 -0.013 ** -0.015 * -0.017 * -0.020 *
(0.008) (0.008) (0.009) (0.010)

∆ in Investment/GDP X      -0.001 X      -0.005 **
(.001) (.002)

Cut Point 1 1.087 1.148 1.007 1.058
Cut Point 2 2.808 2.894 2.694 2.763
Cut Point 3 4.327 4.402 4.191 4.247
Cut Point 4 5.833 5.999 5.668 5.809

N 2198 1951 1826 1580
McKelvey and Zavonia R2 0.75 0.76 0.66 0.68
Wald chi-square 1365.75 1240.19 951.14 836.55
     prob>.05 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
*p<.05    
**p<.10
a Robust Standard Errors are shown in parentheses.

Table 5.3
Ordered Probit Analyses of Personal Integrity Abuse

Foreign Direct Investment

 

 

Model A examines the effect of investment on personal integrity abuse using the 

entire sample.  The chi-square indicates that this model is statistically, significantly 

different from zero.  The McKelvey and Zavoina R2 further indicates the model is 

performing well.  Each of the control variables is statistically significant and in the 
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anticipated direction.  Consistent with previous research, a country�s past human rights 

abuse is indicative of its willingness to commit future human rights abuse.  Civil war or 

international war both increase the likelihood a state will repress its citizens.  Higher 

levels of democracy, on the other hand, mitigate a country�s willingness to repress.  

Moreover, countries with higher levels of economic development tend to have lower 

levels of human rights abuse.    

 Of special interest here is a country�s level of direct foreign investment.  The 

investment variable is statistically significant and negative.  This indicates countries with 

greater levels of foreign investment relative to their GDP experience lower levels of 

personal integrity abuse.  The results in Table 5.3 do not vary substantially from the OLS 

results shown in Appendix B.  This lends tentative support to the arguments suggested by 

the liberal perspective.   

 Model B adds a variable to ascertain whether the rate of change in investment 

significantly affects a state�s propensity to repress.  Theoretically, increases in investment 

could create a positive inducement for improved human rights practices in the long term, 

while rapid changes in investment may increase the propensity of a state to repress in the 

short term.  This variable is measured as investment at time t minus investment at t-1 

divided by investment at t-1.  The chi-square and McKelvey and Zavoina R2 both indicate 

that the model is performing relatively well.  Again, each of the control variables is 

statistically significant and in the expected direction.  A country�s level of investment 

relative to GDP also remains statistically significant.  However, in this model, the rate of 

change in investment is not statistically significant.  This indicates that the rate of change 
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in levels of investment does not significantly affect a country�s level of repression, when 

examining all countries.   

 Models C and D repeat the above analyses examining only non-OECD countries.  

Model C examines whether a developing country�s foreign direct investment facilitates 

improvements in its human rights scores.  Again, the chi-square indicates that the model, 

taken as a whole, is statistically significant.  The McKelvey and Zavoina R2 further 

suggests the model is appropriate.  Each of the control variables behave as hypothesized.  

A country that is experiencing civil war, participating in international war or has a recent 

history of human right abuses is likely to experience more personal integrity abuse.  On 

the other hand, a country with a high level economic standing or a greater degree of 

democracy is likely to experience lower levels of personal integrity abuse.  The variable 

of interest, investment is statistically significant and negative as hypothesized.  Thus 

increases in investment lead to improvements in human rights practices in developing 

countries.  

 Model D examines the relationship between the rate of change in investment and 

personal integrity rights in developing countries.  Both the chi-square and the McKelvey 

and Zavoina R2 indicate the model as a whole is significant.  Prior violations of personal 

integrity, civil war, international war, and democracy each remain statistically significant 

and in the expected direction.  However, in this analysis, economic standing is 

statistically insignificant, once most of the world�s wealthiest countries, OECD members, 

are excluded.  The variable measuring investment is significant and negative indicating 

that increased investment is correlated with decreased personal integrity violations.  

Moreover, in this analysis, the variable measuring the rate of change in investment is 
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statistically significant.  This indicates that higher rates of change in a country�s level of 

investment relative to GDP are associated with decreased human rights violations in 

developing countries.  According to this model, investment in developing countries leads 

to improvements in human rights practices.  Moreover, higher rates of change in a 

country�s investment lead to further improvements in human right practices in developing 

countries.  The multivariate analysis lends support to the liberal tenet that investment 

creates economic ties that lead to improved economic performance, increasing demands 

made by the population on the state and producing an opportunity for the diffusion of 

norms in that society, including improved human rights. 

 An additional analysis examines the extent to which investment originating from 

the United States decreases the likelihood of human rights abuse compared to investment 

from other countries.  Liberal theory suggests that the hegemon sets and enforces norms 

of behavior.  It makes sense, then, that economic ties with the hegemon may have more 

weight in encouraging and enforcing norms than those same economic ties with a country 

other than the hegemon.  Thus, I test whether a country with a higher degree of its 

investment coming from the United States is more likely to exhibit lower levels of 

repression.  The ordered probit analyses are shown in Table 5.4.22   

 

                                                 
22 Note the OLS results shown in Appendix B are appreciably different from the ordered probit results 
shown in Table 5.4.  Neither change in investment nor the proportion of a country�s investment that 
originates in the United States are statistically significant in the OLS results.  Using the inappropriate 
model would lead to biased conclusions in this case.   
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Model A Model B
All Countries Non-OECD

Personal Integrity Rightst-1 1.270 * 1.187 *
(0.050) a (0.050)

Democracy -0.042 * -0.035 *
(0.008) (0.008)

Civil War 0.879 * 0.913 *
(0.133) (0.129)

International War 0.212 * 0.131  
(0.111) (0.121)

Economic Standing -0.049 * -0.014  
(0.007) (0.013)

Investment/GDP t-1 -0.023 * -0.037 *
(0.013) (0.014)

∆ in Investment/GDP -0.001  -0.004 **
(0.001) (0.003)

USdfiI/WORLDdfit-1 -0.045 ** -0.038 **
0.026 0.026

Cut Point 1 1.157 1.008
Cut Point 2 2.917 2.727
Cut Point 3 4.520 4.295
Cut Point 4 6.203 5.930

N 1609 1260
McKelvey and Zavonia R2 0.78 0.68
Wald chi-square 1553.21 803.62
     prob>.05 0.000 0.000
*p<.05   
**p<.10
a Robust Standard Errors are shown in parentheses.

Table 5.4
Ordered Probit Analysis of Personal Integrity Abuse
Proportion of U.S. Investment to World Investment

 

 

Model A in Table 5.4 appears to perform well.  Both the chi-square and the 

McKelvey and Zavoina R2 indicate that the model is significant.  Previous personal 

integrity abuse, level of democracy, civil war, international war and economic 
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development remain statistically significant and in the expected direction.  A country�s 

level of investment relative to GDP remains positive inducements for that country to 

improve its human rights records.  Similarly, a country�s rate of investment remains 

negatively associated with repression in developing countries.  Most importantly, this 

model indicates that greater proportions of a country�s investment originating from the 

United States further decrease human rights abuse in that country, even after controlling 

for a country�s total investment.  This suggests that the hegemon plays a vital role in the 

diffusion of norms in among states.  As the United States has increasingly supported the 

norm of human rights, countries investing with the U.S. are more likely to adapt that 

norm.  Thus, increased interconnectedness among states facilitates a diffusion of norms 

and brings positive effects in a country as suggested by the liberal perspective.   

Moreover, economic ties which are greater with the hegemon compared to other 

countries leads to an even greater probability that country will accept current norms and 

regimes.   

Model B in Table 5.4 includes the proportion of U.S. to world investment in Non-

OECD countries only.  Measures of the model�s performance suggest the model is 

performing well.  Personal integrity rights, level of democracy and civil war remain 

statistically significant. However, once the wealthiest countries are excluded from the 

analysis, economic development is no longer statistically significant.  Moreover, 

international war becomes statistically insignificant.23  In developing countries, higher 

levels of investment, greater rates of change in investment as well as the larger 

                                                 
23 At first glance, this might suggest that the United States does not invest in countries where there is an 
international war.  However, the bivariate correlation between international war and the proportion of U.S. 
investment to world investment are statistically insignificant.  Further Klein tests do not indicate the 
presence of multicollinearity in the model.   
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proportions of U.S. investment to total investment in a country all decrease the 

probability that a state will repress its citizens.  In the next section, I investigate the 

substantive effects of the various measures of investment, as well as the control variables, 

on personal integrity abuse.   

  

5.4 Marginal Effects and Long term Effects of Investment 

Recall that the coefficients resulting from ordered probit analysis preclude 

straightforward interpretation (Green 1997; Long 1997).  One way to examine the 

substantive effects of the independent variables using an ordered probit model is to 

examine measures of change in the outcome probabilities.  The marginal effect is based 

on the slope of the curve relating to the probability that the dependent variable will be a 

particular outcome given an independent variable, holding all the other variables at their 

mean (Long 1997).  To examine the marginal effects of the independent variables, I 

calculate the change in probability when ordinal independent variables move from their 

minimum to maximum values, when dummy variables move from 0 to 1, or when 

continuous variables change by one standard deviation.  The resulting marginal effects 

are shown in Table 5.5.   
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1 2 3 4 5
Murder or Murder or

Rule Limited  Extensive Dissappearance Dissappearance
of Law Imprisonnment Imprisonment Political Activist Entire Society

Entire Sample
Personal Integrity Rights t-1 

a -0.62 -0.36 0.06 0.53 0.40

Democracya  0.05 0.11 -0.13 -0.03 -0.00

Civil Warb  -0.06 -0.28 0.20 0.13 0.00

International Warb  -0.02 -0.06 0.06 0.02 0.00

Economic Standingc 0.04 0.09 -0.11 -0.03 -0.00

Investment/GDPt-1
c 0.01 0.01 -0.02 -0.00 -0.00

∆ in Investment/GDPc 0.00 0.00 -0.00 -0.00 -0.00

USdfiI/WORLDdfit-1
c 0.00 0.01 -0.01 -0.00 -0.00

Non-OECD Countries
Personal Integrity Rights t-1 -0.48 -0.47 0.02 0.48 0.45

Democracy 0.01 0.11 -0.05 -0.07 -0.00

Civil War -0.02 -0.23 -0.03 0.25 0.03

International War -0.00 -0.04 0.01 0.03 0.00

Economic Standing 0.00 0.01 -0.00 -0.01 -0.00

Investment/GDPt-1 0.00 0.03 -0.01 -0.02 -0.00

∆ in Investment/GDP 0.00 0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.00

USdfiI/WORLDdfit-1 0.00 0.01 -0.00 -0.01 -0.00

a For ordinal variables the marginal effect is calculated as a change from the minimum value to the maximum value.
b For dummy variables the marginal effect is calculated as a discrete change. 
c For interval variables the marginal effect is calculated for a change of one standard deviation. 

Table 5.5 : Marginal Effects
Investment and Personal Integrity Rights
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The marginal effects for the entire sample indicate that as a country moves from 

the minimum personal integrity abuse to maximum personal integrity abuse, the 

probability a country will live under the rule of law decreases by 62%, or the probability 

a country will experience limited imprisonment decreases by 36%.  Alternatively, a 

similar move increases the probability that a country will score in the worst two 

categories of human rights abuse (4 or 5) by 53% and 40% respectively.  A country that 

moves from the lowest democracy score to the highest score increases its probability of 

having relatively good personal integrity rights scores (1 or 2) by 5% and 11%.  A similar 

move in democracy decreases a states probability of scoring a 3 on the PTS by 13%, a 4 

by 3% and only marginally decreases a state�s probability of scoring the lowest score of a 

5, by less than 1%.   

 When civil war occurs in a country, that country is 6% less likely live under the 

rule of law and 28% less likely to experience limited imprisonment.  That same country�s 

probability of scoring a 3 on the Political Terror Scale increases by 20%, scoring a 4 

increases by 13% and the likelihood that country will score a 5 increases by around ½%.  

Similarly, a country�s participation in an international war decreases its likelihood of 

having relatively good human rights records (2% or 6%) and increases the probability a 

country will have poor human rights abuses (6% or 2%) or marginally that a state will be 

among the worst abusers of personal integrity rights.   

 A state�s level of foreign direct investment also negatively influences a state�s 

propensity to repress.  A country with an increase of one standard deviation in investment 

increases its likelihood of scoring in the top human rights categories by 1% each.  A 

similar move only slightly decreases the probability that a country will be among the 
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worst human rights abusers, by 2% or less.  The proportion of U.S. to world investment 

also exhibits a slight effect on a state�s propensity to repress.  In each case, the marginal 

effect of the different measures of investment in a country has a statistically significant if 

relatively small effect on that country�s likelihood of violating personal integrity rights.   

 The marginal effects for developing countries exhibit similar results.  Again, 

previous human rights abuses demonstrate the greatest effect on the probability that a 

country will or will not abuse human rights in the future.  A developing country that 

moves from the best human rights (1) score to the worst score (5) decreases its 

probability of scoring a one by 48% and increases its probability of scoring a 5 by 45%.  

The marginal effects table indicates that in a developing country which is experiencing a 

civil war, the probability that country will score a 1 decreases by 2%, the probability it 

will score a 2 decreases by 23%, whereas the probability that a country will score a 3 

decreases slightly (3%), and the probability that a state will score a 4 increases 

dramatically (25%).   

 Investment further significantly affects a state�s probability of scoring in the 

different categories of personal integrity abuse.  A country, whose proportion of 

investment to GDP increases by one standard deviation, increases the probability that 

country will live under the rule of law by ½ of 1%, while it increases the probability that 

a country will experience limited imprisonment by 3%.  A similar change in investment 

decreases the probability that a country will witness extensive imprisonment by 1%, and 

decreases the probability that country will experience limited or widespread torture by 

2% and less than ½ of 1% respectively.  Similarly, a one standard deviation increase in 

the rate of investment increases a country�s likelihood of scoring a 2 on the PTS by 1% 
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and decreases that same country�s probability of scoring a 3 or a 4 by 1% each.  The 

effect of the proportion of a country�s investment that comes from U.S. investment 

exhibits a relatively small effect on the probability of a country moving from one 

category of the Political Terror Scale to another.  Thus, the hegemon�s ability to 

encourage adherence to international norms, though slightly greater than that of other 

countries, remains slight.   

While the marginal effects indicate that the effect of investment on the probability 

of a country scoring in any of the categories of the Political Terror Scale is minor, Poe 

and Tate (1994) suggest that the effects of each of the variables over time, accounting for 

the lagged effects of repression, shows the true impact of the independent variables.  To 

account for the lagged effects of repression, I add the direct effect of an independent 

variable at time t+1 to the product of the direct effect of that independent variable at time 

t times the lagged endogenous variable.  As before, change is measured as a move from 

the minimum value to the maximum value for democracy, civil war and international 

war, while change for economic development, investment and rate of change in 

investment is calculated as a standard deviation increase above the mean. 24  These results 

are shown in Figure 5.1. 

 

                                                 
24 OLS regression coefficients are used to calculate the cumulative effects of an independent variable 
accounting for the lagged endogenous variable.  The graph assumes the defined changes are sustained for 
each successive time period.   
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Figure 5.3 Long term Effect of Changes in the Independent Variables, Investment and 
Personal Integrity in Developing Countries
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 As the figure indicates, the effects of most of the independent variables are quite 

significant once I account for the lagged effects over time.  A country that goes from 

being the least democratic to the most democratic will decrease its repression score 

consistently in each year.  By the tenth year, that countries repression score will have 

decreased by .55.  This represents a substantial change in a state�s treatment of its 

citizens.  A country with an increase of one standard deviation above the mean level of 

economic standing, exhibits a decrease of .17 in its repression score by the 10th lag.  Civil 
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war dramatically increases its repression score by .52 in the first year, and 1.74 in year 

10.  Thus, a civil war obviously has a considerable impact on a country�s human rights 

practices.  A country that participates in an international war experiences an increase of 

.27 in its repression score at lag 10.  

 The variable of greatest interest is level of investment over GDP in a country.  An 

increase in investment by one standard deviation has a consistent, negative impact on 

repression over time.  By the 10th lag, such an increase in investment decreases a 

country�s repression score by .43, which represents a significant move on the 5 point 

scale Political Terror Scale.  By contrast, the rate of change in investment exhibits a 

marginal impact on country�s human rights practices.  A country, whose rate of change of 

investment consistently increases by one standard deviation, decreases that country�s 

repression score initially by .02 and by a relatively small .07 by the 10th lag.  On the other 

hand, a similar change in a country�s proportion of U.S. to world investment decreases 

that country�s level of repression by a significant .30 in the 10th year.  This suggests that 

the hegemon plays an important role in supporting and spreading norms to other 

countries. Investment with the hegemon is more likely to facilitate a diffusion of norms, 

in this case respect for human rights, than investment with other countries, ceteris 

paribus.   

 The marginal effects and long-term effects taken together yield a more complete 

picture of the substantive impact of the independent variables in the model on a country�s 

propensity to repress.  With respect to investment, these results indicate that investment 

has a significant and substantively important role to play in decreasing a country�s 

likelihood of violating personal integrity rights.  Investment is particularly important 
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when one accounts for its effects over time.  Likewise the percentage of a country�s 

investment that comes from the United States can make important differences in the way 

a state treats its citizens, especially over time.  By contrast, these results suggest that 

while the rate of change in investment is statistically significant in the multivariate 

analysis, its effects are substantively weak compared to other determinants of personal 

integrity abuse.   

 

5.5 Interaction Effects  

 Next, I consider whether the relationship between investment and human rights 

differs at different levels of economic development.  Countries at the highest levels of 

economic development are likely to realize improved personal integrity rights with 

greater levels of investment.  On the other hand, this relationship may be different at the 

lowest levels of economic development.  Countries at the lowest levels of economic 

development may not experience the same initial improvements in human rights with 

increases in investment, as these countries may lack the foundations for a middle class.  

The poorest countries may rely on repression, in the absence of economic satisfaction in 

society, to maintain order and attract more investment.  An interaction analysis can test 

whether the effects of investment on human rights practices is conditional on the level of 

economic development in a country.   
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Model A Model B
All Countries Non-OECD

Personal Integrity Rightst-1 1.269 * 1.187 *
(0.050) a (0.050)

Democracy -0.040 * -0.034 *
(0.008) (0.009)

Civil War 0.873 * 0.909 *
(0.133) (0.129)

International War 0.220 * 0.135  
(0.112) (0.122)

Economic Standing -0.055 * -0.019  
(0.008) (0.020)

∆ in Investment/GDP -0.001 -0.004
(0.001) (0.003)

USdfiI/WORLDdfit-1 -0.045 * -0.038 **
(0.026) (0.026)

Investment/GDPt-1 -0.033 * -0.040 *
(0.015) (0.015)

Investmentt-1 * Economic Stand 0.003  0.001
(0.002) (0.002)

Cut Point 1 1.143 1.007
Cut Point 2 2.904 2.726
Cut Point 3 4.508 4.294
Cut Point 4 6.191 5.929

N 1609 1260
McKelvey and Zavonia R2 0.783 0.684
Wald chi-square 1152.10 806.84
     prob > .05 0.000 0.000

F-Testb 58.38 12.70
prob > .05 0.000 0.005
*p<.05   
**p<.10
a Robust Standard Errors are shown in parentheses.
b F-Test test whether Investment/GDP, Economic Standing and 
Investment/GDP*Economic Standing are jointly signficant

Ordered Probit Analyses of Personal Integrity Abuse
Interaction Analysis: Investment and Wealth

Table 5.6
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 The first step in determining whether an interaction effect is present is to perform 

an ordered probit analysis of the investment model, including a term that measures the 

product of investment and economic standing.  These results are shown in Table 5.6.  The 

results indicate that economic standing, the level of investment and the interaction term 

are statistically significant in the entire sample.  When OECD countries are excluded, the 

level of economic standing and the interaction term both fail to achieve significance.  

Recall that, in determining whether an interaction effect exists, the statistical significance 

of the individual coefficients is not as important as their combined significance.  A joint 

F-test is used to determine whether a country�s direct foreign investment, level of 

economic standing, and the product of investment and economic standing taken together 

are jointly statistically significant.25  The results of the F-test indicate that I can reject the 

null hypothesis of no interaction effect.  This suggests that the relationship between 

investment and human rights abuse varies at different levels of economic development.  

To get a better idea of the nature of the relationship between human rights abuse and 

investment, I examine the value of the interaction term at different levels of economic 

development.  To accomplish this, I calculate the conditional coefficient, slope and 

standard error of the interaction term at the 25th, 50th, and 75th quartiles of economic 

development.26  I also include the mean value of economic development for OECD 

countries, as this is substantially greater than economic development in other countries.  

These results are shown in Table 5.7.   

 

                                                 
25 Recall that the The F-test is calculated as F  =  (R2

2-R2
1)/(k2-k1) 

      (1-R2
2)/N-k2-1) 

 
26 Countries in the 25th percentile of economic standing are shown as low levels of economic standing, at 
.41 for all countries and .37 for developing countries.  Medium levels of economic development are 1.12 
for all countries and .92 for developing countries.  High levels of economic development for all countries 
are 3.38 for all countries and 2.25 for developing countries.  Also reported is the mean level of economic 
standing for OECD countries, which is 15.25.  
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Level of Economic Trade t  Standard
Standing Coefficient Statistic Error

All Countries
Low -0.035 -2.255 * 0.015

Medium -0.032 -2.211 * 0.015
 

High -0.025 -1.935 * 0.013

Mean OECD 0.012 0.518  0.023

Non-OECD Countries
Low -0.035 -2.255 * 0.015

Medium -0.032 -2.211 * 0.015

High -0.025 -1.935 * 0.013
*p < .05; **p<.10
    

Table 5.7
Effect of Investment on Personal Integrity Abuse

at distinct levels of Economic Development 

 

 

Table 5.7 indicates that at lower levels of economic development, there is a 

statistically significant, negative relationship between investment and personal integrity 

abuse.  Indeed the coefficient is larger at lower levels of economic development, 

indicating that the prospects of investment creating incentives for a state to decrease its 

repression are the greatest in poorer countries.  In countries whose level of wealth reaches 

around $5,000 per capita GNP, the effects of investment on personal integrity rights 

become insignificant.  Thus, at the mean level of economic development in OECD 

countries, around $15,000 per capita GNP, there is no relationship between investment 

and personal integrity rights.   

 Similar results are produced when the wealthiest countries are excluded.  

Investment significantly decreases personal integrity abuses at the 25th, 50th and 70th 

percentile.  Again, the coefficient gets progressively smaller as the amount of wealth in a 

country increases.  Once a developing country�s level of wealth reaches around $4,000 
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GNP per capita, there is no significant relationship between investment and personal 

integrity rights.  Overall, these results reinforce the importance of a countries level of 

wealth in obtaining respect for personal integrity.  In the wealthiest countries, investment 

is not likely to produce significant effect on a state�s propensity to repress. 

 

5.6 External Economic Penetration 

 The liberal perspective argues that increased interconnectedness among nations 

provides opportunities and incentives for improved economic standing as well as 

diffusion of norms such as democracy and human rights.  This chapter and Chapter Four, 

taken together, attempt to get at discrete aspects of interdependence.  At this point, it is 

instructive to examine collective impact of both measures of interdependence.  

Theoretically, the liberal theory suggests that the greater the interdependence among 

countries the more likely the benefits promised by liberalism will be realized.  If the 

liberal perspective is correct, than the country with the highest level of economic 

openness would enjoy the greatest payoff promised by liberal theory.  In terms of this 

analysis, countries with the highest level of both trade and investment liberalization are 

the likely to enjoy the highest levels of personal integrity rights.  Thus, a final analysis is 

warranted which examines the combined effects of trade and investment.   

 In order to test whether the highest level of economic liberalization in terms of 

both trade and investment affects personal integrity rights, I create a measure which 

scores countries accordingly.  To accomplish this, I divide the variables for investment 

and trade openness into quartiles.  Two new variables are created, coded one for the 

lowest quartile, and up to four for the highest quartile.  The external economic 

penetration index adds the two rankings together.  The resulting variable ranges from two 

to eight, with eight representing the greatest amount of external economic penetration.  

The ordered probit analyses with the external economic penetration index are shown in 

Table 5.8.   
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Model A Model B
All Countries Non-OECD

Personal Integrity Rightst-1 1.198 * 1.140 *
(0.041) a (0.041)

Democracy -0.052 * -0.042 *
(0.007) (0.007)

Civil War 0.731 * 0.774 *
(0.097) (0.095)

International War 0.280 * 0.262 *
(0.078) (0.082)

Economic Standing -0.041 * -0.017 *
(0.005) (0.007)

External Economic Penetration -0.040 * -0.054 *
(0.011) (0.011)

Cut Point 1 0.835 0.682
Cut Point 2 2.557 2.365
Cut Point 3 4.244 4.034
Cut Point 4 5.723 5.488

N 2610 2195
McKelvey and Zavonia R2 0.71 0.68
Wald chi-square 1608.61 1125.92
     prob > .05 0.000 0.000
*p<.05 
**p<.10
a Robust Standard Errors are shown in parentheses.

with External Economic Penentration Index

Table 5.8
Ordered Probit Analyses of Personal Integrity Abuse

 

 

 The goodness of fit measures indicate that the model with the external economic 

penetration variable performs relatively well.  Each of the control variables is statistically 

significant and in the expected direction.  Moreover the external economic penetration 

index is statistically significant.  Countries with greater degrees of external economic 

penetration tend to experience lower levels of personal integrity abuse.  This relationship 

holds regardless of the sample used.  This adds further support for the expectations drawn 
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from the liberal paradigm.  To examine the substantive effects of external economic 

penetration marginal effects are reported in Table 5.9.27    

 

 

1 2 3 4 5
Murder or Murder or

Rule Limited  Extensive Dissappearance Dissappearance
of Law Imprisonnment Imprisonment Political Activist Entire Society

Entire Sample
External Economic Penetrationa 0.04 0.12 -0.12 -0.03 -0.00

Non-OECD Countries

External Economic Penetration 0.02 0.15 -0.08 -0.09 -0.01

a For ordinal variables the marginal effect is calculated as a change from the minimum value to the maximum value.

Table 5.9 : Marginal Effects
External Economic Penetration and Personal Integrity Rights

 

The marginal effects indicate that economic liberalization in a country can have a 

significant impact on a country�s willingness to repress its citizens.  A country that moves 

from the lowest score of a 2 on the external economic penetration index to the highest 

score of an 8 on that index, increases its likelihood of living under the rule of law by 4% 

in all countries and 2% in developing countries.  That same move considerably increases 

the likelihood a country will live a state with only limited imprisonment (from 12% in all 

countries to 15% in developing countries) and decreases the likelihood that a state will 

have extensive imprisonment or target political activist for murder or disappearance.  

These results, taken as a whole suggest strong support for arguments suggested by the 

liberal paradigm.  Economic liberalization in a state appears to substantially decrease that 

state�s willingness to repress its citizens.   

                                                 
27 The marginal effects for the control variables do not vary substantially from those presented above.  
Thus, I report only the marginal effects for the external economic penetration variable for ease of 
presentation.   
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5.7  Conclusion 

Worldwide attention increasingly targets MNCs, which are often perceived to 

exploit local economies and even encourage repression of local populations.  MNCs are 

commonly viewed as bullies, since the corporation is often worth more than the national 

economy it is investing in.  On the other hand, classic liberal theory suggests that 

investment should be beneficial to the recipient country.  According to this perspective, 

investment improves the economic situation in a country and can even help in creating a 

powerful middle class which will demand more civil and political rights.  This theory 

also suggests that economic relations aid in the spread of norms of behavior, such as 

human rights. 

The purpose of this chapter was to empirically test the relationship between levels 

of investment and human rights.  Initial bivariate analyses suggest a statistically 

significant negative relationship between a country�s direct foreign investment and that 

country�s proclivity to repress its citizens.  The multivariate analysis indicates that a 

country�s level of investment is a significant deterrent to future human rights abuse, once 

I control for other factors influencing personal integrity rights.  A country�s rate of 

change in investment can further act to mitigate human rights abuse, in developing 

countries.  While the multivariate analyses suggest support for the liberal perspective, the 

effect of investment on personal integrity rights appears relatively small, particularly 

when compared to other variables in the model.  However, the effects of investment over 

time can be quite substantial.    

A particularly interesting finding involves the percentage of a country�s investment 

that originates from the United States.  Liberal theorists argue that a hegemon, or 



 

 128

world leader establishes and maintains norms.  What is not specified by liberal theory 

is whether the diffusion of norms is greater when the hegemon is the investor. It 

makes intuitive sense to suppose that investment from the hegemon is even more 

likely to aid in the transmission of norms.  The empirical tests indicate that a country 

that depends on the hegemon for a greater percentage of its investment is more likely 

to have lower levels of personal integrity abuse.  This suggests that the hegemon�s 

role in maintaining regimes is critical.  Moreover, the cumulative effects of the 

percentage of investment originating from the U.S. over time suggest that the 

hegemon has the potential to substantially decrease repression in a state.  

An interaction analysis examines whether the relationship between investment 

and personal integrity rights depends on the level of economic standing in a country.  The 

interaction analysis suggests that investment is more important in poorer countries, and 

has no impact on a state�s human rights practices in the richest countries.  Investment 

may have a significant impact on a state�s human rights practices, but it should not be 

seen as an elixir for the problems of a state.  Nonetheless, in all cases, the liberal idea that 

investment can lead to positive inducements for a state to improve its human rights 

practices appears warranted. 

A final analysis examines the overall effect of external economic penetration on 

personal integrity abuse.  This examines the combined effects of the level of investment 

and the level of trade in a country, both relative to a state�s GDP.  The idea here is that 

countries with overall liberalized economy should experience improved personal integrity 

rights, consistent with the liberal theory.  The marginal effects indicate that the combined 

impact of trade and investment has the potential to make a significant difference in the 
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level personal integrity abuse in a country.  Again support is found for the liberal 

perspective as greater economic penetration leads to less human rights abuse.   
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CHAPTER 6 

INTERNATIONAL MONETARY FUND AND HUMAN RIGHTS 

 

6.1 Introduction 

This chapter examines the relationship between international monetary funds and 

personal integrity rights.  IMF funding has become increasingly controversial in recent 

years.  As many countries face greater debt and balance of payment crises, IMF funding 

continues to play an important role in the international economy.  At the same time, 

greater awareness of third world debt and the costs of globalization, in general, have 

increasingly spawned anti-globalization protests.   

Opponents of IMF funds argue that the stabilization programs that accompany 

these funds provoke protests in recipient states.  These protests may be met with stiff 

resistance by the state, particularly in more authoritarian regimes.  There are numerous 

examples of protests against IMF austerity programs.  This was the case in Algeria in 

1988, when around 200 people were killed rioting high prices and unemployment 

resulting from an IMF structural adjustment plan (Caffentzis and Federici 2001).  In 1989 

Jordan announced it had reached an agreement with the IMF for assistance.  

Subsequently, at least five protesters were killed by Jordanian police in the face of 

increasing food prices (Caffentzis and Federici 2001).  In that same year, in Venezuela 

IMF mandates to increase fuel prices and public transport prices led to mass riots where 

approximately six hundred people were killed and another thousand wounded (Caffentzis 

and Federici 2001).  Students in Niger protested decreased education funding, required by 

the IMF as part of a 1990 funding agreement.  Police response resulted in between three 
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(according to police) and fourteen fatalities (according to student demonstrators) 

(Caffentzis and Federici 2001).  Several others were wounded in the exchange.  

Similarly, tens of thousands of people recently protested IMF conditionality in Argentina 

(BBC 2002) and Colombia (AP Press 2001).  Thus, from this perspective IMF funding is 

likely to increase the willingness of a state to repress.   

Supporters of IMF funding, on the other hand, contend that such funds provide 

necessary resources to countries in need of help.  Countries that apply for IMF assistance 

often face balance of payment problems, monetary crises, and burdensome debt levels.  

These funds help countries in financial crisis get on the road to economic recovery, as 

well as signal an improved economic outlook for the future of the recipient state.  

Consistent with the liberal paradigm, supporters argue these funds promote economic 

growth as well as create a further opportunity for the diffusion of norms, including 

human rights.   

This chapter seeks to empirically test these competing ideas.  In order to 

accomplish this, section two begins by discussing the IMF measure I created.  In 

addition, I examine the bivariate relationship between IMF funding and personal integrity 

rights.  Section three utilizes a multivariate model of personal integrity rights to get a 

more accurate picture of this relationship.  The substantive effects of IMF funding are 

examined in section four, which begins by looking at the marginal effects of IMF 

funding, holding other variables at their means.  In addition, I examine the long-term 

effects of IMF funding taking into account its dynamic effect through the lagged 

endogenous dependent variable.  Section five tests the possibility that the relationship 

between IMF funding and personal integrity rights is moderated by economic 



 

 132

development.  Countries with higher levels of economic development may have less 

incentive to repress, for example, in response to IMF funding than countries at lower 

levels of wealth.  Conversely, countries with higher levels of economic development may 

experience less initial incentive to improve their human rights records than countries at 

the lowest levels of economic development which often have the greatest room from 

improvement.  In addition, I examine the extent to which the relationship between IMF 

funds and personal integrity rights is conditioned by the level of democracy.  As noted 

above, when a state is faced with anti-IMF protests, the nature of the regime may 

constrain or facilitate its ability to respond with repression.  More democratic regimes are 

less likely to repress their citizens in general, and therefore, may be less likely to repress 

even in the face of such protests.  An authoritarian regime faces less constraint, should it 

choose to respond to protests with repression.  Thus, I test for an interaction effect 

between IMF funding, personal integrity rights, and level of democracy in a country.  

Conclusions are drawn in the final section.   

 

6.2 A First Look at IMF Funding and Human Rights  

 In order to fully examine the relationship between IMF funding and personal 

integrity rights, I first examine the IMF funding variable.  To capture the IMF funding in 

a country, I take the sum of the annual amount drawn of stand-by arrangements, extended 

fund facility arrangements, and structural adjustment arrangements for each state in 

hundreds of millions of special drawing rights (SDRs).  The summary statistics are shown 

in Table 6.1 
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Variable Observations Mean Standard Deviation Minimum Maximum
Entire Sample
IMF Funding 3736 0.25 1.63 0 52.60

OECD
IMF Funding 441 0.06 0.87 0 17.00

non-OECD
IMF Funding 3274 0.27 1.71 0 52.60

Table 6.1: Summary Statistics

 

 Table 6.1 indicates that the average amount of IMF funding is substantially 

greater for developing countries.  In fact, in my sample, there are only three occurrences 

of IMF funding in OECD countries.  That is compared to 115 developing countries that 

received IMF funding between 1976 and 1996.  While IMF funding is more likely to 

occur in developing countries, IMF funding in general remains a relatively rare event.  

Out of 3736 observations, there are only 738 total occurrences of IMF funding.  Since 

IMF funding is relatively rare, it might be instructive to examine the mean IMF funding 

for each category of the dependent variable.  These results are shown in Figure 6.1. 

 

Figure 6.1  Mean IMF Funding at each level of PTS
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 The average amount of IMF funding is quite low for those countries with the best 

human rights records.  Countries with the best human rights score receive an average of 5 

to 8 million special drawing rights.  Moreover, the amount of IMF funding increases with 

greater levels of repression, in the first four categories of personal integrity rights.  Thus 

countries with a political terror score of 2 receive 23 million SDRs, whereas a country 

that scores a 3 on the PTS receives an average of 34 million SDRs.  The highest amount 

of mean IMF funding, 74 million SDRs, goes to countries whose repression score is a 4.  

The only exception is the most repressive regimes with widespread torture, which receive 

less IMF loans on average (around 27 million SDRs) than countries with extensive 

imprisonment or those countries where torture is limited to political activists.  This may 

indicate that the most repressive regimes are less likely to want international 

organizations involved threatening the sovereignty of their rule.  It could also be that 

those countries with the worst human rights records are less likely to be approved for 

IMF loans.   

 To further assess the relationship between IMF funding and human rights abuse I 

explore the bivariate correlations between IMF funding and a country�s political terror 

score.  Pearson�s correlations represent the pairwise correlation between these two 

variables.  In addition, since the measure of personal integrity rights is ordinal, I examine 

Kendall�s tau-b and Spearmans rho which take the ordinal nature of the Political Terror 

Scale into account.  These three bivariate measures of association are shown in Table 6.2. 
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Pearson's Spearman's Kendall's 
Correlation Rho taub

Entire Sample
IMF Funding 0.10 * 0.11 * 0.10 *

Non-OECD  
IMF Funding 0.08 * 0.03 * 0.02 *

OECD  
IMF Funding 0.11 * 0.15 * 0.15 *

*p<.05; **p<.10

Table 6.2: Bivariate Correlation
IMF Funding and Personal Integrity Abuse

 

 

The Pearson�s correlation suggests a positive, statistically significant relationship 

between IMF funding and the level of repression in a state.  The t-test allows me to reject 

the null hypothesis that there is no correlation.  Both the Spearman�s Rho and Kendall�s 

tau-b further indicate a positive relationship between IMF funding and repression.  The 

sample including only developing countries exhibits a strong relationship between IMF 

funding and personal integrity abuse.  It is interesting to note, however, that the 

relationship remains statistically significant in the wealthiest countries.  This preliminary 

analysis suggests that countries that receive IMF funding are more likely to experience 

greater levels of repression.   

This appears to lend support to the idea that IMF funding is often accompanied by 

protests which lead to greater repression.  For example, in 2001 the Ecuador government 

announced new IMF measures.  These measures, which included the removal of cooking 

fuel and gas subsidies, caused mass protests in Ecuador.  The government responded with 

military force eventually declaring a state of national emergency and suspending the 

citizen�s basic constitutional rights (Weissman 2001).  In the sample covered in this data 
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set, Ecuador received IMF assistance 9 out of 20 years, for an average IMF funding of 

around 22 million SDRs.  The political terror score of Ecuador during this time also 

varied significantly, ranging from 2 to 4.  To illustrate the Ecuador example, Figure 6.2 

graphs IMF funding, as well as the personal integrity score for Ecuador from 1976 to 

1996.28   

Figure 6.2  IMF Funds and Personal Integrity Rights 
in Ecuador, 1976-1996
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In this example, Ecuador received IMF funds beginning in 1983.  By 1985, 

Ecuador�s human rights records had moved from a PTS score of a 2, where there is 

limited imprisonment for political activists, to a 3 where there is extensive imprisonment 

and unlimited detention for expressing one�s political views.  By 1986, the human rights 

situation in Ecuador had worsened, with torture and disappearances terrorizing primarily 

those who are politically active.  Personal integrity scores in Ecuador do drop back down 

to a 2, but only after two years of receiving no IMF funding.  Though the example in 

                                                 
28 In order to graphically depict the both trends, I divided Ecuador�s IMF funding by 10, so that the scale 
was closer to that of the PTS scale.  This allows the graph to visually show both trends without 
substantively changing these results.   
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Ecuador is illustrative, the true nature of the relationship between personal integrity rights 

and IMF funding must account for additional influences on personal integrity rights.   

 

6.3 Multivariate Analysis of IMF funding and Human Rights 

 This section examines the multivariate model of personal integrity rights 

including a variable measuring the amount of IMF funding.  Recall, the hypothesis from 

Chapter 3 uggest that   

 increases in IMF funding will lead to increases in human rights 

violations, ceteris paribus.   or 

 increases in IMF funding will lead to decreases in human rights 

violations, ceteris paribus. 
In order to fully ascertain the nature of the relationship between IMF funding and 

personally integrity abuse, I must include controls for other variables effecting personal 

integrity abuse.  Here I use the same base model of personal integrity abuse used in 

previous chapters, including controls for previous levels of human rights abuse, presence 

of civil or international war, level of democracy, and economic standing in a country.  

The results from the ordered probit analysis are shown in Table 6.3.29   

 

                                                 
29 A slate of diagnostics, discussed in Chapter Three, was run for the models presented here.  These 
diagnostics produced results similar to those reported in Chapter Three.  There is no indication of 
multicollinearity, omitted variables, outliers or influential cases whose omission substantially changed the 
results reported.  The predicted probabilities results are also similar to those reported in Chapter Three.  
OLS Results are reported in Appendix C for comparison purposes.  The OLS results are not substantively 
different from the ordered probit results shown here.     
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Model A Model B
All countries Non-OECD

Personal Integrity Rightst-1 1.205 * 1.154 *
(0.041) a (0.041)

Democracy -0.047 * -0.038 *
(0.006) (0.007)

Civil War 0.726 * 0.754 *
(0.098) (0.095)

International War 0.292 * 0.266 *
(0.078) (0.081)

Economic Standing -0.043 * -0.025 *
(0.005) (0.007)

IMF Funding t-1 0.038 * 0.035 *
(0.000) (0.000)

Cut Point 1 1.118 1.062
Cut Point 2 2.839 2.737
Cut Point 3 4.526 4.402
Cut Point 4 5.994 5.843

N 2610 2195
McKelvey and Zavonia R2 0.76 0.67
Wald chi-square 1620.57 1112.37
     prob>.05 0.000 0.000
*p<.05
**p<.10
a Robust Standard Errors are shown in parentheses.

Table 6.3
Ordered Probit Analyses of Personal Integrity Abuse

IMF Funding

 

 

 Goodness of fit measures indicate that Model A is performing relatively well.  

The chi-square suggests that this model, taken as a whole, is statistically significantly 

different from zero.  The McKelvey and Zavoina R2  is a further indication that the model 

is appropriate.  As hypothesized, previous repression, civil war and international war 

each significantly increase the likelihood a state will repress its citizens.  A country�s 

level of wealth or democracy, on the other hand, is associated with decreased repression.   
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 The variable I am most interested in here is a country�s level of IMF funding.  

The multivariate analysis suggests that a country with greater levels of IMF funding 

experiences greater levels of repression, holding everything else constant.  This suggests 

that critics of IMF policies are right to be concerned about human rights within that state.  

A country that receives IMF funding is likely to experience increased violations of 

personal integrity.   

 Examining only developing countries does not substantially alter these results.  

Both the chi-square and the McKelvey and Zavoina R2 indicate that Model B is 

significant.  All of the control variables remain statistically significant and in the 

expected direction.  Again, developing countries with greater amounts of IMF funding 

are more likely to experience repression, ceteris paribus.  Critics of IMF funding appear 

warranted in suggesting that austerity programs are often accompanied by discontent 

within society.30  These results seem to indicate that IMF austerity programs should 

include explicit limits on a state�s ability to violate human rights.   

Coefficients reported by the ordered probit results can indicate statistical significance 

and direction.  However, since the ordered regression model is nonlinear in the outcome 

probabilities, Long suggests various methods for getting at the substantive meaning 

(Long 1997).  The next section attempts to get at the substantive meaning of the 

multivariate analysis.  

 
                                                 
30 Most theoretical arguments against IMF funding stress the protests that accompany IMF austerity plans.  
Such arguments imply that increased repression may in fact be temporary.  To test whether the effects of 
IMF protests are strictly short term, I repeat the above analysis with both three and five year lags.  The 
analysis using a three year lag is statistically insignificant.  By contrast, the analysis examining the effect of 
IMF funding at five years is statistically significantly positively related to repression.  This indicates that 
the tendency of a state to increase its repression with IMF funding has real, long term effects on the well�
being of its citizens.  These results, which are substantively similar to those shown in Table 6.3, are 
reported in Appendix D.   
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6.4 Marginal Effects and Long Term Effects of IMF Funds 

In this section I examine the marginal effects31 of the independent variables on 

personal integrity rights.  Following Long and Freese (2001), I explore how changes in 

the independent variables affect change in the probability of obtaining particular 

outcomes, holding other variables at their mean.  Change is calculated as a move from the 

minimum to the maximum for nominal or ordinal variables, and as a change of one 

standard deviation for interval variables.  The first column reports the average change for 

each independent variable, where subsequent columns report the change for each 

category of the dependent variable.  These results are shown in Table 6.4. 

 

                                                 
31 The marginal effect is calculated as the slope of the curve relating xk to the probability y = m|x, holding 
the other variables constant (Long 1997).   
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1 2 3 4 5
Murder or Murder or

Rule Limited  Extensive Dissappearance Dissappearance
of Law Imprisonnment Imprisonment Political Activist Entire Society

Entire Sample
Personal Integrity Rights t-1 

a -0.57 -0.40 0.08 0.48 0.41

Democracya  0.05 0.13 -0.15 -0.04 -0.00

Civil Warb  -0.05 -0.23 0.17 0.10 0.00

International Warb  -0.02 -0.09 0.08 0.03 0.00

Economic Standingc 0.03 0.08 -0.09 -0.02 -0.00

IMF Fundingt-1
c -0.01 -0.02 0.02 0.01 0.00

Non-OECD Countries
Personal Integrity Rights t-1 -0.48 -0.47 0.04 0.45 0.45

Democracy 0.02 0.12 -0.08 -0.06 -0.00

Civil War -0.02 -0.22 0.04 0.17 0.02

International War -0.01 -0.08 0.04 0.05 0.00

Economic Standing 0.00 0.03 -0.02 -0.02 -0.00

IMF Fundingt-1 -0.00 -0.02 0.01 0.01 0.00

a For ordinal variables the marginal effect is calculated as a change from the minimum value to the maximum value.
b For dummy variables the marginal effect is calculated as a discrete change. 
c For  interval variables the marginal effect is calculated for a change  in 1/2 of one standard deviation. 

Table 6.4 : Marginal Effects 
IMF Funding and Personal Integrity Rights

 

 

 The marginal effects give us some idea of the changes likely to occur in the 

different outcome categories of the dependent variable given the defined change in the 

independent variables.  Thus, the results indicate that a country that a country that moves 

from the least democratic to the most democratic is 5% more likely to live under the rule 
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of law, 4% less likely to experience torture of political figures, and only marginally less 

likely to experience widespread torture throughout society (less than 1%).  It is 

interesting to note that in most cases the independent variables have the greatest potential 

of effecting cases with middle range human rights records.  Democracy and civil war, for 

example, exhibit a much greater influence on states that score a 2 or 3 on the Political 

Terror Scale than other states.  Indeed, most of the independent variables have a minimal 

effect on countries with the most egregious human rights records.  This may indicate that 

in countries with the worst or even best human rights records, human rights practices 

have become ingrained in society and are the least likely to change.   

 In terms of IMF funding, a country with an increase in IMF funding of an increase 

of one standard deviation above the mean decreases the probability that a state will live 

under the rule of law by 1% and decreases the probability that a state will experience 

limited imprisonment by 2%, when examining all countries.  That same change in IMF 

funding increases the probability that a state will experience extensive imprisonment by 

2%, as well as increasing the likelihood a state will experience torture of political figures 

by 1%.  The effect of IMF funding on developing countries is similarly small.  In both 

cases the average change in personal integrity rights produced by a standard deviation 

change in IMF funding is only 1%.  This seems to indicate that the effect of IMF funding 

on personal integrity rights is statistically significant, though relatively small when 

compared to other factors such as democracy or civil war for example.  The effect of IMF 

funding further appears to be greatest on those countries with a political terror score of a 

2 or 3.  These results seem to indicate that IMF funding is much less likely to affect 

countries with either the best or the worst human rights records.   
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 Examining the immediate effects of IMF funding on personal integrity abuse 

ignores cumulative effects of past personal integrity abuse.  To fully understand the 

relationship between personal integrity rights and IMF funding, I examine the effects of 

IMF funding over time.  As suggested by Poe and Tate (1994) this approach accounts for 

the cumulative effects of the lagged endogenous dependent variable.32  The effects of the 

independent variables on personal integrity abuse over time, taking into account the 

lagged effects of personal integrity abuse are shown in Figure 6.3. 

 

                                                 
32 In order to account for the cumulative effect of the lagged endogenous variable, I use OLS coefficients.  
So, for example, to calculate the effect of an independent variable at time t+1, I take the direct affect of the 
described change in a given independent variable at time t and add the product of that direct effect and the 
coefficient of the lagged endogenous variable.  Change is calculated as a move from the minimum to the 
maximum value for nominal or ordinal variables, and as an increase of 1 standard deviation above the mean 
for ordinal variables.    
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Figure 6.3  Long-term Effects of Changes in the Independent Variables, 
IMF Funding and Personal Integrity Rights in Developing Countries
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 Once I account for the cumulative effects of the lagged endogenous variables, I 

get a better idea of the true impact of the independent variables over time.  Civil war 

produces both the greatest immediate impact, as well as the greatest long-term impact on 

a state�s willingness to repress.  A country that begins to experience a civil war realizes 

an immediate increase in their political terror score of .47.  The long term effects are even 

greater, with an increase of 1.51 by the tenth year.  A country�s regime type also 

produces a considerable effect on a state�s likelihood of future repression.  The effect of a 
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country entering into an international war further increases its likelihood of repression, by 

½ a point on the 5 point PTS in the 10th year.  A country that moves from the least 

democratic to the most democratic experiences an initial decrease of .21 in its repression 

score.  Taking into account the cumulative effects of repression, this translates into a .67 

decrease in a state�s political terror score by the 10th lag.  The effect of economic 

development appears comparatively weak.  The effect of an increase in economic 

development by 1 standard deviation, accounting for the lagged effects of repression, is 

about .46 by the 10th year.  I should note that while this is relatively small, it is not 

insignificant when we consider the PTS scale is a mere 5 points.  A move of ½ a point 

within any of the categories of the Political Terror Scale likely translates into less torture, 

less detention or less murder by the state.   

 IMF funding is substantially less important in changing a state�s human rights 

practices.  An increase in IMF funding of one standard deviation above the mean 

translates into 183 million SDRs.  In my sample, for example, Argentina received 184 

million SDRs in 1989, Chile and Pakistan received around 188 million in 1985 and 1995 

respectively, and Zaire received 175 million SDRs in 1981.  The effect of such an 

increase in IMF funding in year one is a mere .04.  By the 10th year, the effect of IMF 

funding is .14, even after accounting for the lagged effects of repression.   This further 

suggests that the effects of IMF funding on personal integrity abuse, while statistically 

significant, is substantively small on average.   

  

6.5 Interaction Effects 
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In Chapter Three I hypothesized two possible interaction effects.  The first is that the 

effect of IMF funding on personal integrity abuse depends on the level of economic 

development.  Countries at lower levels of economic development may have a harder 

time coping with IMF austerity programs.  Citizens who are already having a hard time 

feeding their families are more likely to protest decreases in governmental spending.  

Citizens in countries with higher levels of economic development may have less 

incentive to protest against IMF conditionality, thereby inciting less state repression.  

Thus, I investigate whether the relationship between IMF funding and personal integrity 

abuse is conditioned by economic development.   

In order to test for the first interaction effect I begin by adding an interaction term to 

the model of personal integrity rights.  In this case, I add the product of IMF funding and 

economic development to the model.  The ordered probit results including the interaction 

term are shown in Table 6.5.   
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Model A Model B
All Countries Non-OECD

Personal Integrity Rightst-1 1.205 * 1.154 *
(0.041)a (0.041)

Democracy -0.048 * -0.038 *
(0.006) (0.007)

Civil War 0.726 * 0.754 *
(0.098) (0.095)

International War 0.292 * 0.266 *
(0.078) (0.081)

Economic Standing -0.042 * -0.025 *
(0.005) (0.007)

IMF Fundingt-1 0.053 * 0.054 *
(0.020) (0.020)

IMF Fundingt-1*Economic Standing -0.005 -0.006
(0.005) (0.005)

Cut Point 1 1.119 1.063
Cut Point 2 2.840 2.738
Cut Point 3 4.428 4.405
Cut Point 4 5.996 5.846

N 2610 2195
McKelvey and Zavonia R2 0.76 0.67
Wald chi-square 1618.06 1109.42
     prob > chi-square 0.000 0.000

F-Testb 112.410 33.990
prob > chi-square 0.000 0.000
*p<.05
**pp<.10
a Robust Standard Errors are shown in parentheses.
b F-Test test whether IMF Funding, Economic Standing and 
   IMF Funding*Economic Standing are jointly signficant

Ordered Probit Analyses of Personal Integrity Abuse
Interaction Analysis: IMF Funding and Wealth

Table 6.5

 

 

Both IMF funding and economic standing remain statistically significant, though the 

interaction term is not significant.  However, I am interested in the extent to which 
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economic standing, IMF funding and the interaction term are significant, when taken 

together.  A joint F-test examines whether these three terms are jointly significant.33  In 

this case the F-test indicates that I can reject the null hypothesis that these three 

coefficients taken together are equal to zero.  In both samples, there does appear to be an 

interaction effect.   

In order to more fully examine how the relationship between IMF funding and 

personal integrity abuse differs at distinct levels of economic standing, I calculate the 

value of the interaction term at different levels of economic standing.  Table 6.6 shows 

the conditional coefficient, the slope and the standard error of the interaction term at the 

25th, 50th, and 75th quartiles of economic development, as well as the mean value of 

economic development in OECD countries.34   

                                                 
33 The formula for the F-tests is  F  =  (R2

2-R2
1)/(k2-k1) 

      (1-R2
2)/N-k2-1) 

 
34 The slope is calculated as b1 at X2 = b1 + b3X2, while the standard error is calculated as [Var(b1) + 
X2

2var(b3) + 2X2 cov (b1,b3)] 1/2 
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Level of Economic IMF t  Standard
Standing Coefficient Statistic Error

All Countries

0.41 0.0507 2.809 * 0.018

1.12 0.0473 3.194 * 0.015

3.38 0.0364 5.472 * 0.007

15.25 -0.0207 -0.364  0.057

Non-OECD Countries

0.37 0.0518 2.899 * 0.018

0.92 0.0484 3.152 * 0.015

2.25 0.0400 4.084 * 0.010
*p < .05; **p<.10

Table 6.6
Effect of IMF Funding on Personal Integrity Abuse

at distinct levels of Economic Development 

 

 

The results indicate that IMF funding increases a state�s propensity to repress at the 

lowest levels of economic development.  The t-statistics indicate that this relationship is 

statistically significant at the 25th, 50th, and 75th quartile of economic development. 

However, at larger levels of economic development the relationship between IMF 

funding and repression becomes weaker.  The conditional coefficients for IMF funding 

get consistently smaller at higher levels of wealth.  Thus at the mean level of wealth for 

OECD countries, about $15,000 per capita GNP, the relationship between IMF funding 

and personal integrity rights is not statistically significant.  In fact, this relationship 

becomes insignificant at around an economic development level of around $7,000 per 

capita GNP.  IMF funding exhibits no relationship with a state�s tendency to repress in 
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the wealthiest countries.  In the poorest countries, which are also those countries most 

likely to need IMF assistance, such assistance leads to greater levels of repression. 

 In addition, I hypothesized that the relationship between IMF funding and human 

rights is conditional on a state�s level of democracy.  Countries with greater levels of 

democracy afford their citizens greater institutional protections against violations of civil 

and political rights.  Such countries are less likely to be willing or able to respond to anti-

IMF protests with force than their non-Democratic counterparts.  By contrast, non-

democratic regimes have fewer constraints on their treatment of citizens.  Such regimes, 

when faced with protests, are more likely to respond with repression.  Thus, I test for the 

possibility that the effect of IMF funding on human rights abuse depends on the level of 

democracy.  In order to test for this possibility, I include an interaction term comprised of 

the product of democracy and IMF funding.  The ordered probit results, including this 

interaction term are reported in Table 6.7. 
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Model A Model B
All Countries Non-OECD

Personal Integrity Rightst-1 1.205 * 1.155 *
(0.041)a (0.041)

Democracy -0.048 * -0.037 *
(0.007) (0.007)

Civil War 0.726 * 0.754 *
(0.098) (0.095)

International War 0.292 * 0.266 *
(0.078) (0.081)

Economic Standing -0.043 * -0.025 *
(0.005) (0.007)

IMF Fundingt-1 0.036 * 0.040 *
(0.010) (0.010)

IMF Fundingt-1*Democracy -0.001 -0.001
(0.003) (0.003)

Cut Point 1 1.118 1.064
Cut Point 2 2.838 2.738
Cut Point 3 4.525 4.404
Cut Point 4 5.993 5.845

N 2610 2195
McKelvey and Zavonia R2 0.76 0.67
Wald chi-square 1620.22 1113.39
     prob > chi-square 0.000 0.000

F-Testb 90.130 65.860
prob > chi-square 0.000 0.000
*p<.05
**pp<.10
a Robust Standard Errors are shown in parentheses.
b F-Test test whether IMF Funding, Democracy and 
   IMF Funding*Democracy are jointly signficant

Table 6.7
Ordered Probit Analyses of Personal Integrity Abuse

Interaction Analysis: IMF Funding and Democracy

 

 

 The ordered probit results indicate that a country�s level of democracy and level 

of IMF funding are statistically significant; the interaction term is not.  The F-test, on the 
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other hand, indicates that a country�s level of democracy, level of IMF funding, and the 

interaction term, taken together, are statistically significant.  This suggests that the 

relationship between a country�s level of IMF funding and its level of repression depends 

on that country�s level of democracy.  In order to get an idea of how this relationship 

appears, I examine the conditional effect of IMF funding on human rights at low (0), 

medium (5) and high (10) levels of democracy, as well as the mean level of democracy 

for OECD countries (9.87) and non-OECD countries (2.89).  I report conditional 

coefficients, t-tests, and standard errors of IMF funding in developing countries at distinct 

levels of democracy in Table 6.8.    

 

Level of IMF t  Standard
Democracy Coefficient Statistic Error

Low 0.040 3.830 * 0.010
 

Medium 0.033 3.194 * 0.010
 

High 0.026 1.009  0.026
 

Mean OECD 0.026 1.032 0.025

Mean Non-OECD 0.036 5.798 * 0.006
  
*p < .05; **p<.10

Effect of IMF Funding on Personal Integrity Abuse
at distinct levels of Democracy

Table 6.8

 

 

 Table 6.8 illustrates the conditional effect of IMF funding on personal integrity 

rights.  Countries at lower levels of democracy that receive IMF funding are more likely 

to experience repression.  Developing countries are the least likely to fall into the highest 

categories of democracy.  Recall that both the median level of democracy and the modal 
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category of democracy in developing countries is the lowest level of democracy: 0.  In 

most non-OECD countries, then, IMF funding is likely to lead to increased state 

repression.   

 On the other hand, the wealthiest countries each fall in the highest range of 

democracy.  The level of democracy in OECD countries ranges from 8 to 10, with most 

OECD countries scoring a 10.  However, IMF funding has no statistically significant 

effect on a state�s level of repression in the most democratic countries.  Indeed, the 

relationship between IMF funding and personal integrity rights becomes statistically 

insignificant for countries with a level of democracy of 8 or higher.  Democratic 

countries are more likely to have institutional constraints preventing them from 

repressing their citizens, even in the face of protests.  By contrast, non-democratic 

countries are more likely to resort to repression in the face of anti-IMF protests.       

 

6.6 Inclusive Model 

A final step in examining the effects of economic interconnectedness on personal 

integrity rights is to estimate a model which controls for each of the disparate measures 

discussed in this dissertation.  This final analysis estimates the total impact of these 

aspects of globalization on personal integrity rights.  In order to examine the combined 

effects of liberalized trade and investment, as well as IMF funding, I include the external 

economic penetration index created in Chapter Five, as well as the measure of IMF 

funding.35  In addition, I include the variable measuring the proportion of a country�s 

investment that originates in the United States.  These results are shown in Table 6.9.   

                                                 
35 I do not include the measures of trade openness and investment each separately, as these two variables 
together may result in multicollinearity.  The Pearson�s correlation of these two variables reveals that the 
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Model A Model B
All countries Non-OECD

Personal Integrity Rightst-1 1.256 * 1.159 *
(0.051) a (0.051)

Democracy -0.046 * -0.040 *
(0.009) (0.009)

Civil War 0.894 * 0.928 *
(0.131) (0.127)

International War 0.145  0.061  
(0.109) (0.117)

Economic Standing -0.050 * -0.014  
(0.007) (0.013)

IMF Funding t-1 0.029 * 0.023 *
(0.008) (0.009)

External Economic Penetration -0.072 * -0.101 *
(0.019) (0.021)

USdfiI/WORLDdfit-1 -0.051 * -0.053 *
(0.026) (0.027)

Cut Point 1 0.733 0.412
Cut Point 2 2.529 2.157
Cut Point 3 4.157 3.755
Cut Point 4 5.845 5.395

N 1639 1274
McKelvey and Zavonia R2 0.79 0.70
Wald chi-square 1143.29 790.47
     prob>.05 0.000 0.000
*p<.05
**p<.10
a Robust Standard Errors are shown in parentheses.

Table 6.9
Ordered Probit Analyses of Personal Integrity Abuse

Inclusive Model

 

 

                                                                                                                                                 
correlation between trade openness and investment is a statistically significantly .23.  Moreover, the Klein�s 
test, reveals R2s over 40%.   
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The analysis in Model A includes all countries and Model B focuses on the 

developing world.  The chi-square and the McKelvey and Zavoina R2 both indicate that 

the model is appropriate.  Overall, the results shown in this model mirror results in this 

and the previous chapters.  That is, a country which experiences previous personal 

integrity abuse and civil war is more likely to experience personal integrity violations.  

Democratic countries, in general, remain less likely to experience personal integrity 

abuse.  Again, once the wealthiest countries are excluded from the model, a country�s 

economic standing does not significantly deter personal integrity abuse by the state.  

 The measures of economic interdependence continue to behave as hypothesized.  

The index measuring external economic penetration in a country is statistically 

significant and negative.  Countries with the highest levels of both trade and investment 

are less likely to experience personal integrity abuse, than countries with low levels of 

both trade and investment.  In addition, a country which is more dependent on investment 

from the hegemon than other countries is less likely to experience personal integrity 

violations, ceteris paribus.  Moreover, the variable measuring IMF funding remains 

statistically significant and positive, indicating that IMF funding is likely to engender 

greater levels of personal integrity abuse even after I control for the effects of trade and 

investment.  These results indicate that the combined effect of trade and investment 

facilitates improved human rights practices, as suggested by the liberal perspective.  

Alternatively, IMF funding produces deleterious effects on the human rights practices 

within a state, even after I control for other economic relationships which should improve 

those practices.      

 



 

 156

6.7 Conclusion 

 As protests against international organizations such as the IMF increase, it is 

useful to step away from the normative and emotional arguments and systematically test 

the effects of IMF funds on human rights.  In this chapter I do just that.  The question is, 

given the increasing aversion to IMF conditionality around the world, coupled with the 

continued willingness of states to submit their sovereignty to such conditionality, how 

does IMF funding affect a state�s treatment of its citizens.   

 First, these results indicate that IMF funding does in fact increase the probability a 

state�s willingness to repress its citizens.  Both the bivariate and multivariate analyses 

indicate that IMF funding may in fact exacerbate levels of personal integrity abuse in a 

country.  This supports arguments of recent protestors in Argentina and Ecuador, for 

example, who argue that IMF conditionality emphasizes austerity at the expense of the 

people within the state.  Although IMF funding has the potential to be used as another 

means to pressure states to improve their human rights records, the tendency of the IMF 

to impose economic agreements irrespective of the social and political policies within a 

state has prevented it from becoming another means to encourage better human rights 

policies.   

 A second implication from this research is that the effect of IMF funding on 

personal integrity rights is relatively weak, especially with regard to other factors such as 

civil war, international war, wealth, or regime type in a country. The marginal effect of 

IMF funding indicates that the substantive effect of such funding is relatively weak.  This 

finding is underscored when I examine the long-term effects of IMF funding accounting 

for the cumulative effects of the lagged endogenous variable.  Again, the effect of IMF 
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funding appears minute.  Although IMF funding significantly increases a state�s level of 

repression, that increase is marginal at best.  

 The third finding in this chapter suggests that the effects of IMF funding depend 

on both the level of economic development and the level of democracy in a country.  

Thus, I find that the relationship between IMF funding depends on a country�s level of 

wealth.  In poor countries, IMF funding increases the probability that personal integrity 

rights will be violated.  However, in the richest countries, there is no relationship between 

IMF funding and repression.  Similarly, countries at lower levels of democracy exhibit 

the strongest effect of IMF funding.  In the most democratic countries, IMF funding does 

not effect personal integrity violations.  This suggests that democratic regimes face 

institutional constraints which prevent them from responding to anti-IMF protests with 

repression.  By contrast, non-democratic regimes have no such constraints and are more 

easily able to respond to protests with repression.  Overall, this analysis indicates that, 

counter to liberal implications that increased interdependence will benefit all countries, 

IMF austerity programs can have detrimental effects in recipient countries.  The IMF 

should balance its demands for fiscal conservativism with human rights in recipient 

countries.    

 A final analysis examines the combined effects of liberalized trade and 

investment and receiving IMF loans.  These analyses support the independent tests from 

this and previous chapters.  Controlling for other determinants of personal integrity 

abuse, economic liberalization can lead to improved human rights practices by a state.  At 

the same time, IMF loans remain detrimental to human rights practices net of the positive 

influences of other external economic relationships.  
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CHAPTER 7 

CONCLUSION 

 

7.1 Summary Remarks 

Recent protests in Seattle, D.C., Italy, Germany and Spain illustrate worldwide 

concern regarding the effects of globalization.  Protestors target WTO, IMF and 

multinational corporations as vehicles of inequality, poverty and human rights abuse.  

This dissertation asks the question: are such protests warranted?  Radical theories suggest 

this increased globalization is responsible for many of society�s woes.  It is these theories 

that have received most of the attention in previous research.  Liberal and neo-liberal 

theories, by contrast, have long suggested a positive sum game, whereby countries that 

are the most open to external economic forces end up better off both socially and 

economically.  Liberalized economies are more likely to experience economic growth, 

transfers of technology and diffusion of norms.  This dissertation analyzes the effects of 

three aspects of globalization, trade openness, investment and IMF funding, on personal 

integrity rights.  I specifically set out to assess whether these aspects of economic 

liberalization result in improved personal integrity rights in the aggregate, as suggested 

by the liberal paradigm.  Utilizing a model of most countries in the world, from 1976 to 

1996, allows me to draw the most generalizable conclusions, of any research conducted 

on these issues to date.   

 

7.2 Strengthening Personal Integrity Rights 
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The evaluation of globalization produces mixed results.  With regard to open 

trade and investment policies the results suggests that a liberalized economy will, on 

average lead to improvements in personal integrity rights.  Using four different measures 

of trade, I consistently find that in the aggregate, greater levels of trade lead to lower 

levels of repression.  Moreover, liberalized trade policies have a greater effect on 

developing countries.  It is these developing countries which typically experience much 

lower levels of personal integrity rights, and thus have the greatest potential for 

improvements in human rights.  Once we account for the effects of lagged repression, the 

long-term effects of trade openness over time indicate that an increase in a developing 

country�s trade openness score may result in less torture, murder or disappearances, for 

example.  These results also suggest that exports are likely to have a greater impact on 

repression in developing countries than imports.   

Overall trade significantly decreases repression in a country and can have 

important implications in the treatment of citizens in a state in both the short term and the 

long term.  These results suggest that previous studies on the impact of trade, which rely 

on measures of certain trade sectors to measure trade dependence, miss the overall 

importance of trade in securing personal integrity rights.  Greater levels of trade facilitate 

improved economic standing, strengthening the middle class who is likely to demand 

more political and social rights.  Consistent with liberal theory, countries trade appears to 

lead to, not only an exchange of goods, but also an exchange of ideas across borders.  

Using a global sample, this research represents the strongest argument to date for 

encouraging liberal economic reforms.    
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The empirical investigation of the effects of investment also suggests support for 

the liberal paradigm.  A country whose level of investment relative to GDP increases 

experiences lower levels of personal integrity abuse.  Again, investment has the greatest 

potential to affect repression in developing countries.  Examining the cumulative effects 

of previous personal integrity abuse by the state over time gives us a good idea of the 

potential for investment to effect personal integrity rights.  In the long run, a developing 

country with increased levels of investment could change from experiencing extensive 

imprisonment of political activists, to limited imprisonment for non-violent political 

activity.  Again, this amounts to an important decrease in repression levels in a country.  

The effect of investment over time appears substantial, though slightly less than the effect 

of trade openness.  Improving on previous research in both scope and method, this 

dissertation provides the most comprehensive evidence to date that investment improves 

human rights in the aggregate. 

By contrast, empirical tests of the rate of change in the levels of either trade or 

investment appear to produce little to no effect on levels of repression in a state.  Taken 

to its extreme, the liberal paradigm might suggest that rapid liberalization of a state�s 

economy would help state�s realize the benefits of globalization more quickly.  

Alternatively, it is conceivable that rapid change in either trade levels or investment 

levels might produce a destabilizing effect, leading to state repression to maintain order 

in that state.  Empirical tests of the rate of change in trade openness suggest there is no 

effect.  There is a small effect in the rate of change in investment in developing countries, 

again suggesting support for the liberal paradigm.   Even in this case, however, these 

effects appear to be somewhat trivial.  Accounting for the cumulative effects of the 
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lagged endogenous variable over time, an increase of one standard deviation over the 

mean of a country�s rate of change in investment only produces a 2% move on the PTS 

by the 10th year.   Generally, the rate of change in interdependence is not an important 

factor in a country�s human rights record.   

Overall, the findings in Chapter Four and Chapter Five indicate economic 

interdependence results in decreased personal integrity abuse, as suggested by the liberal 

paradigm.  Chapter Five concludes with an evaluation of the combined effects of 

liberalized trade and investment in a country.  This analysis has the added benefit of 

testing whether countries with both high levels of trade openness and high levels of 

investment would realize decreased repression as suggested by liberalism.  These results 

provide the clearest support for the idea that economic liberalization reduces a state�s 

tendency to repress in the aggregate.  The marginal effects further indicate that the 

overall effect of economic liberalization on a state�s willingness to repress is substantial.   

A key element in the liberal argument is based on the benefits of improved 

economic development that results from pursuing liberalized economic policies.  The 

empirical analyses of trade openness and investment suggest that a country�s level of 

economic development is important in the effects of these variables.  The effects of both 

liberalized trade and investment disappear in the wealthiest countries, while statistically 

significant in most developing countries.    

In evaluating the effects of economic interdependence, I also examine the role of 

the hegemon.  Liberal theory generally assumes that the international system is best 

described as hierarchical, with a hegemon able to establish and enforce norms, suggesting 

that the role of the hegemon is greater than that of other countries in the development of 
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norms.  Since liberal theory contends that all investment results in positive gains, it is 

unclear whether the hegemon should be expected to play a more central role in the 

diffusion of those norms.  To test the role of the hegemon compared to other countries, I 

examine the proportion of a country�s investment coming from the United States, 

compared to that country�s overall investment.  The bivariate analyses here suggest that 

countries with greater proportions of U.S. investment are correlated with greater levels of 

repression.  However, once I control for other factors that affect a country�s level of 

investment, the net impact of higher levels of a country�s investment emanating from the 

United States is actually less repression.  This indicates that the hegemon�s role in 

disseminating norms such as human rights is vital, and amounts to an important 

clarification of the role of the hegemon in establishing an promoting norms.  Consistent 

with the liberal paradigm, it is the United States that has the greatest effect when it comes 

to encouraging human rights world wide.   

 

7.3 Weakening Personal Integrity Rights  

In contrast with the findings yielded by the empirical analyses of trade and 

investment, the effects of IMF funding suggest that all economic interaction with the 

global economy is not positive.  Given the IMF�s reputation as a lender of last resort, 

countries that receive IMF loans are typically already in crises.  As such, testing the 

effects of IMF funding provides a particularly stringent test of the effects of 

interdependence.  Nonetheless, anti-globalization protestors envision the IMF as on par 

with the WTO and MNCs in its ability to adversely affect the economic and social 

outlook in a state.  The results of the analysis in Chapter Six consistently suggest that 
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countries which receive IMF funding experience greater levels of repression.  IMF 

austerity programs, which often require recipient countries to make drastic cuts in social 

spending, engender protests from citizens who may already be having a hard time feeding 

their family.  In this case, states are likely to respond with increased repression.  The 

effect of IMF funding on repression is comparatively small, even once the cumulative 

effects of the lagged endogenous variable are taken into account.  However, the response 

by the state does not appear to be short term.  When I consider the effect of IMF funding 

five years down the road, there is statistically significantly more state repression.  These 

findings are consistent with previous research by Poe and Keith (2000), which also 

suggests IMF funding is related to increased repression in a state.  However, the more 

sophisticated measure of IMF funding provides a more precise test of this relationship. 

When I examine the effect of IMF funding dependent on a country�s level of 

wealth, I find that it is mostly developing countries that are likely to experience increased 

repression with IMF funding.  In the wealthiest countries, IMF funding has little effect on 

the state�s propensity to repress.  This may indicate that the wealthiest states have other 

means at their disposal to satisfy the discontented populace, and therefore do not have to 

resort to repression.  It may also be the case that in the wealthiest countries, IMF 

conditionality is less likely to lead to public protests, as the population is not in the same 

economic dire straights as the poorest countries.   

In addition, I hypothesize that the effects of IMF funding on personal integrity 

rights depends on a country�s level of democracy. I hypothesize that in countries with the 

lowest levels of democracy, states which face protests related to IMF conditionality are 

more likely to repress.  Higher levels of democracy translate into more people able to get 
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involved in the political system, and greater institutional constraints, in general, to 

prevent states from resorting to repression when faced with anti-IMF protests.  The 

results of the interaction analysis support this supposition.  In countries with the highest 

levels of democracy, IMF funding is not significantly related to repression.  Countries at 

the lowest levels of democracy, again including most developing countries, experience 

increased personal integrity violations subsequent to receiving IMF loans.  This indicates 

that the IMF should do more to protect personal integrity rights in recipient countries.  

Moreover, the United States, as the current hegemon, has the greatest potential for 

encouraging and enforcing norms.  The United States must encourage the IMF to become 

an institution that aids, rather than hinders, personal integrity abuse.    

 

7.4 Overall Evaluation of Economic Liberalization and Personal Integrity Rights 

Overall, I find that economic liberalization, in the form of more open trade or 

investment, produces positive effects, particularly for developing countries.  

Alternatively, IMF conditionality produces deleterious effects on personal integrity 

rights, and future attention should be paid to austerity programs which accompany IMF 

loans.  The effect of each of these measures is greater in developing countries, where 

there are more personal integrity violations on average.  I should note, however, that in 

each case, the effect of the external economic impact variable is somewhat modest 

compared to other determinants of personal integrity rights explored here, such as 

democracy, civil war and previous human rights abuse.   

In addition to theoretical interest, this dissertation has important implications for 

policymakers worldwide.  These results suggest that all governments should generally 
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pursue liberalized economic policies, to the extent that these governments are truly 

interested in furthering human rights.  Moreover, using economic policies to punish 

countries with poor human rights records appears to be counterproductive.  This means 

that the United States government granting China permanent normalized trade relations, 

for example, is an appropriate policy.  On the other hand, continued sanctions in Cuba are 

unlikely to effect a change of that countries treatment of its citizens.  These sanctions 

prevent economic ties that are likely to improve the economic well being of the citizens 

in Cuba, creating pressures from those citizens for reform.  Economic ties will also create 

opportunities for ideas and norms to cross borders.  Other countries should encourage 

liberal economic reforms that will aid in improving their economic standing and 

eventually help their citizens realize a better life.   

  

7.5 Future Research 

 This research constitutes an important exploration into the effects of globalization 

on worldwide human rights.  However, a number of important issues in the study and 

realization of personal integrity rights remain.  Chapter Four suggests one important area 

for future human rights scholarship.  The predicted probabilities examine the ability of 

the model to distinguish among categories of personal integrity abuse by comparing the 

observed values of the dependent variable with the values of the dependent variable 

predicted by the model.  These results suggest that, while we can identify fairly well 

those countries with the best human rights records, we need to pay more attention to what 

causes movements on the Political Terror Scale among those countries with poor human 

rights records.  From a normative perspective, it is those countries which exhibit the 
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worst human rights practices, which we most want to make accurate policy prescriptions 

for.  Future research should concentrate on what causes a country to move from 

widespread terror effecting the entire population to a country where terror is concentrated 

on those people who involve themselves in politics or ideas, for example.  To what extent 

do these determinants differ from inducements for a state to move from a situation where 

political imprisonment is extensive to a situation where political imprisonment is limited 

and political murder is rare?  For example, are there particular attributes of democracy 

that are important in movements from different levels of personal integrity rights?  

Empirical research, thus far, has ignored the differences in the categories of personal 

integrity rights.  Clearly, however, this research could yield critic results important in 

identifying the causes of and decreasing human rights abuse.    

In addition, future research should examine the extent to which the forces of 

globalization affect men and women differently.  Although personal integrity violations 

are important on the whole, clearly certain societies are more likely to target women than 

men.  In the former Afghanistan, for example, much of the repression was specifically 

targeted towards women.  Similarly, many of the countries in Africa and Asia target 

women, who experience female genital mutilation or are sold as sex slaves.  In such 

cases, personal integrity violations seem to specifically target the female population in a 

country.  Little work has been done examining the differences of human rights among 

men and women.  It is reasonable to ask whether globalization has the same effect on the 

personal integrity rights of women compared to men.  In order to accomplish this, it is 

necessary to develop a new measure of personal integrity rights that identifies human 
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rights violations targeted explicitly towards women.  Such an undertaking is no small 

endeavor, but would certainly further the study of personal integrity rights in general.   

Finally, this research is based on the supposition that the norm of human rights 

has become increasingly accepted in the international community.  Certainly with the 

advent of the internet, information regarding the importance of personal integrity rights 

and violations that occur is more quickly disseminated worldwide.  The recent advent of 

cell phones capable of taking and sending pictures, as well as news websites such as the 

BBC available for anyone to download such pictures, make this type of information more 

readily available than ever.  As more years of data become available, particularly the late 

1990s, it would be interesting to examine the extent to which the effect of globalization 

changes over time.  It is conceivable that personal integrity rights will improve generally 

over time, as more and more countries are influenced by this norm.  On the other hand, 

anti-globalization protests will also receive more attention worldwide, perhaps 

encouraging more protesters to participate.  This could, in fact, create greater pressure on 

state�s worldwide and turn back progress made towards better personal integrity rights.  

At this point, however, this dissertation clearly indicates liberal prescriptions for reducing 

trade barriers and encouraging investment appear warranted.  On the whole, this research 

makes a strong case for encouraging economic liberalization in developing countries. 
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Openness Exports Imports Trade Index

Personal Integrity Rightst-1 0.690 * 0.692 * 0.691 * 0.674 *
(0.042) a (0.042) (0.042) (0.041)

Democracy -0.027 * -0.026 * -0.028 * -0.028 *
(0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.005)

Civil War 0.469 * 0.465 * 0.474 * 0.466 *
(0.078) (0.078) (0.079) (0.067)

International War 0.173 * 0.168 * 0.179 * 0.142 *
(0.066) (0.066) (0.065) (0.049)

Economic Standing -0.015 * -0.014 * -0.015 * -0.015 *
(0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003)

Trade Opennesst-1 -0.001 * -0.262 * -0.202 * -0.047 *
(0.000) (0.065) (0.052) (0.009)

Constant 1.006 * 0.984 * 1.001 * 1.185 *
(0.138) (0.135) (0.137) (0.154)

N 2005 2005 2005 2610
R2 0.72 0.72 0.72 0.72
chi-square 3179.21 3206.56 3178.1 3833.5
     prob > chi-square 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
*p<.05
**p<.10
a Robust Standard Errors are shown in parentheses.

Appendix A

All Countries
OLS Regression of Personal Integrity Rights and Trade Openness
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Openness Exports Imports Trade Index

Personal Integrity Rightst-1 0.672 * 0.674 * 0.674 * 0.654 *
(0.044) a (0.044) (0.044) (0.043)

Democracy -0.025 * -0.023 * -0.025 * -0.024 *
(0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.005)

Civil War 0.472 * 0.465 * 0.479 * 0.474 *
(0.078) (0.077) (0.078) (0.067)

International War 0.188 * 0.180 * 0.195 * 0.160 *
(0.074) (0.075) (0.074) (0.054)

Economic Standing -0.002  -0.001  -0.003  -0.012 *
(0.010) (0.009) (0.010) (0.005)

Trade Opennesst-1 -0.002 * -0.355 * -0.245 * -0.063 *
(0.000) (0.084) (0.060) (0.012)

Constant 1.068 * 1.047 * 1.052 * 1.310 *
(0.147) (0.144) (0.145) (0.168)

N 1605 1605 1605 2195
R2 0.62 0.62 0.62 0.64
chi-square 927.92 964.25 892.49 1529.38
     prob > chi-square 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
*p<.05
**p<.10
a Robust Standard Errors are shown in parentheses.

Appendix A
OLS Regression of Personal Integrity Rights and Trade Openness

Non-OECD Countries
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Model A Model B Model C Model D
All countries All Countries Non-OECD Non-OECD

Personal Integrity Rightst-1 0.705 * 0.717 * 0.697 * 0.709 *
(0.042) a (0.015) (0.043) (0.044)

Democracy -0.022 * -0.023 * -0.018 * -0.019 *
(0.005) (0.004) (0.005) (0.005)

Civil War 0.488 * 0.524 * 0.490 * 0.526 *
(0.074) (0.060) (0.073) (0.080)

International War 0.155 * 0.147 * 0.162 * 0.151 *
(0.061) (0.060) (0.071) (0.067)

Economic Standing -0.015 * -0.014 * -0.010 * -0.009
(0.003) (0.003) (0.006) (0.007)

Investmentt-1 -0.009 * -0.010 * -0.010 * -0.011 *
(0.004) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005)

 
∆ in Investment X 0.000 X -0.003 *

(.001) (0.002)

Constant 0.860 * 0.844 * 0.875 * 1.185 *
(0.121) (0.049) (0.125) (0.154)

N 2198 1951 1826 1580
R2 0.71 0.73 0.62 0.64
chi-square 3424.03 3081.88 1137.40 1203.29
     prob>.05 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
*p<.05    
**p<.10
a Robust Standard Errors are shown in parentheses.

Appendix B
OLS Regression: Investment and Human Rights
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Model E Model F
All Countries Non-OECD

Personal Integrity Rightst-1 0.721 * 0.706 *
(0.039) a (0.041)

Democracy -0.023 * -0.018 *
(0.006) (0.006)

Civil War 0.520 * 0.523 *
(0.085) (0.083)

International War 0.091 ** 0.083  
(0.063) (0.073)

Economic Standing -0.015 * -0.009 **
(0.003) (0.007)

Investmentt-1 -0.016 * -0.022 *
(0.007) (0.008)

∆ in Investment 0.000 -0.002
(0.000) (0.002)

USdfiI/WORLDdfit-1 -0.019  -0.022  
(0.018) (0.022)

Constant 0.872 * 0.911 *
(0.120) (0.125)

N 1609 1260
R2 0.75 0.64
chi-square 2956.63 1098.88
     prob>.05 0.000 0.000
*p<.05   
**p<.10
a Robust Standard Errors are shown in parentheses.

Appendix B, continued
OLS Regression: US/World Investment
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Model A Model B
All countries Non-OECD

Personal Integrity Rightst-1 0.696 * 0.689 *
(0.041) a (0.042)

Democracy -0.023 * -0.019 *
(0.005) (0.005)

Civil War 0.469 * 0.471 *
(0.068) (0.068)

International War 0.155 * 0.163 *
(0.048) (0.054)

Economic Standing -0.014 * -0.013 *
(0.003) (0.005)

IMF Fundingt-1 0.022 * 0.022 *
(0.005) (0.005)

Constant 0.861 * 0.874 *
(0.119) (0.122)

N 2610 2195
R2 0.72 0.63
chi-square 4393.35 1577.28
     prob>.05 0.000 0.000
*p<.05
**pp<.10
a Robust Standard Errors are shown in parentheses.

OLS Regression
Appendix C
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